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PART II - CHAPTER THREE 

THE MANAGEMENT OF PARKS OWNED BY THE GENTRY 

Despite the documentary limitation, it has been possible to build up an overall 

picture of this specialised aspect of Elizabethan and Jacobean estate management, which 

has hitherto received little attention.  Even where there are substantial collections of 

family documents, such as for the Sidneys of Penshurst, the Brookes of Cobham, the 

Nevills of Birling and Hungershall or the Sackvilles of Knole, only random documents 

refer directly to the day-to-day management of their parks.   

Before the Elizabethan period, owners and their servants relied on centuries of 

practical experience in running deer parks.  Birrell has found evidence in 'The Tutbury 

Cowcher' of 1415 and in various medieval sources about management techniques over 

fawning, rutting and feed, and the permitting of customary acts in parks or stock grazing 

which did not disturb the deer.1  She has argued that a body of practice and management 

developed as the Middle Ages advanced.  There were, however, no printed manuals 

wholly devoted to the subject.   

Hunting skills were fully covered in books such as Gervase Gascoigne's 'The 

Noble Arte of Venerie or Hunting,' which appeared in 1575, but the author scarcely 

mentioned parks except by reference to the various habitats preferred by deer in general 

and during particular seasons.2   William Harrison included a section on parks in 

Holinshed's  'Chronicles of England, Scotland and Ireland' which, although digressive, 

covered important topics such as the history of parks (albeit unreliable), their great 

number and size, the park pales, and the depopulating effect of their enclosure.3  

However, there was little on park management. Much the same can be said of Gervase 

Markham's 'Maison Rustique, or The countrey farme' printed in 1616 as a translation 

from French of Charles Estienne's book of the same name, although Markham added 

other works so that the husbandry of France, Italy and Spain were 'reconciled and made 

1 Birrell J., 'Deer and Deer Farming in Medieval England' in The Agricultural History Review 40 (1992) 
Part II pp.112-118. 
2 Gascoigne G., The Noble Arte of Venerie or Hunting  (1575, London); Shirley E.P., Some Account of 
English Deer Parks with Notes on the Management of Deer (London, 1867) pp.8, 15, points out that this 
was based on earlier works - William Twici, huntsman to Edward II, Treatise on the arte of Hunting 
(Daventry, reprint, 1843), Dame Juliana Berners, The Book of St. Albans (St. Albans, 1496), G. Tillander 
(ed.), Les Livres du roy Modus et de la royne Racio (Paris, 1932). 
3 Holinshed R., Holinshed's  Chronicles of England, Scotland and Ireland (London, 1587) pp.204-208.  
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to agree with ours here in England.'4  'Maison Rustique, or The countrey farme' covered 

more practicalities than Harrison's work, but with the thrills of the hunt taking up 

disproportionate space.  Both Harrison and Markham emphasised the need to enclose the 

parks securely with oak paling or walls of brick, stone or slate.  In describing the interior 

of the park Markham considered the requirements of the deer for adequate shelter, food 

and water as well as extolling its varied landscape of hills, plains and valleys covered 

with woodland, timber trees and coppice, grassy launds and thickets.5  The role of the 

deer keeper in protecting the deer from poachers and the form of his lodge and associated 

outbuildings were also touched on.6 

 

The management of parks thus far outlined centred on providing an environment 

conducive to a healthy herd of deer as well as maintaining a congenial landscape in 

which to hunt.  But Elizabethan and Jacobean parks, like their medieval counterparts, 

could be multi-functional, encompassing within them other livestock enterprises 

described by Williamson as 'intermediate forms of exploitation' that were neither the 

hunting of wild species nor the husbandry of domestic breeds, but something in 

between.7 Evidence for the continuation of these activities into later Tudor times can be 

found in Kent, as elsewhere no doubt, with rabbit warrens, ponds for fish and wild fowl, 

and heronries; dovecotes were likely to be present although no documentation has been 

found for Kent.  Timber and wood resources were also valued.  Parks might be used for 

shared grazing alongside deer, or be divided into enclosed compartments that could be 

used for arable and fodder crops as well as for pasture or timber production.  However, 

exactly what mixture of activities occurred in individual parks cannot be assessed from 

the information available.   

