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An analysis of accounts for repairs

to buildings in the Royal Park of
Guildford in 1514
ALAN CROCKER
7he manor house and the main entrance lodge if the Royal Park if Guildford were repaired in 1514 and the
accounts provide a wealth iffactual irifOrmation about the work carried out. In particular the names if the
craftsmen and labourers are given, together with the dqys on which thf!Y worked over a 28-week period and
the wages thf!Y received. 7he materials used are also itemized with the names if the suppliers and the purchase and transport costs. 7he buildings no longer survive and the accounts provide on[y indirect irifOrmation
on their character and the nature if the work involved. However, by ana[ysing and interpreting the accounts
in detail, some conclusions have been drawn. 7he wider significance if the results is discussed.
Introduction

A large number of documents have survived providing accounts of building work carried out
on royal estates during the reign of Henry VIII and one of these is for the repair ofbuildings
in Guildford Park in 1514 (Colvin 1982, 123-4; Accounts 1514). This park formed the southeast corner of the Royal Forest ofWindsor, occupying c600ha (cl500 acres) ofland to the
west of the river Wey and north of the Hog's Back (fig 1). The work concerned two buildings:
the manor house (SU 969 493) which lay towards the south-west corner of the Park, and 'the
lodge called the le' (SU 991 502), at the main entrance to the Park near the centre of its eastern
boundary. The locations of these buildings are shown in figure 1b.
The only known illustrations of the buildings occur on John Norden's 1607 map of the
Park contained in his DescrzjJtion if the Honor ifWindesor (Norden 1607; Crocker 1999) and the
relevant details are shown in figure 2. These are based on the version of the map dedicated
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The Royal Park of Guildford: location map showing (a) places mentioned in the text and (b) the sites of
the manor house and the lodge. The squares around the two sites in (b) correspond to those shown in
figure 2.
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Fig 2

The Royal Park of Guildford: details based on the Kingjames version ofNorden's map of the Park dated
1607 showing representations of(a) the manor house and (b) the lodge.

to Kingjames, which is held in the British Library (Norden 1607, table 11). The manor house
(fig 2a) is represented by a partially erased building with beams of wood, drawn in a different
colour ink, scattered on the adjacent land and with the legend 'The Mannorhowse Pulde
downe & defaced'. It appears that the house had been demolished after Norden had
completed his survey and drawn the map, so he decided to modify the representation. The
drawing may be interpreted as portraying buildings with gabled roofs on three sides of a
courtyard with a gatehouse at the remaining southern end. It is shown as being by far the
largest building on the map with, approximately, a square plan about 50m across. This is
much larger than its actual size as it was built on a moated island measuring only about 30m
east-west by 45m north-south. Norden's drawing seems to indicate a moat, at least on the
western side of the house. The scattered beams may show that the building was basically
timber framed, or they may be only symbolic of a demolished building of any type.
The only other building on the map for which an attempt has been made to indicate its
character is St Mary's Church in Quarry Street, Guildford. However, this is shown incorrecdy
with a spire, which it never had, and with its nave to the east. In fact it does not appear to
be like any church in Surrey. Therefore, unfortunately, Norden's representation of the manor
house may not be reliable. It is interesting that on a second version of the map, dedicated to
Henry Prince ofWales and held in the Royal Library at Windsor, there is no drawing of the
manor house but its site is still indicated with the same legend. This would seem to
demonstrate that this version is later (Crocker 1999, 38).
All other buildings on Norden's map seem to be represented conventionally but in most
cases their positions are probably correct. In particular the lodge, labelled 'the chiefe lodge',
is shown as three small buildings on both the King] ames (fig 2b) and Prince Henry versions.
It is at the west end of a bridge which crosses the river W ey and which appears to have been
demolished by the time the Wey Navigation was opened in 1653 (Vine 1996, 10-12). Its
description as 'the lodge called the le' can be explained by the fact that it is located adjacent
to meadow and pasture land called 'The Lees' which in 1514 was owned by Guildford Friary
(Corke & Poulton 1984, 10).
The accounts of the 1514 repairs occupy folios 48 to 57 of a volume of 164 folios (Windsor
1514). When referring to entries, it is these folio numbers which will be used. All the folios
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except 54 have writing in a legal hand on both sides, entries on the reverse being indicated
by the addition of an 'r'. The text is in English apart from a three-line heading on folio 48
and a few other phrases, which are in Latin. Folios 48 to 54 give details of the occupations
and names of the craftsmen and labourers employed, the days worked, and the wages paid.
The remaining three folios give the costs associated with obtaining and transporting building
materials and supervising the work. In this paper the contents of the document are analysed
in detail in two separate sections, corresponding to the two different aspects of the accounts.
These sections are followed by a general discussion of the information contained in the
document and of the analysis and interpretation carried out. This includes a comparison with
information obtained from an excavation of part of the manor house site undertaken in
1972-5 (Crocker 1973-7; 1975; in prep). Some further notes on the document are provided
in Appendix 1.
HISTORIC UNITS OF MEASUREMENT

Some of the less familiar historic units of measurement used in the document are discussed
in the text, but it is convenient to provide a summary and approximate conversions to metric
units here:
1 pound(£)= 20 shillings (s) = 240 old pence (d)= 960 farthings (q) = 100 new pence (p);
1 foot= 12 inches= 305mm;
1 (Winchester) bushel = 1.24 cubic feet = 0.035 cubic metres;
1 pound Ob) = 454g.

Analysis of folios 48-54: men employed, days worked, wages paid
INTRODUCTION

Before examining the detailed information contained in this part of the document it is
necessary to discuss the introductory material at the top of folio 48, a facsimile of which,
together with a full transcript, is given as figure 3. The first point to note is that two buildings
or groups of buildings, the manor house and the lodge, were being repaired and in most
entries no information is provided that enables the work on these to be distinguished.
Secondly, wages were paid to carpenters, sawyers, tilers and labourers but there is no mention
of stonemasons, bricklayers, glaziers and other craftsmen. This suggests that the buildings
were basically timber framed and tiled. Next, the work is described as 'reparations', which
suggests that it was concerned with the repair of existing buildings and not the construction
of new ones. However, the term could also mean the complete rebuilding of the wing of a
house (Roberts 1995, 103). In either case, there could have been some stone or brick structures
and glazed windows but they did not need significant repairs. Finally, the work is said to have
been carried out during the 28-week period from 4June to 17 December in the sixth year
[of the reign of Henry VIII], which started on 22 April, 1514. In that year both of these dates
refer to Sundays and were therefore holidays and the accounts reveal that the work actually
started on Monday 5 June and finished on Saturday 16 December.
ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

Folio 48 (fig 3) shows that fourteen men were employed during the first two weeks: five
carpenters, four sawyers, two tilers and three labourers. The chief carpenter, Thomas Grene,
received 7d a day, the other craftsmen 6d a day and the labourers 4d a day. The sawyers'
names occur in pairs, as they worked in saw-pits, and the top and bottom men earned the
same amount. The days worked are indicated by a circle and those not worked by a dot,
there being no additional symbols for half-days, holidays, or double-pay for holidays worked,
as there are in some other early 16th century accounts (Dent 1970, 261-2). Six men started
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on 5June and worked a six-day week, three more started on the 8th and the remaining five
on the 9th. All of these men worked five days in the second week, having a holiday on
Thursday 15June, which was a saint's day.
Folios 48r-53r of the document provide the corresponding information on the work, in
fortnightly sections, for weeks 3-24 and folio 54 covers the last four weeks. A summary of
the information for all 28 weeks is provided in table 1. This shows that there were six working
days in eleven of the weeks, five in fifteen weeks and four in two weeks, giving an average of
5.3 days a week. Thus there were nineteen holidays and these were on the following saints'
days: 15June- St Swithun; 24June- StJohn the Baptist; 29June- St Peter and St Paul;
7 July- St Thomas of Canterbury; 22 July- St Mary Magdalene; 25 July- StJames the
Apostle; 26 July- St Anne; 10 August- St Lawrence; 15 August- Assumption of the Blessed
Virgin Mary; 24 August - St Bartholomew; 8 September - Nativity of the Blessed Virgin
Mary; 14 September - Exaltation of the Holy Cross; 21 September - St Matthew; 29
September- Michaelmas; 13 October- St Edward the Confessor; 18 October- St Luke;
28 October- St Simon and StJude; 1 November- All Saints; 30 November- St Andrew
(Richardson 1974, 124; Dent 1970, 262-3).