 

By managing elements compatible with the nurturing of deer, the park became 

less of a financial drain and provided fresh food for the larder, which was especially 

                                                 
4 Markham G., Maison Rustique, or The countrey farme (London, 1616) citing frontispiece. 'Parks, warrens 
and hunting' are covered in The Seventh Book pp.644-713. 
5 Laund = an open space among woods (http://dictionary.oed.com.) 
6 The role of the deer keeper in combating poachers will be examined in Chapter Eight pp.255, (iv), 309-
310. 
7 Harvey G., Parkland (London, 2002) p.48, citing T. Williamson, 'Fish, fur and feather: Man and Nature 
in the post-medieval landscape' in K. Barker & T. Darvill (eds.) Making English Landscape, Bournemouth 
University Occasional Paper 3 (1997:92-117); Rowe, Medieval Parks of Hertfordshire, pp.23-24, 30-33, 
elements of the medieval park covered for Hertfordshire include rabbit warrens, fishponds, dovecotes, 
agistment, pannage, faggots, bark, charcoal. 
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useful when catering for the large households concomitant with the status of park-

owning families.  Sir Richard Sackville's household of 1613 to1624 at Knole was 

probably larger than most.  At meal times food had to be supplied for the lord's table, the 

parlour table, the clerks' table in the hall, the nursery, the long table in the hall, the 

laundry maids' table and for the kitchen and scullery staff – in all about 120 diners.8  

Twenty-one items of food provided 'of our own' were listed at Penshurst in 1624.  Five 

were cereals and vegetables, two dairy products and 14 were meat, fish or game, of 

which rabbit, partridge, pheasant, pigeon, wild duckling, carp, pike and chub might well 

have been bred or found in the park.9 

 

In Chapter Three the main role of the park for deer will first be considered, 

starting with the type of park paling used in Kent and the cost of erection (i).  The role of 

the deer keeper (ii) will follow, including how he saw to the needs of the deer, officiated 

over the disposal of deer and venison, oversaw the hunting arrangements, but his 

important function in guarding the deer within the park will be covered more fully in Part 

IV Chapter Eight.10 The diverse uses of the park (iii) apart from deer keeping will be 

outlined next, concluding with a discussion about the costs of maintaining a deer park 

(iv).   

 

(i) The upkeep of park boundaries 

 A basic requirement of any park was to have an impenetrable barrier to enclose 

the deer and to keep intruders out.  Harrison noted that parks were 'generallie inclosed 

with strong pale made of oke, of which kind of wood there is great store cherished in the 

woodland countries.'11  Overwhelming evidence for Kent is that parks were fenced, with 

occasional stretches of hedging.  The only known brick walled park was that of royal 

Greenwich(39), built between 1619 and 1623.12  In 1610, Robert Sidney, viscount Lisle, 

contemplated having a stone wall round Penshurst(71) park, as a status symbol, but the 

local stone proved to be both unsuitable and expensive.13  Elizabethan maps, such as of 

Canterbury(18) park and Hemsted(44), depict substantial fences with upright, touching  

                                                 
8 Phillips C. J., The History of the Sackville Family (London, 1930) I pp.273-276. 
9 CKS U1475/A27/7. 
10 See Chapter Eight pp.255, (iv), 309-310. 
11 Holinshed, Holinshed's  Chronicles, p.204. 
12 Webster A.D., Greenwich Park - its history and associations (London, 1902) pp.3-4. 
13 Shaw W.A. (ed.), Report on the Manuscripts of Lord De L’Isle and Dudley preserved at Penshurst Place 
(London, 1942) IV p.240, 14/10/1610; ibid. p.266, 6/5/1611. 
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Plate 3.1 
The park pale 
 

 
 
 
 

(a) Map of Canterbury(18) park mid. C16th (CCA M29) showing both sides of 
the park pale erected in about 1538.  St Martin's Church is lower right and a 
public footpath around the church outside the line of the pale remains.  
By kind permission of Canterbury Cathedral Archives 
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wooden pales.14  These fences were set over six feet to be higher than a deer's leap.  Such  

enclosures crossing miles of countryside were visually formidable, especially in areas, 

such as around Eltham (32-34, 53, 95) and Otford where parks(49, 62-64) lay in close  

proximity.15 The fence was a practical necessity, but must also have reinforced 

symbolically the power, wealth and exclusivity of the park owners.16   

 

 Fences comprised pales, rails, posts and shores, all of which had to be hewn and 

shaped by hand, transported to site and then erected.17  According to Thomas Golding, 

the steward at Penshurst, the fence required good foundations and should stand six to 

seven feet 'high, strong and thick.'18   When calculating the cost of a fence in 1610 he 

found that a ton of timber, at 11 shillings a ton, would make about 200 pales or be 

enough to set three or 3¼ rods of fencing at the most.19  Once constructed, the pale 

needed constant upkeep, although it has been said that a well-constructed oak pale would 

last 100 years.20   

 

Accounts for new fencing around Boughton Malherbe's South park(12) in 1567 

and Halden(41) park in 1571 give more details about the work and the cost involved.21   

At South park(12) five professional palers, not only made the pales, posts, rails and 

shores, but also constructed the fence from March to November 1567.  Not knowing the 

width of each pale the circuit of the park cannot be exactly calculated, but a conservative 

figure would be over 5000 pales to make just under three miles of fencing round the 

park.  Oak timber was felled in local woods and worked by the palers, before the ready- 

made components were carted by the carter and his team, who were paid three shillings a 

day. 

 

A parliamentary statute of 1563 had set down various standard wages, which 

were proclaimed at Maidstone market on 23 September the same year.22  These rates 

                                                 
14 See Plate 3.1 p.62, CCA M29 midC16th; SuffRO HA43/T501/242, 1599. 
15 See Map 2.1 'Density of parks in west Kent', p.47. 
16 See Part IV, Chapters Seven and Eight, pp.189-311, for positive and negative perceptions of parks. 
17 Shore = a prop or strut (http://dictionary.oed.com). 
18 Shaw, Report on the Manuscripts of Lord De L’Isle and Dudley, IV  p.266, 6/5/1611. 
19 Rod = 5½ yards.  The width of the pales cannot be calculated from this because the ton of timber for one 
rod of fencing would include that used for the rails, posts and shores as well as for the pales. 
20 Shirley, Some Account of English Deer Parks, p.238. 
21 BL Add.Mss.42715; CKS U1475/E23/2. 
22 Woodruff C.E., 'Wages paid at Maidstone in Queen Elizabeth's reign' in Arch. Cant. XXII (1897) 
pp.316-317. 
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included the piece rate payment for setting a fence with one rail and levelled top at five 

pence a rod, and four pence if the top was not trimmed or shaped.23 Park fences were 

more complicated than field fences because the extra height required more rails, posts 

and shores for support.  Nevertheless, the palers' rates of pay at Boughton Malherbe 

appear to have been generous, perhaps because Thomas Wotton required speed, as 

shown by the number of men involved and the preparation of all the components before 

erection.  On 9 August 1567 the paler, George Hudson, was paid four shillings for every 

100 pales, although Robert Rennet, also a paler, received only one shilling (with no 

specific provision mentioned for food or drink).  After that Robert Rennet continued to 

be employed at piece rates with a wider remit until the end of November.  He made 

posts, pales and rails and set them up with shoring at ten pence a rod for 300 rods on 30 