Fig 3

(opposite) The Royal Park of Guildford: facsimile (retouched) of the first folio of the accounts for repairs
to buildings carried out in 1514 (Accounts 1514). The information isfor two weeks commencing Monday
5June. Days worked are indicated by a circle and days not worked by a dot. The Thursday of the second
week was a holiday. The highest pay of 7d a day was made to the head carpenter, the other craftsmen
receiving 6d and the labourers 4d. The sawyers worked in pairs, one at the top and the other at the bottom
of the saw pit. A full transcript is given below.

Et Idem Clericus petit allocari de diversis custibus et expensis expendis circa diversas reparaciones necessarias ut apparebit in
posterum videlicet infra tempus predictus
[And likewise the clerk seeks allocations of different costs and payments spent on various necessary
restorations as appear clearly in the following)
The maner and the loge
called the le in gulford park
The particlers of wages payed to carpenters sawers tylers and laborers and for emptions of all stuff necessary
and for all manner carriage about the reparations done at the manor place and the loge called the le within
the parke of Gulford from the 4th day ofJune anno sexto unto the 17th day of December next following
infra etc
The first fortnight

Carpenters

Sawyers

Tylers

Laborers

at 7d the day
Thomas Grene
Robert Grene
Edward Rew
Edward Bishop
William Carpenter

oooooo
oooooo
oooooo
oooooo
... ooo

at 6d by the day
John Alen
Richard Watts
William Byd
RayffWells

oooooo 3s
oooooo 3s
... ooo !Sd
... ooo 18d

{
{l
{

at 6d by the day
John Maybanke
John Chamber

at 4d by the day
{ Robert Diker
Henry Bokyngham
John Parvys

. . . . 00
. . . . 00

3s 6d
3s
3s
3s
!Sd

12d
12d

.... oo Sd
.... oo Sd
.... oo Sd
HenrySmyth
Summa pagine 59s !Id

ooo.
ooo.
ooo.
ooo.
ooo.

oo
oo
oo
oo
oo

2s
2s
2s
2s
2s

!Id
6d
6d
6d
6d

ooo.
ooo.
ooo.
ooo.

oo
oo
oo
oo

2s
2s
2s
2s

6d
6d
6d
6d

ooo. oo 2s 6d
ooo. oo 2s 6d
000.00
000.00
000.00

20d
20d
20d
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TABLE 1 Summary of information concerning wages contained on folios 48-54 in the
accounts for repairs to buildings in Guildford Park in 1514. The columns give the following
information for pairs of weeks: the week number, the date of the Monday in the first week
of the pair, the number of working days in that week, the number employed, the days worked
by carpenters, sawyers, tilers and labourers, the total days worked and the wages paid. The
wages for weeks 25,26 are included with those for weeks 27 ,28.
Weeks

M on

Days

Men

Carpenters

Sawyers

Tilers

Labourers

Total

Wages

1,2
3,4
5,6
7,8
9,10
11,12
13,14
15,16
17,18
19,20
21,22
23,24
25,26
27,28
1-28

5June
19June
3July
17 July
31July
14Aug
28Aug
11 Sept
25 Sept
9 Oct
23 Oct
6Nov
20Nov
4Dec

6,5
5,5
5,6
5,4
6,6
5,5
6,5
5,5
5,6
5,5
5,5
6,6
6,6
4,6

14,14
16,16
18,18
15,20
21,22
21,19
20,16
15,15
15,16
16,16
16,16
16,14
8,8
6,3

27,25
25,25
25,30
25,21
48,43
45,35
42,28
35,35
33,42
30,35
35,30
42,30
18,13
4,0
826

18,20
20,20
20,24
20,14
24,20
20,20
24,10
10,10
10,12
8,10
10,10
12,12
12,6
0,0
396

4,10
10*,10
19,24
10,10
21,20
20,16
18,9
10,15
14,15
15,15
15,12
18,18
6,5
8,6
373

6,15
25,25
24,26
20,17
27,23
20,16
23,19
17,15
14,20
20,20
20,16
24,24
12,10
8,12
518

55,70
80,80
88,104
75,62
120,106
105,87
107,66
72,75
71,89
73,80
80,68
96,84
48,34
20,18
2,113

59s lld
72s 6d
£4 Ss 7d
62s 9d
103s lOd
£4 9s 7d
£4 16s
68s 2d
74s 5d
69s lOd
69s4d
£4 2s 6d
53s 9d
[£49 lls 2d]

*The 10 days worked by tilers in week 3 has been corrected from 11 in the document.

There is evidence that when a holiday fell on a Friday or a Tuesday several workers were
absent on the Saturday or Monday in order to have a long weekend. This does not take into
account days on which groups of workers were absent because they were not needed. Thus,
as indicated in figure 3, it appears that the tilers and labourers did not work on the first four
days by which time, presumably, the carpenters and sawyers had repaired or replaced some
roof timbers so that re-tiling could proceed. Similarly, at the end of the project the sawyers
finished in week 26, the carpenters in week 27 and only one tiler and two labourers worked
in week 28. Also, occasional individual absences, probably caused by illness or injury,
occurred on about 40 days compared with the total of 2113 worked. This is equivalent to
each man being absent on about five days in a working year.
The number of days worked by carpenters, sawyers, tilers and labourers was 39%, 19%,
18% and 24% of the total respectively. This seems reasonable for repairs to a timber-framed
building but direct comparisons are difficult. For example, the correspondi~g figures for
building a shire house at Ipswich in 1442 are 64% for carpenters, 10% for tilers and 26%
for labourers (Salzman 1952, 209). Assuming that the figure for carpenters includes sawyers,
who are not mentioned explicitly, the two sets of figures are similar but the shire house was
a new building and the days worked by masons and daubers on that building have been
ignored. Table 1 also shows that the workforce increased from fourteen in early June to a
maximum of 21 in August and then declined again to fourteen in mid-November before
dwindling to only three in the last week. It would therefore appear that the work was planned
deliberately to take advantage of good weather and long days in the summer months.
Twenty-seven workmen received weekly wages and the total of these amounted to 66%
of the cost of the whole project. The names of these workmen, together with the weeks in
which they worked and (in brackets) the total number of days for which they were paid, are
given below:

Carpenters: Robert Berget, 9-23 (75), becomes Richard Terget in week 19; Edward Bishop,
1-27 (137); William Carpenter, 1-24 (121); Robert Grene, 1-24 (123); Thomas Grene, 1-26
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(130); John Harper, 3-12 (19); Edward Rew, 1-27 (136); William Tanner, 10-23 (69),
Thomas Tanner from week 17.
SaUD'ers:JohnAlen, 1-26 (133);John Boke, 5-6 (11); William Byd, 1-13 (65); Richard Watts,
1-26 (133), becomes Richard Watson in week 7; RayffWells, 1-13 (54), Rayffat Wells in
weeks 7 and 8.

Tzlers:John Chamber, 1-12 (55);John Maybanke, 1-6 (23); Thomas Maybanke senior, 5-27
(93); Thomas Maybankejunior, 5-24 (100); Thomas Maybanke minor, 3-28 (102).
Labourers: William Bignall, 5-24 (79); Thomas Borrey, 13-23 (57); Henry Bokyngham, 1-14
(62); Robert Diker, 1--4 (17);John Hammond, 5-7 (13); Richard Maybanke, 3--4 (10);John
Parvys, 1-28 (138); RayffRedgar, 8-24 (82); William Street, 3-14 (61).
It is striking that five of the men had the surname Maybanke. Four of these, including three
called Thomas, were tilers and, for a brief period, one was a labourer. It appears that Thomas
Maybanke minor was not particularly young as he received the same wage as his elders. The
only other workers with the same surname were the carpenters Thomas and Robert Grene.
Thomas was the chief carpenter and continued to receive 7d a day, 1d more than the other
craftsmen, throughout the project. The only workers who received less than the standard wage
were the carpenters Robert Berget (Richard Terget) andJohn Harper who were paid 5d.
Presumably they were apprentices (Dent 1970, 263; Woodward 1995, 53-64). The number
of days on which work was carried out was 147. No individual worked on all of these days
but the labourer John Parys with 138 and the carpenters Edward Bishop and Edward Rew
with 137 and 136 came close. As the sawyers worked in pairsJohn Alen and Richard Watts
(Watson) each totalled the same number of days, 133. However, William Byd's partner Rayff
Wells (at Wells) was away for two weeks, perhaps because of an accident, and had to be
replaced temporarily by John Boke. The team of labourers changed more frequently than
the teams of craftsmen, three of them working for only ten, thirteen and seventeen days.
Analysis of folios 55-57: costs of materials, transport and supervision
INTRODUCTION

The remaining three folios of the document, which deal with the costs of obtaining and
transporting building materials and of supervising the work, will now be examined. This
section of the accounts amounts to 34% of the total cost of the whole project, 7% being spent
on roof tiles, 5% on nails, 4% on general carriage, 4% on lime, 3% on timber, 3% on laths,
2% on ironmongery, 1% on tile pins, 1% on other materials including solder and 4% on
supervision. These figures do, however, have to be interpreted with care. In particular the
3% on timber is entirely for felling and carriage and not for purchase, as it all appears to
have come from Guildford Park or neighbouring parts of the Forest ofWindsor, and therefore
belonged to the king.
A full transcript of folios 55-57, using modernized spelling, is given in Appendix 2, where
it has been found convenient, for reference purposes, to label the separate items on each folio
with a sequential small letter, from a to h. A detailed study of several of the items is given
below but it is first helpful to consider the division of the work between the manor house and
the lodge. The clearest indication of this is on folio 55(a,c,d) where it is stated that 5000 plain
(plane or flat) tiles were brought to the lodge and a total of 21 ,000 were 'brought into the
park', assumed to mean the manor house as this, unlike the lodge, was well within the park
boundary. This suggests that about 81% of the work may have been carried out at the manor
house. It should be noted that here and elsewhere in this analysis (unless otherwise stated) it
has been assumed in all cases that a hundred was 100 and not 120 (the long hundred) or 112
(the short hundred), and similarly for a thousand.
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gutter tile

Fig 4

The Royal Park of Guildford: sketches of plain, ridge and gutter tiles and of the ways in which they would
have been used.

TILES

Three types of tile, plain, ridge and gutter, are mentioned in the accounts and the information
about the numbers purchased enables an estimate to be made of the area of roof, and
therefore of ground, they could cover and suggestions to be offered as to possible structures
the associated buildings might have. An Act was passed in 1477 regulating the size of these
tiles as follows: plain 1Ot by 6-l inches, ridge 13t inches long and gutter 1Ot inches long (Neve
1726, 266; Salzman 1952, 230-1). This is more or less consistent with the sizes of more recent
tiles. Sketches of the tiles and of the ways in which they would have been used are shown in
figure 4 (Greenhalgh 1927-8, 1, 482-6; 2, 558-61; Brunskill 1985, 169-72). There is no
mention of hip tiles in the accounts, so it appears that the buildings had gable-ends and were
not hipped. In practice, hips could have been covered with ridge tiles (Ron Martin, pers
comm) but illustrations ofTudor royal buildings generally show gable-ends (Thurley 1993).
Assume that the plain tiles used at Guildford Park had the above dimensions, that the gauge
(the spacing of the laths which supported the tiles) was 4 inches, that the pitch of the roof
was about 500 (Clifton-Taylor 1987, 272) and, for the moment, that no old tiles were re-used.
The 21,000 new tiles taken to the manor house would then have covered about 2430 square
feet of ground. This is only one-sixth of the area of the moated island on which the m;mor
house stood. Similarly, the space covered at the lodge would have been about 5 70 square
feet, which might correspond to re-roofing one of the three buildings shown on Norden's
map of 1607 (fig 2b).
The ridge tiles, which incidentally cost ten times as much as the plain tiles, will now be
considered. Assume that the total of 175 was divided between the two sites in the same
proportions as the plain tiles. Approximately 140 would then have been used at the manor
house and would have covered a length of about 160 feet. So, if one long building of 2430
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square feet was being covered, it would have been about 15 feet wide and have 35 rows of
tiles on each slope. However such a building would have been too long to fit on to the island
site and 15 feet is too narrow for a building of this stature.
In practice the building must, in any case, have been more complicated than this. In
particular the 150 gutter tiles, which cost the same as the ridge tiles, would have been used
along internal valley gutters between pitched roofs meeting at right-angles. These tiles, as
shown in figure 4, would have been concave and tapered so that they could match the plain
tiles on either side. Therefore, 35 would have been needed for each valley so that four valleys
could have been covered leaving ten spares, perhaps for repairs at the lodge. The manor house
could therefore have had a central hall and two cross-wings with gable ends. From the number
of plain and gutter tiles used, the total length of the ridges of such a building can be calculated
at 16 7 feet. This would require 148 rather than 140 of the l 75 ridge tiles available. So, the
numbers of the three types of tile purchased are reasonably consistent but the difficulties of
the relatively small area of the building and of the narrow span remain.
Alternative structures might of course be suggested, such as two or more separate buildings
at the manor house. However, whatever the arrangement, the ground area covered by the
new plain tiles must have been near to 3000 square feet in total with probably about 2430
square feet of this at the manor house. Finally, it must be emphasized again that these
calculations assume that no old tiles were being re-used. This is discussed further below.
TILEPINS

On folio 55r(a) it is recorded that 26 bushels of tilepins, oak pegs for fixing tiles, were bought.
It is not stated how many pins would be contained in a bushel but an estimate can be made.
In 1514 the legal dry measure was the Winchester bushel. It is not known precisely what the
volume of this was but in 1697 it was required to be a cylindrical vessel, with a flat even
bottom, 8 inches deep and 18! inches in diameter (Connor 1987, 164-6; Dunmur 2000). It
therefore had a capacity of2150.4 cubic inches or 1.244 cubic feet. Assume that this was the
capacity in 1514 and that on average tile pins were roughly fi, inch across, as indicated by
holes in early 16th century tiles, about 3 inches long and, because of the gaps between pins,
that they occupied about two-thirds of the bushel. Calculation then shows that there would
be about 3135 pins in a bushel. This is rather less than the numbers implied by some confusing
figures quoted in the 18th century (Neve 1726, 271; Salmon 1755, 75) probably because by
that time rather smaller pins were being used. It is therefore concluded that, as 26 bushels
of pins and 26,000 tiles were purchased, just over three pins were available for the pair of
holes in each new tile. Thus it appears that there were about 50% more pins than were
needed.
However, this conclusion is flawed as in practice tilers usually only pinned one hole in each
tile (Peter Minter, pers comm; Rod Wild, pers comm). So, if the assumptions are correct,
only about one-third of the pins were needed for the new tiles. The additional pins would
then be available to fix any old tiles which were fit to be re-used. In practice this is usually
between 60% and 70% (Peter Minter, pers comm) and if a figure of two-thirds is taken, 3000
pins in a bushel would be needed, leaving just 135 spares. This assumes of course that no
old tilepins were re-used, which seems likely. Thus it is suggested that the total ground area
of the buildings repaired was about 9000 square feet, three times that calculated above from
the number of tiles purchased. About 50% of the moated island site would then be occupied
by the manor house, which seems reasonable and is consistent with the building with a
courtyard indicated in figure 2(a). The re-use of tiles implies that the buildings were already
tiled and not thatched. Indeed, it has been stated that as early as the end of the 13th century
it was tiles which were generally used on royal estates and, indeed, tiles are known to have
been used in Guildford in 1291 (Salzman 1952, 229).
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LATHS