November 1567, but another payment on the same date, and thereafter, was reckoned at 

seven pence a rod, always providing his own refreshment.  The Boughton Malherbe 

account presents ambiguities, which open up a number of interpretations. The task 

description for providing the parts for the paling and setting it up did not vary, but the 

rates of pay did.  Perhaps apparently similar jobs posed more problems because of 

difficult terrain or weather conditions.  The lower payments might have reflected the 

lower rates of pay in the winter months, or that food and drink were provided as part of 

the remuneration.24  The Boughton Malherbe document does not indicate whether 

George Hudson and Robert Rennet worked alone, but they might have been self-

employed, master craftsmen, who shared their earnings with their employees.25  If this 

was the case, George Hudson's team might have been larger than Robert Rennet's, hence 

the differing rates of pay.26   

 

Some workmen were better at bargaining their rates of pay, as is illustrated at 

Halden(41) park.  There 'The Booke of Paling the Parke with the repairing of the Pondes 

and Standyings' named four palers who, from May to August 1571, were each paid one 

                                                 
23 Rod = 5½ yards. 
24 Woodruff, 'Wages paid at Maidstone in Queen Elizabeth's reign,' pp.316-317, a labourer's daily rate of 
pay was set at four pence, with meat and drink provided, or nine pence, without meat and drink, from 
Easter to Michaelmas, and three pence and six pence, respectively, from Michaelmas to Easter.  
25 Tawney R.H. & Power E., Tudor Economic Documents (London, 1924) I p.334. 
26 Woodward D., 'Wage Rates and Living Standards in Pre-Industrial England' in Past and Present 91 
(May, 1981) pp.28-46. 
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shilling a day for making and setting the pale.27  During this period, the wage bill for 98 

man-days totalled £10 18s 0d.  However, the accountant then made a note that, on 20 

October 1571, a bargain had been struck with two palers, Webb and Hawes, who were to 

be paid by output or piece rate rather than by the day, and they were engaged to complete 

the entire circuit of the park with a seven-foot high fence.  Webb and Hawes agreed to a 

rate of ten pence for every 100 pales made (a lower rate than any of the palers at 

Boughton Malherbe,12).  Within that calculation, it was agreed that five-foot lengths of 

rail were to equate to the cost of three pales, and each post and shore to two pales. In 

addition, the palers were to be paid four pence for every rod of fence erected.  Webb and 

Hawes then worked for the next 20 months, until late summer 1573, using the equivalent 

of 27,922 pales, a proportion of these being the agreed equivalent calculation of rails, 

posts and shores. The total amount paid to the two men for this contract was just under 

£43, but it is impossible to calculate from the account what it would have cost by the 

daily rate of pay adopted at the beginning of the enterprise.  The timber for the fence 

came from 70 trees felled from within the grounds of Halden(41) park, thus reducing the 

cost of raw materials.  How the pales were attached to the rails is not mentioned for 

either South park(12) or Halden(41) so perhaps they were pegged or mortised because 

the accounts did not itemise nails.28 

 

In the Knole(50) accounts for 1629, the paler received 1s 2d for making 100 pales 

and the pale setter 2s 10d per rod for repairing the park fence, better remuneration than 

for the Elizabethan palers.29  If this was typical, rates of pay had risen since the 1570s, 

but this might not have kept pace with the rate of inflation.30  Palliser stresses the 

difficulty in assessing the standard of living because detailed studies suggest 'no simple 

pattern of gain and loss in terms either of status groups or of economic groups.' He 

concluded that standards of living enjoyed by the individual craftsmen might have varied 

according to the degree of their commercial success or their ability to supplement their 