The number oflaths supplied, recorded on folio 56r(a-fj, can also be used to investigate the
size of the buildings being repaired. Laths, normally of oak, were thin strips of wood nailed
across rafters to support the roofing material and were also used on walls to support plaster
(Neve 1726, 181; Saltzman 1952, 240-1). They were rent or riven from solid wood and not
sawn, were 4 or 5 feet long, 1 or 2 inches broad and t inch thick. The best quality laths (hart
laths) were made from the inner heart of the oak and other laths (sap or bastard laths) from
the outer wood. They were sold in bundles called 'hundreds', a bundle of 5-foot laths
containing 100 but a bundle of 4-foot laths 120 (Neve 1726, 181). For three entries in the
accounts, the quantity, the price for 100 and the total cost are all quoted. In particular 1900
hart laths were bought for 4d (folio 56r(a)), 400 for 5d (folio 56r(f)) and 700 sap laths for 4d
(folio 56r(c)). In three other cases (folio 56r(b,d,e)) only the total cost of a load is given. In
two of these the cost was 9s 4d for hart laths so, if it is assumed that the price was 4d for 100,
then each load was equivalent to 2800 laths. The third load was only 8s 4d but could still
have consisted of 2800 laths as 1000 of them were sap laths and probably rather cheaper.
This figure of2800 laths to a load can be compared with a statement (Neve 1726, 182) that
a load consisted of 30 bundles, giving 3600 for 4-foot laths or 3000 for 5-foot laths. This
suggests that they were 5-foot laths and if it is assumed that 2800 is correct the total number
purchased would be 11,400. Of these 1700 were sap laths and 9700 hart laths.
On folio 57 (d) it is recorded that the cost of carrying 1900 laths from Guildford to the
manor house, a distance of about 2.5km, was 4d. No such costs are recorded for the other
laths that were purchased and two of the loads came from Wisborough and Cranleigh, about
25km and 14km south of Guildford Park respectively. Presumably the cost of transporting
larger numbers oflaths these greater distances was included in the purchase price. However
it is difficult to estimate how this might affect the total number so that in the following
calculation 11,400 will be used.
Assuming that the laths were 5 feet long and spaced with centres 4 inches apart when used
on roofs, only about 2850 would have been required to support the new tiles. A further 5 700
or so would have been needed to support old tiles being re-used with new tilepins, as suggested
above. This gives a total of 8550, close to but rather less than the 9700 hart laths thought to
have been purchased. Possibly the loads from Wisborough and Cranleigh were rather smaller
than deduced above. Normally sap laths were used to support plaster on walls and the 1700
purchased would have been sufficient to cover about 1450 square feet. This suggests that the
walls at the manor house and the lodge required only a relatively small amount of repair.
Incidentally, the use oflaths for walling is well known (Salzman 1952, 190) but less common
than the use of woven watde. However, the accounts do not contain entries for watde, so
sap laths were presumably used for this purpose.
LATH NAILS

Folio 55r(b) records the purchase of 24,000 laths nails and folio 56(b,c) two sommes of these
nails. The French term somme was a pack-horse load and in the case oflath nails meant 12,000
(Dent 1970, 261 ). Therefore, in all, 48,000 lath nails were purchased to fix the preferred figure
of 11,400 laths. So, there were just over four nails for each lath. The common spacing of
rafters in roofs was about 20 inches (Brunskill 1985, 169), so that four fixing points were
needed for each 5-foot lath. It is assumed that the same number of nails would be needed
for the laths used for walls, an example being the quartered partition wall (Brunskill 1985,
155). It should be noted however thatNeve (1726, 182) states that 600 lath nails were needed
for each bundle oflaths, giving six for 5-foot laths. If this is correct, it would seem to allow
for an unreasonably large wastage of nails. Finally, it is interesting that lath nails cost lOd or
11d for 1000 in Guildford but only 6fd in London (folios 55r(b); 56(b)).
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OTHER NAILS

The price oflarger nails was indicated in pence. For example 6d nails were those which, at
the introduction of the system in the late 14th century, had cost 6d for 100 (Dent 1970, 260;
Salzman 1952, 315-6). In 1514 these were the prices still used in Guildford (folio 55r(c)) but
in London (folio 56(b)) 6d, 5d and 4d nails were sold at 4d, 3~d and 2~d respectively. So, as
in the case of lath nails, on average, the London prices were slightly less than two-thirds of
the Guildford ones. It was therefore far cheaper (folio 56(b)) to pay Richard Wode 2s wages
and expenses to obtain nails for 15s 4d from London than to buy them locally for about 23s
3d. The reason for the difference in price is probably that local manufacture was small-scale
compared with that of more efficient workshops elsewhere, including London, the West
Midlands, where nails were made for example at Dudley, and even Flanders, which exported
nails to London (Dent 1970, 270). In all 1800, 1400 and 1300, 6d, 5d and 4d nails were
purchased in addition to the 48,000 lath nails. Finally, small nails or sprigs cost 8d for 1000
in Guildford (folio 55r(c)) and would presumably cost about two-thirds of this in London.
Therefore the two half bags of sprigs which cost 4s 8d each in London (folio 56(b)) would
each have contained about 10,500. This means that in all28,000 sprigs were purchased. The
grand total of nails is therefore 80,500.
In Guildford the 6d and 5d nails were purchased (folio 55r(e)) from Robert Snelling, who
was a smith. This suggests that Snelling was himself making the nails which would have been
wrought nails, forged from narrow square rods of iron and therefore relatively expensive.
The lath nails and sprigs were bought from Thomas Blanke (folio 55(b,c)), who is not
described as a smith, and were relatively cheap. They could have been cast nails being made
of cast iron and therefore brittle but suitable for rough purposes such as lathing. However,
by 1514 it is more likely that they were cut nails, being sheared, machine-cut or stamped
from plates or rods of rolled iron (Brunskill 1985, 128-9).
OTHER IRONWORK

The remaining ironwork purchased was of three types. First there were four locks and keys,
one for a new store house at the manor house (folio 55r(f)) and three for the lodge (folio 56(a)).
It is tempting to associate the three for the lodge with the three separate buildings shown on
John Norden's map of 1607 (fig 2b). Then there were six couples ofhooks and hinges to hang
two doors at the manor house and four at the lodge (folio 55r(d)). The hook was an iron wedge,
driven into the door frame, with a round pin rising vertically from its broad end. The 'hinge'
was a piece of iron attached to the door with an eye which fitted over the pin. Most doors
would require a pair of these hinges (Salzman 1952, 296). Finally (folio 56(d)), there were
fourteen upright bars of wrought iron for new windows at the lodge. These probably served
the three-fold purpose of strengthening, excluding intruders and supporting the glass (Salzman
1952, 291).
STONE

It has been noted above that no stone masons were employed but thirteen loads of stone were
brought from Guildford Castle to the lodge (folio 57r(b)). A load of stone was about 25
superficial or square feet measured on the face of the stones, ie the side exposed on the surface
of a wall (Neve 1726, 252). Assuming that the stones were on average 1 foot from front to
back the volume of a load would be 25 cubic feet. The thirteen loads would then have been
enough to build a wall about 32 feet long, 5 feet high and 2 feet thick. In practice, however,
because stone masons were not employed, it seems likely that the stone was used primarily
for foundations and repairs. The type of stone, which might for example have been Bargate,
chalk or flint, is not stated.
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LIME, SAND AND LOAM