                                                 
27 CKS U1475/E23/2; Tawney & Power, Tudor Economic Documents,  I p.334, which gives the rates for a 
carpenter in Buckinghamshire in 1561 as 9d a day or 6d, with meat and drink, for the period Easter to 
Michaelmas and 7d and 4d, with meat and drink, from Michaelmas to Easter. 
28 CKS U269/A41, 1629, 300 nails cost 18d and thousands were used to repair Knole park paling. 
29 Ibid. 
30 Woodward, 'Wage Rates and Living Standards in Pre-Industrial England,' p.29, citing Phelps, Brown and 
Hopkins who estimated that from a base of 100 in the third quarter of the fifteenth century real wages fell 
to an average of 44 during the 1590s, with a low point of 29 in 1597, and that real wages did not 
substantially improve until the second half of the seventeenth century. 
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Plate 3.2 
Park boundary earthworks 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

(a) Part of the original south boundary of Leeds(54) park constructed in 
1364, with Patricia Stroud.     8 January 2005
   

(b) South boundary bank at Broxham(17) park, looking west to east.  The 
interior of the park would have been to the left.  Earliest reference to park 
is 1294.      12 March 2005 
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income in other spheres of economic activity.31     

   

Medieval park boundaries were delineated by a bank on which the fence was 

erected.  The bank was often associated with a ditch running alongside, the ditch being 

created when earth was thrown up to form the bank.32  Accounts amounting to £7 9s 

10½d for this type of earthwork exist for the first enclosure of Leeds(54) castle park in 

1364.33 If left undisturbed, as is the original southern boundary at Leeds, these banks and 

ditches endure in the landscape and traces of them can be used to determine the area and 

boundaries of ancient parks.34 However, it would appear from fieldwork and 

documentary evidence that parks from the early Tudor period were enclosed without the 

extra labour of throwing up a bank.35   The only documentary evidence for creating a 

new ditch was at South park(12), Boughton Malherbe, where, for reasons unexplained, 

32 rods of ditch, set with hawthorn hedge, were dug to form part of the park boundary, 

instead of the oak fence which enclosed the rest.36 According to the 1563 statute a ditch 

four feet wide at the top, two feet wide at the base and four feet deep would have cost 

12d a rod.37  As the Boughton Malherbe ditch of 32 rods cost £1 16s 8d or just under 14d 

a rod, it was probably close to these dimensions.   

 

Both at South park(12), Boughton Malherbe, and at Halden(41) the entire 

perimeters of the parks were re-fenced. The old pale round Penshurst(71) park, in 'very 

great decaye' by 1610, was also completely repaled over a period of two years.38  More 

usually, fences were regularly checked and certain sections repaired as was necessary.  

Robert Nynne, bailiff at Birling(6), accounted for 202 rods of fence mended in 1586 at  

                                                 
31 Palliser D.M., The Age of Elizabeth 1547-1603 (New York, 2nd edition 1992) p.176, gives broad 
reviews of the various interpretations of historians, Rogers, Marx, Tawney, Stone; Woodward, 'Wage 
Rates and Living Standards in Pre-Industrial England,' pp.39-42. 
32 Rackham, Trees and Woodland in the British Countryside, pp.115-116; see Plate 3.2 p.66 and Plate 3.3 
p.68. 
33 Cleggett D.A.H., History of Leeds Castle and its Families (Maidstone, revised 1992) p.50. Chapter II 
Appendix I, has transcripts of the receipts and payments for the manor of Leeds, 1364. 
34 Good examples are the north boundary of Birling(6), south boundary of Broxham(17) park, south 
boundary of Old(19) park, Canterbury, north boundary of the former greater Glassenbury(37) park, north 
and south boundaries of Ightham(48) park, south boundary of Leeds(54) park, beyond its present boundary. 
35 None was found, after one visit, at Canterbury(18), Cobham(23), Knole(50), Penshurst(69) or Scot's 
Hall(77) parks. 
36 BL Add.Mss.42715. 
37 Woodruff, 'Wages paid at Maidstone in Queen Elizabeth's reign,' p.317.   
38 Shaw, Report on the Manuscripts of Lord De L’Isle and Dudley IV pp.302, 308, 13/11/1611, 
21/11/1611; Shaw W.A. & Owen G.D. (eds.), Report on the Manuscripts of Lord De L’Isle and Dudley 
preserved at Penshurst Place (London, 1962) V p.25, 2/3/1612. 
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Plate 3.3 
Park boundary earthworks 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