Under 'Emptions oflime' in the accounts it is stated that llloads of'stone lime' were brought
into the Park (folio 55(e,fj). Stone lime is a variety oflime made by burning the lower grey
chalk and usually contains 8% to 25% of silica, alumina and iron oxide (Searle 1935, 466;
Ron Martin, pers comm; Paul Sowan, pers comm). It was considered the best type for making
mortar, particularly for resisting the action of water (Pasley 1826, 4). The term also implies
lime in lump form, as extracted from the kiln, rather than powdered lime (Ron Martin, pers
comm; Richard Williams, pers comm). This definition is supported by the following 18th
century advice on making mortar: 'It is the best Way not to make the Lime run before it is
mixed with Sand, but rather to take the Sand and throw it on the Lime whilst it is in Stones
before it is run, and then wet it, by which means it will be the stronger' (Salmon 1755, 64).
Incidentally the cost of the lime was 4s 1Od a load, which may be compared with 4s 8d at
Salisbury in 1483, 6s at Nonsuch in 1530 and 5s 6d at Hampton Court in 1533 (Salzman
1952, 149). A load oflime was about 32 bushels (Neve 1726, 193).
There is no record in the accounts of sand being purchased but folio 57 (b) records payment
of 12d a day for eight days for carriage of sand and loam within the park. Presumably these
were dug in Guildford Park or nearby in the royal forest and were therefore freely available.
In several places in the accounts 4d was paid for carriage of one load of other materials so
it appears that 24 loads of sand and loam might have been used. In this case a load is likely
to have been about 36 bushels (Neve 1726, 233), so the amount acquired was about twoand-a-half times as much as that of lime. This is consistent with recipes for mortar which
specify one part oflime to between one-and-a-half and three parts of sand.
The use of the mortar needs to be considered with care as stone masons were not employed.
The purchase oflime is located in the accounts between tiles and tilepins. This suggests that
much of the mortar may have been used to fix tiles, which was necessary for ridge tiles and
plain tiles at gable-ends and often used for all plain tiles to prevent rain, sleet and snow being
driven under them during windy weather. If it is assumed that a thickness of about t inch
of mortar was used under all 78,000 new and re-used plain tiles about 370 cubic feet would
be required. An equal amount would probably be needed for the ridge, gutter and gableend tiles giving a total of 740 cubic feet. This crude estimate may be compared with a
statement by Neve (1726, 204) that four bushels oflime and six to eight bushels of sand will
make enough mortar to lay 1000 tiles. Using this formula one obtains 97 5-11 70 cubic feet
for 78,000 tiles, so perhaps approximately 1000 cubic feet was required for this purpose.
Eleven loads of 32 bushels of lime and perhaps 24 loads of 36 bushels of sand and loam
were available, totalling 1216 bushels or 1520 cubic feet. Therefore, it seems that about twothirds of the mortar was used for roofing and the remainder for other work. This might have
included the labourers repairing existing stonework, particularly perhaps the revetments of
the moat at the manor house. However, the fact that loam was obtained suggests that some
of it was used for daubing walls. In 1530 it was stated that daubing may be done with clay,
with lime plaster or loam but for pargetting, usually smooth or roughcast and not decorated,
mortar was used and not loam (Salzman 1952, 190-1). It is suggested therefore that some
of the lime, sand and loam was used for repairing the walls of the buildings.
TIMBER

In 1514 it was normal to use green timber when constructing buildings. Although the accounts
do not give a direct indication of the quantity of timber involved, an estimate can be obtained.
The four workmen, who each spent six days felling trees and probably worked as a team,
were paid 5d a day totalling 10s (folio 57(a)). This can be compared with a record of 1505
in which a carpenter was paid 6s 8d for choosing and felling 26 oaks (Salzman 1952, 23 7).
It can therefore be estimated that about 39 oaks were used for the work in Guildford Park.
After being felled, the trunks of the trees would be roughly squared by carpenters using axes
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(Salzman 1952, 341) and then divided into more convenient loads for transport by the sawyers
using pits close to where the trees were felled. The estimate of the number of trees felled is
close to the 37 days carriage of timber in the Park and Worplesdon Wood, for which Thomas
Gilbert, Richard at Ryde and others were paid 12d a day (folio 57(c)).
It seems therefore that it took on average about a day and cost 12d to transport each felled
tree. If it is assumed that the average squared trunk was about 2 feet 3 inches across and 24
feet long, each trunk, and therefore the corresponding sawn timber, would have a volume
of about 120 cubic feet. When this was loaded on wagons there would be gaps between the
timbers so it would occupy about 150 cubic feet or three loads of 40 bushels. If this is correct,
each load would cost 4d to transport, which is the same as the cost of carriage of a beam and
planks from the lodge to the manor house (folio 57(fj). Unfortunately, no information has
been discovered from elsewhere about how many days of work by sawyers were needed on
average to cut a tree into beams, planks etc. However, according to the accounts, sawyers
worked for 396 days at Guildford Park so, if the above deductions are correct, it would take
a pair of sawyers about five days for each of the 39 trees. The ratio of the number of days
worked by the sawyers (396) and the number of days taken to transport the timber (37) is
11.1, remarkably close to the corresponding ratio of 10.7 for repairs to Edward Ill's lodge
at Odiham in 1368-70 (Roberts 1995, 97).
Assuming that each tree provided 120 cubic feet of timber, it is possible to consider the
purposes for which the resulting 4680 cubic feet would have been used. If all the rafters for
roofs covering some 9000 square feet had to be replaced, only about 750 cubic feet of timber
would have been used. Rough estimates suggest that the amounts required for purlins, tie
beams, collars and posts, and wall plates would have been 300, 550, 750 and 900 cubic feet
respectively. Thus, replacing all the roof structures would appear to use about 3250 cubic
feet of timber, about 70% of what was available. If, in addition, 9000 square feet of
floorboards had to be provided a further 900 cubic feet of timber would be needed. This
would leave about 10% for wastage which at first seems satisfactory. However, it seems
unlikely that new timber had to be used for all this work. Hence, if the estimate of the number
of trees felled is correct, a considerable amount of the timber must have been available for
more substantial repairs such as replacing parts of the major structural framework of the
buildings. This would seem to go beyond what would normally be considered to be 'repairs'.
SOLDER

John Burges of Guildford was paid a total of5s 4d (folio 56r(g,h)) for supplying 12lb of solder
and mending three gutters at the manor house and one at the lodge. Other documents
(Salzman 1952, 277) suggest that solder cost about 3d for 1 lb, so that approximately 2s 4d
was available for labour (four days at 7d a day, assuming the same wage as that received by
the chief carpenter). The locations of the gutters are stated and provide some interesting
information about the buildings. The three at the manor house were over the vice, which
was a spiral staircase, over a chimney in the garden side, and on the 'seler', which is considered
to mean solar rather than cellar. The wording suggests that there was only one spiral staircase
and only one solar but several chimneys. Also the gutter on the solar is called 'the great gutter'.
This might suggest that the solar was a large room beneath a double-gabled roof but this
would have been unusual in the early 16th century. It seems more likely therefore that this
gutter was a valley between pitched roofs meeting at right-angles, like those being covered
with gutter tiles elsewhere on the buildings (George Howard, pers comm). The term 'in the
garden side' could indicate that the garden was on the opposite side of the moat from the
house and might have been on the site of the later farmhouse. At the lodge, it was a chimney
gutter which was repaired and, as shown on figure 2(b), on Norden's map of1607 the central
building is indeed shown with a chimney. Although these gutters were repaired there is no
indication that new gutters were made, as no lead was purchased and no plumbers were
employed for this purpose. Two chimney gutters were repaired and no doubt other chimneys
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were present. These would have been constructed of brick or stone but there is no specific
mention of them being repaired. If they were of stone they could have been repaired by
labourers but if they were of brick they must have been in good condition as no bricks were
purchased.
UTENSILS

The only utensil or tool which is recorded in the accounts is the cowl (folio 56(e)). This was
a large tub or similar vessel for water, especially one with two 'ears' so that it could be carried
by two men with a cowl-staff. Presumably the craftsmen provided their own tools. However
Richard Wode was paid for supplying carts and all other things necessary to service the
workmen, which could have included other tools and utensils (folio 57r(c)).
NAMES OF SUPPLIERS