(a) West/east profile across remains of park bank with external ditch of 
the east boundary of Henden(45) park, looking south/north.  To the left 
Patricia Waterman stands inside the park and Susan Pittman (right) 
stands on the outside face of the park bank.  16 October 2005 

(b) Looking west/east along the south boundary external ditch of 
Ightham(48) park.  The park interior would have been to the left. 

 14 August 2005
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the cost of £5 10s 0d.39 Canterbury(18) park, newly paled in 1547, seems to have lasted 

for over half a century until the need for substantial repairs in 1605, when nearly £8 was 

spent on it.40   

 

As the pale was a major potential expense, the tenant might be given 

responsibility for its upkeep when park leases were drawn up.  On 27 November 1607, 

the lease for Bedgebury(4) park, with an annual rent of £30, stipulated that the owners, 

the Culpeppers, would ensure the pale was in good order prior to the commencement of 

the lease, but thereafter the lessee would be required to keep up running repairs.41  

However, the landlords would cooperate with the lessee over unforeseen damage to the 

fence, such as if 'some great part thereof be blown down by some extraordinary great 

wind or tempest.'42 

 

 Apart from being brought down during storms, park palings were vulnerable to 

deliberate damage by intruders.  Several court of Star Chamber cases mentioned fences 

being pulled down to gain illegal entrance into parks.43  One such colourful episode 

occurred in Canterbury on 22 May 1609 when a large crowd pulled down 300 to 400 

pales in ten to 12 places around Canterbury(18) park, and once inside rampaged about 

disturbing the deer before leaving.44  

 

 Entrances into parks were kept to the minimum for security purposes so great 

attention was paid to the gates.  These were made of wood, but had strong iron fittings.  

At Halden the palers made an unspecified number of gates for five shillings, while the 

iron fittings for the three gates for South park(12), Boughton Malherbe, were made by 

Thomas Porter who was paid 15 shillings for making hooks, thimbles, hasps and staples 

and 1s 8d more for 'three large fair padlocks for the same gates.'45 At Hever(46) in 1560 

there were two padlocked 'great gates' into the park with duplicate keys, enabling John  

  

                                                 
39 ESRO ABE/18/R/1. 
40 Salisbury Accounts (Hatfield) 6/35. 
41 BL Cart.Harl.77.C.44. 
42 Ibid.  
43 TNA STAC5/S2/20, STAC5/S21/31, STAC5/S68/33, STAC5/S74/15, STAC5/S41/5. See also Chapter 
Eight (iv) pp.259-308. 
44 TNA STAC8/16/2; see also Chapter Eight p.290-291. 
45 BL Add.Mss.42715; thimble  = the ring or socket in the heel of a gate which turns on the hook or pin in 
the gate-post (http://dictionary.oed.com); see Plate 3.4 p.70. 
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Plate 3.4 
Access into parks 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

(a) A substantial Victorian wooden park gate, which might have been 
based on earlier gates at the Park Gate entrance to Lullingstone(55) park.  
Mildred Reeves c.1930 was the daughter of the then deer keeper.  The 
mild steel park pale dates to the 1890s as does the ladder stile giving 
public access along a feeder track to the Pilgrim's Way along the south 
foothills of the North Downs. 