Twenty-five individuals are mentioned on folios 55-57r as receiving payment for supplying
and transporting materials. Their names and, when stated, where they lived, together with
a note (in brackets) on the materials or work involved, are given below:
Baret (fetching timber); William Bignall (tiles); Thomas Blanke of Guildford (nails); Thomas
Budwode (felling timber); John Burges of Guildford (solder and labour, laths); John Chute
(stone); Thomas Correy (felling timber);John Coryng (felling timber); Robert Cristmas (laths);
Thomas Gilbert ofWorplesdon (carriage of timber and stone); Thomas Maybanke (tilepins,
laths, carriage oflaths);John Mowyer ofCranley (laths); Thomas Parker (fetching tiles and
laths); John Plonket, tilemaker (tiles and stone); John Russell (fetching a beam, planks and
stone);John at Ryde (carriage of stone); Richard at Ryde (carriage oftimber);John Sexton
(felling timber); Richard Shudd.ofWisborough (laths); Robert Smyth ofWindsor Castle (iron);
Robert Snelling of Guildford, smith (nails and iron); Richard Taylor (tiles);John Westbroke
(carriage of sand and loam); Richard Wode (nails, purveying carts and servicing workmen);
John Ysham of Guildford (laths and locks).
Two of these names also occurred in the list of wages on folios 48-54. William Bignall
was paid 3s 8d for 1000 of the 26,000 plain tiles purchased and a William Bignall also worked
as a labourer for 79 days during weeks 5-24. This is a little surprising if they were the same
man, so possibly they were father and son. Thomas Maybanke supplied all 26 bushels of tile
pins, 700 of the total of about 11,400 laths and used his cart to bring a further 1900 laths to
the manor house. He is described as 'The elder' on folio 55r(a) and 'senior' on folio 57(d)
and was presumably the same Thomas Maybanke senior who worked as a tiler for 93 days
during weeks 5-27 with his son and grandson. It is clear therefore that much of the
responsibility for tiling had been delegated to the Maybanke family. The role offamily groups
of craftsmen at this time has been discussed by Woodward (1995, 236--434). Ten of the 25
names are associated with places: four with Guildford, two 'at Ryde', Rydes Hill in
Worplesdon being adjacent to the north boundary of the Park, and one each with Cranley
(now Cranleigh), 14km south-east of the Park, Wisborough, 25km south, Windsor Castle,
28km north, and Worplesdon. The Worplesdon names are associated with the carriage of
timber from W orplesdon Wood and stone from Guildford Castle and the Cranleigh and
Wisborough names with the supply of about 3600 laths, for which ample wood was available
in that part of the Weald.John Plonket is described as a 'tilemaker' and he supplied 20,000
of the 26,000 fiat tiles and alll75 ridge tiles and 150 gutter tiles. It is rather puzzling however
that he also brought nine of the eleven loads of stone into the Park. Similarly,John Burges
supplied 1900 laths but also 12 lbs of solder and repaired four gutters. These two examples
again suggest that the named people were the heads of workshops which dealt with several
types of building material and work.
Three further names which appear in the document must be noted. First, on folio 57r(d),
George Wodeward was paid 18d a day for 39 days for riding and being among them [the
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The Royal Park of Guildford: portrait by
Hans Holbein the Younger of William
Fitzwilliam, drawn between 1537, when he
became 1st Earl of Southampton, and 1542
when he died. In 1514, as Sir William
FitzWilliam he was Keeper of Guildford Park
and, according to the 1514 building accounts,
'set them aworke'. The original is in the Royal
Library, Windsor (RL 12206). (The Royal
Collection © 2002, Her Majesty Queen
Elizabeth II)

workmen]. W odeward was clearly the supervisor or inspector and was paid three times as
much as the craftsmen. If the 39 days were whole days he was at the sites for one or two days
a week and presumably the riding he did was mainly between the manor house and the lodge.
The second name is that of Henry Smyth, who signed every folio of the document with a
finer pen than that used for the rest of the writing (fig 3). A summary of Smyth's career has
been given by Colvin (197 5, 6- 7). He started as a stone mason at Windsor Castle in 1481
and was appointed Clerk of the King's Works in 1504/5 and Clerk and Surveyor in 1509.
This meant that he was responsible for all the works including, for example, those at
Richmond, Greenwich, Woodstock, Langley and Westminster. However, he did not delegate
his work at Windsor and continued to sign the Constable's accounts, which dealt with repairs
to manors and parks of the horror, until he died in 1528. Finally, on folio 57r(b), it is stated
that 'master Fitzwilliam set them aworke he had leave of the king'. William Fitzwilliam
(Mackie 1952, 647, 650; DNBJ , whose portrait is shown in figure 5, was from the age of 10
brought up with Henry VIII. He was knighted in 1513 and shortly afterwards created ViceAdmiral of England. In 1518 he became Treasurer of Wolsey's household and in 1526
Comptroller of the King's household. He was elected a Member ofParliament for Surrey in
1531 , was appointed Lord High Admiral in 1536, 1st Earl of Southampton in 1537 and
Keeper of the Privy Seal in 1540. He died at Newcastle upon Tyne in 1542 while leading
troops into Scotland. Fitzwilliam is named in the document because in 1514 he had recently
been appointed Keeper of Guildford Park (Colvin 1982, 214).
General discussion

The repair work at Guildford Park in 1514 was a very small project compared to many others,
including, for example, the construction of Nonsuch Palace. This took from 1538 to 1547,
had a workforce of many hundreds of craftsmen and labourers and cost over £24,000 (Dent
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1970, 48, 261 ). However in that case the detailed accounts only survive for the first five
months. For Guildford Park, where the work cost only about £74, the complete accounts
are available and provide an interesting example which can be studied in detail. This is
particularly valuable because the buildings have entirely disappeared apart from foundations
which may be revealed by excavations, especially at the site of the manor house which, unlike
that of the lodge, has not been built over. Another interesting comparison is provided
by Loseley House, near Guildford, which cost about £1640 to build between 1562 and
1570.
The accounts provide an enormous number of facts presented in a clear manner but also
a hidden wealth of further information which can only be disclosed, at least approximately,
by analysing the text in detail and comparing the obscure information presented with that
available for work at other sites. The main aim of the present paper has been to research the
accounts in this way and it is considered that the results have been encouraging but sometimes
frustrating and perhaps inconsistent. It is hoped therefore that publication of this paper will
result in others seeking and deducing more satisfactory solutions for some of the problems.
Much of the information concerns people. Most of these are craftsmen, labourers, carriers
and tradesmen living in the Guildford area and the number of days on which they worked,
their wages, their holidays and absences through ill-health or injury are noted. Little effort
has been made to locate these people in other records but it is hoped that the publication of
the names here will again encourage others to do so. Incidentally, there is no indication that
any of them were 'pressed-men'. A few of the men were suppliers living farther afield and
one was the part-time supervisor of the work. Then there was the Clerk and Surveyor of the
king's works, who signed every folio of the document, and finally the Keeper of the Park,
who 'set them aworke'. Both of these are well-documented individuals.
A major purpose of the analysis was to deduce as much information as possible about the
structure of the buildings of the manor house and the lodge. One difficulty is that it is not
easy to be confident about the balance of the work between the two sites but, as only about
one-fifth of the plain tiles were sent specifically to the lodge, it has been suggested that about
four-fifths of the work was carried out at the manor house. Also, no information is provided
about whether workmen were employed at both sites or only one, or whether work started
and finished on the two sites at the same time or at different times. What is clear is that the
work was consistent with the buildings being timber framed with tiled-roofs. In particular,
no bricks were purchased, little stone was used, and no bricklayers and stone masons were
employed. To put this in context Bishop Waynflete's tower at Farnham Castle was built of
brick in the early 14 70s, Thomas Wolsey started to build his brick courtyards at Hampton
Court in 1514, Richard Weston built the brick courtyard at Sutton Place, near Guildford,
in the 1520s, Loseley House was built of Bargate stone in the 1560s and Great Tangley
Manor, dated 1584, is timber framed (Pevsner & Nairn 1962). Presumably because the
buildings in Guildford Park were being repaired and not rebuilt it was inconvenient to use
brick but it is intriguing that no brick features were introduced. Perhaps Sir William
Fitzwilliam (fig 5), the Keeper of the Park, considered it to be in his best interests to avoid
being ostentatious at this early stage of his career.
If the new tiles purchased for the manor house site were for roofing an entire new building
it could have been a conventional hall house with two cross-wings. However, the number of
tilepins and laths, and the amount of timber and other materials acquired makes it clear that
old tiles were being re-used and that the manor house was more complicated than this.
Unfortunately the only available illustration of the building, redrawn as figure 2(a), is nearly
a century later and was deliberately obscured because the house had been demolished. It
has also been suggested (Crocker 1999, 30) that this illustration may not be reliable as the
representation ofSt Mary's Church, Guildford, on the same map, is clearly incorrect. It was
therefore decided to carry out a study of the representations of buildings on other maps in
Norden's Description qfthe Honor qfWindesor (Norden 1607) to test how accurate his illustration
of the manor house in Guildford Park might be.
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Maps of thirteen parks, two rails and one walk are contained in Norden's Honor ifWindesor
and a substantial keeper's house is shown on each of these. All of these sixteen houses, called
'manor', 'lodge' or 'house' on the maps, are represented in a distinct way and not schematically.
Two appear to have five separate buildings, two have three, four have two and the rest one
building. However, most of those with one building have courtyards with ranges along three
or four sides. Many of the buildings are of two storeys but several have three, the top floor
having dormer windows. The roofs have gable-ends and are not hipped and most of the
buildings have chimneys. Five of the houses, not including Guildford Park, are clearly
surrounded by moats and on average seem to occupy about 45% of the area of their island.
All of this suggests that Norden attempted to draw these buildings in a realistic way so that
the representation in figure 2(a) of Guildford Park manor house, with a courtyard, may well
be reliable. Perhaps the incorrect drawing of St Mary's Church may be accounted for by it
lying outside the boundary of Windsor Forest and therefore oflittle interest to the king.
If the manor house had a courtyard in 1607 (or shortly before) it remains to decide whether
it had this form in 1514. This was in fact typical of royal manor houses in Tudor England
(Thurley 1993) and the fact that it has been calculated to have occupied about 50% of the
area of the island site, close to the 45% average noted above, supports the case . However,
the timber-framed house must have seemed very old-fashioned only a few years after the
repairs were carried out. There were further repairs in 1543 (Accounts 1543), when Sir
Michael Stanhope was the Keeper, and Henry VIII probably stayed there in 1546 (Manning
& Bray 1804, 25). It is also known that the house was prepared for visits by Queen Elizabeth
in 1567, 1569, 1576, 1583 and 1591 (Corke & Poulton 1984, 10).
The work in 1514 appears to have been more extensive than would normally have been
described as repairs. Thus it seems that most of the roofs were being replaced with new or
re-used tiles, that many of the roof timbers and some structural timbers of the buildings were
renewed and that some walls may have been repaired or rebuilt. On the other hand there
is no mention of new lead gutters, although four existing ones were repaired, or of glass for
windows, which is puzzling. To assess the extent of the work it is useful to compare the
accounts with those for constructing a new shire house at Ipswich in 1442 (Salzman 1952,
208). The total cost of that work was £63 6s over about 85 days compared with £7 4 13s
9!d over 147 days at Guildford Park. However, 38% of the cost at Ipswich was for timber
which was not included at Guildford. The number of days worked at Ipswich was 905, the
wages averaging about 3-!d, compared with 2113 days at Guildford, with an average of just
over 5d. Putting this information together, it seems that the work in Guildford Park was
roughly equivalent to building two new shire houses. This supports the deduction that it
involved some rebuilding as well as more routine repairs. It would appear therefore that the
buildings in the Park had been neglected for some time, perhaps following the death of the
previous Keeper, Sir Reginald Bray, in 1503, or even earlier.
It is also helpful to compare the accounts with those for Edward Ill's lodge at Odiham,
Hampshire, the cross-wing of which was 'repaired', meaning rebuilt, in 1368-70 (Roberts
1995, 91-103). The floor area of the building, which survives, is about 460 square feet, only
5% of that estimated for the lodge and manor house at Guildford, but the cost was £19 14s
9-!d or about 26%. This suggests that much of the work at Guildford involved genuine repairs
and not rebuilding. An analysis of the Odiham accounts (Miles 1995, 103-5) reveals that the
number of tiles purchased and the number of days worked by tilers and by labourers were
all about 9% of the corresponding figures for Guildford Park. Although the Odiham work
was almost 150 years earlier, the wages and the costs of materials were similar. It is clear
that the lodge at Odiham was always a small hunting lodge and not intended to be a royal
residence. When visiting, the royal party would no doubt have stayed at Odiham Castle which
was only 1.6km away. At Guildford during the 13th and early 14th centuries the king stayed
at the palace associated with the castle. However, by 1360 the royal apartments at the castle
were neglected (Poulton [1998], 14) and the accommodation at the manor house in the park
was extended and improved.
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The relative sizes of different country houses between 1540 and 1880 has been discussed
by Stone & Stone (1984, 437-42). They use a unit of 100 square feet to record floor space
and consider that, in the 16th century, the minimum size of house occupied by the county
elite was about 50 units. This figure does not include floor space for offices, that is living
quarters for servants and rooms for laundry, food storage, food preparation, etc, which they
have deduced was about one-third of the total. The ground covered by the buildings of the
manor house in Guildford Park appears to have been about 7500 square feet so, if these
buildings were of two storeys, the total floor space would have been 150 units, with 50 units
occupied by the offices. This indicates that the size of the manor house was about twice the
minimum for the county elite, which seems appropriate.
As noted in the introduction, excavations were carried out at the manor house site in
1972-5 (Crocker in prep). These were mainly concentrated at the northern end of the island
of the moated site, in an area which appeared to have been used for workshops and gardens.
However. some substantial wall foundations constructed of flint and several brick drains were
discovered. A trench was also excavated across the western side of the moat, which was filled
with building rubble, mainly flints, tiles and bricks but containing some waterlogged timber.
The inner revetment wall of the moat had been robbed but the stone and flint foundations
were substantial. The outer wall was of flint but a large brick foundation was found projecting
from it. Two circular garderobe pits were also found, one on the inner and one on the outer
edge of the moat. The inner one was constructed of smoothed chalk blocks and the outer
one had chalk blocks in the bottom half, surmounted by brick walls. Both these pits contained
finds which suggested that they had been used for the last time in about 1514. They were
sealed with flat slabs of Horsham stone. At the edge of the island was another square pit,
constructed of Bargate stone, which seemed to have been .used for industrial purposes.
In conclusion, the information about the manor house site discovered during the
excavations tends to confirm that, soon after the 1514 repairs, further building work was
carried out at the site. No doubt, as Fitzwilliam became more powerful, he was confident
enough to modernize the buildings.
APPENDIX 1
Some further notes on the document
The accounts of the 1514 repairs are written on five sheets of paper measuring about 310 x
395mm (Accounts 1514). Each sheet contains a watermark representing a hand in an iron
gauntlet surmounted by a five-pointed star, as shown in figure 6(a). No white writing paper
was being made in England in 1514 so this paper must have been imported, probably from
Germany or the Netherlands where papermakers used this watermark extensively (Hills 1988,
11, 50; Hunter 1947, 137, 269).
All entries of costs up to 2s are given in d (eg 20d and not Is 8d) and from 2s to £3 ins
and d (eg 58s 6d and not £2 18s 6d). However, the sums at the foot of each page, which are
in a different hand, have sand d up to £4 and in one case for over £5. Computation in
Roman numerals, especially when applied to£, sand d, was a laborious operation for which
the help of an abacus or other counting device had to be invoked (Norman Cowell, pers
comm; Singer et al195 7, 501 ). This explains the presence of arrays of dots between vertical
lines at the bottom of folios 48r, 54 and 57r, which have been reproduced as figure 6 (b-d).
The vertical lines represent the divisions between£, s, d and q. Dots on or below an imaginary
horizontal line through the centres of these vertical lines count as single units, those above
on the left as ten and on the right as five in the £ and s columns and above on the left as six
in the d column (Sean Cunningham, pers comm). Using this system the arrays in figure 6
(b-d) represent £3 5s (or 3s 5d), £2 Ss 12d + I td and £1 5s 2d + l,id respectively. However,
these amounts do not correspond to the totals on the pages and are therefore, presumably,
intermediate additions.
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Fig 6

The Royal Park of Guildford: (a) 'hand' watermark in the paper used in the 1514 document (l:l); (b)-(d)
arrays of dots, at the foot of folios 48r, 54 and 5 7r respectively, which represent a computational device
used by accountants when adding costs written in Roman numerals (2:1).

APPENDIX2
Transcript offolios 55-57: costs ofmaterials, transport and supervision
folio 55
The particulars paid for emptions (purchases] of stuff and all manner carriage done about
the reparations in Guildford park at the manor and lodge aforesaid infra etc

Emptions if tiles
[a] Item paid to John Plonket tilemaker for 20,000 plain tiles of him bought at
3s 8d to the 1000 brought into the park
£313s4d
[b] Item paid to the same John Plonket for a 100 and three quarters [175]
of ridge tiles a 100 and a half [150] of gutter tiles price the 100, 3s 8d
11s 11d
[c] Item paid to William Bignall for 1000 plain tiles brought into the park
3s 8d
[d] Item paid to one Richard Taylor for 5000 plain tiles brought to the lodge
called the le at 4s the 1000
20s
Emptions if lime
[e] Item paid to John Plonket aforesaid for 9loads of stone lime brought into
the park at 4s 1Od the load
[f] Item paid toJohn Chute for 2loads of stone lime brought into the park at
4s 1Od the load
Henry Smyth. Summa pagine £8 2s 1d
folio 55r
Emptions if tilepins
[a] Item paid to Thomas Maybanke the elder for 26 bushels oftilepins of him
bought at 8d the bushel

Emptions if lath nails and sprigs
[b] Item paid to Thomas Blanke of Guildford for 5000 lath nails at 11 d the

43s 6d
9s 8d

17s 4d
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1000, 4s 7d, also paid to the same Thomas for 19,000 lath nails at lOd the 1000,
15s lOd
[c] Item paid to the same Thomas for 7000 sprigs at 8d the 1000, 4s 8d, for
200 6d nails, 12d, for 900 5d nails, 3s 9d, and for 800 4d nails, 2s 8d

Emptions qf nails and ironmongery
[d] Item paid to Robert Snelling of Guildford smith for 6 couple hooks and
6 couple hinges weighing 22lb 3 quarters at 1!d the lb of the which 2 couple
were occupied at the manor and 4 couple at the le
[e] Item paid to the same Robert for 500 6d nails, 2s 6d, and 500 5d nails, 2s ld
[f] Item paid for a new lock and a key set on a door at the manor where new
made a store house, 6d
Henry Smyth. Summa pagine 57s 9d
folio 56
Emptions qf locks
[a] Item paid Guildford for 3 locks and 3 keys to be bestowed at the lodge called
the le, price each lock 6d,John Ysham purchased them

20s 5d
12s ld

2s 10d
4s 7d
6d

18d

Emptions qf nails
[b] Item paid for a somme of lath nails bought at London 6s 8d, half a bag of
sprigs 4s 8d, half 1000 6d nails 20d, half 1000 5d nails 16d, half 1000 4d nails, 12d
Item paid to Richard Wode for his wages and his expenses to get the same nails
at London 2s
17s 4d
[c] Item another time a somme oflath nails bought at London 6s 8d, half a bag
of sprigs 4s 8d, 600 6d nails 2s
[13s 4d but stated to be] 14s 4d
Emptions qf bars for windows
[d] Item paid to Robert Smyth of the Castle of Windsor for 14 upright bars
of iron clean wrought for the new windows at the lodge called the le weighing
171 lb at 1!d the lb 24s 11 ±d and for carriage of the same bars from Windsor to
Guildford 16d

26s 3±d

[Emptions qf utensils]
[e] Item paid for a vessel called a cowle for the labourers to carry water in
Henry Smyth. Summa pagine [58s 9±d but stated to be] 59s 9±d
folio 56r
Emptions qf laths
[a] Item paid to John Burges for 1900 hart [heartwood] laths at 4d the 100
[b] Item paid to Robert Cristmas for a load of hart laths. 9s 4d
[c] Item paid to Thomas Maybanke for 700 sape [sap] laths at 4d the 100
[d] Item paid to Richard Shudd ofWisborough for a load of hart laths
[e] Item paid to John Mowyer ofCranley for a load oflaths whereof 1000 was
bastd [bastard] laths and the remnant hart
[f] Item bought at Guildford by John Ysham 400 hart laths at 5d the 100

Plumbers wages and for sod [solder]
[g] Item paid to John Burges of Guildford for 4 lb solder and his labour mending
2 gutters at the manor one over the vice [spiral staircase] the other over a chimney
in the garden side, in grett [altogether] 20d
[h] Item paid to the same John Burges 8 lb solder and his labour mending the

4d

6s
9s
2s
9s

4d
4d
4d
4d

8s 4d
20d

20d
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great gutter at the manor on the seler [solar] and of a chimney gutter at the le, in
gret [total]
Henry Smyth. Summa pagine 42s 8d

231
3s 8d

folio 57
Timber fellers
[a] Item paid to Thomas Budwode for 6 days felling oftimberjohn Coryng
6 days John Sexston 6 days and Thomas Correy 6 days any of them taking by the
day 5d amongst them all 24 days, summa 1Os

1Os

Carriage qf lome [loam} and sand
[b] Item paid tojohn Westbroke for 8 days carriage with his cart of sand and
loam within the park to the manor and the lodge called the le at 12d the day

8s

Carriage qf timber
[c] Item paid to Thomas Gilbert ofWorplesdon and to Richard at Ryde and to
others of the neighbours for 37 days carriage amongst them of timber in the park
and out ofWorplesdon Wood to the manor and to the lodge called the le at 12d
the day
Carriage
[d] Item paid to Thomas Maybanke senior for bringing 1900 laths that was bought
ofJohn Bryges from the town to the manor with his cart
[eJ Item paid to Baret for fetching in timber as they needed with 2 horses at
diverse times
[f] Item paid to John Russell for fetching with his cart a beam and planks from the le
to the manor
Henry Smyth. Summa pagine 56s 6d

37s

4d
1Od

folio 57r
Carriage qf stone
[a] Item paid to Thomas Parker for fetching of 500 tiles and 600 laths with his cart
from the manor to [the] le which was left there as store
[b] Item paid to Thomas Gilbert,John Russelland to John at Ryde for carriage of
13 loads of stone from the Castle of Guildford to the lodge called the le at 4d the
4s
load master Fitzwilliam set them awork he had leave of the king
[c] Item paid to Richard Wode for purveying of carts for carriage and for
purveying of all other things necessary and to service the workmen for 26 weeks
at 2s 4d the week in gret [total]
£3 Os
Henry Smyth
[d] Item for the expenses of the said George W odeward of the causes aforesaid
58s
for 39 days riding and being among them at 18d the day

4d

4d
4d
8d
6d

Sum of all the reparations done upon the manor and lodge within the park of
Guildford and the lodge there called the le
[£7 4 13s 9±d but stated to be] £7 3 19s
Summa pagine £6 3s 1Od
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