(b) Deer leap, looking from outside into a park.  Illustration from E. P. 
Shirley, English Deer Parks (1867). 
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Lennard, the lessee, and his park sub-tenant independent access.46  At Knole(50) the 

steward reported that the town gate and all the other gates round the park were locked 

night and day.47  Despite all best efforts gates were still broken down by determined 

unlawful hunters, such as on the night of 18 May 1600 when Cullens gate at 

Penshurst(71) park was pulled or lifted off its hooks and the padlock broken to enable 

culprits abducting the deer keeper to escape on horseback.48 

 

 In some parks, especially near forests or chases where their installation required a 

crown licence, deer-leaps were installed along the boundaries to allow escaped or wild 

deer into the park. 49  At the point of the deer-leap the fence was lower on the non-park 

side, but steeply sloped down on the park side so that deer inside were unable to jump 

out, but those outside could jump in.  No doubt there were such features in Kentish parks, 

but the only evidence so far come to light is for Halstead(42) park, created in the 1620s, 

with place-names Great and Little Dearleap first mentioned in 1792, where no other deer 

park had been in the vicinity.50   

 

 The occasional stile rendered the park more vulnerable to trespass, but might 

have existed to honour ancient rights of way even older than the park.  One Victorian 

ladder stile still in situ at Lullingstone(55) park allowed walkers across the park along a 

feeder path to the Pilgrims' Way at Otford.51  It was unlikely that this route, which must 

have pre-dated the park, could have been eradicated or easily diverted.  Elsewhere stiles 

might have allowed estate workers easier access when going about their daily activities, 

but also aided the movements of poachers.  At Cobham(23) Humfrey Latter, a notorious 

poacher, when chased by deer keepers jumped over a stile to escape from the park.52 

Conspirators wishing to enter Penshurst(71) park chose to meet corrupt under keepers at 

Terry's stile.53 Examples like this explain why park owners were often anxious to  

extinguish footpaths across parkland, but the extinction of user rights was likely to be  

contested and cause local resentment. 

                                                 
46 CKS U1450/T6/10. 
47 Barrett-Lennard T., An Account of the Families of Lennard and Barrett (private printing, 1908) p.141. 
48 TNA STAC5/S68/33. 
49 Higham M.C., ‘Take it with a Pinch of Salt’ in Landscape History 25 (2003) pp.59-65; see Plate 3.4 
p.70. 
50 Kitchener G., Millennial Halstead - A Kentish Village History (Halstead, 2000) p.146.  
51 Pittman S., Lullingstone Park: the evolution of a medieval deer park (Rainham, 1983) pp.72-73. 
52 CKS QM/SB252, 1598.  
53 CKS U1475/L17. 
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Plate 3.5 
Access to park boundaries and around parks  

 
 
 
 

 

(a) Freeboard strip outside north boundary of the earlier larger 
Glassenbury(37)  park c.1488, looking east/west.  The freeboard drops into 
a ditch on the park side, to the left.       23 May 2005 

(b) The other side (or park side) of the hedge on the left above.  The track 
is a public footpath and runs alongside the north park boundary for most of 
its length.  The hedgerow shrub featured nearest to the camera is the rare 
'Wild Service Tree' (sorbus torminalis), an indicator species of ancient 
woodland.        23 May 2005 
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 Thomas Wotton seems to have made a deliberate decision to leave a footpath on 

its old line, but outside the new South(12) park, perhaps to minimise inconvenience to its 

users.  He spent 4s 2d for five days labour repairing this footpath, 'which way afore lay 

or went through the west side ... of the lands lying within the said park.'54  Where 

diversion impinged on established rights or involved other owners more formal 

agreements had to be drawn up.  In 1606 at Mersham Hatch(61), where the Knatchbull 

family gradually acquired land for a park, the dean and chapter of Canterbury and then 

the manorial court allowed Sir Norton Knatchbull to enclose a small area of common and 

to divert the highway by the gate of his house, as long as he gave up another piece of 

land to become common land.55  A major highway diversion required the permission of 

the crown under an enquiry of Ad Quod Damnum, which took into account the interests 

of the crown and other road users.  Just such a grant was given in 1639 to Sir John Finch, 

who enlarged Canterbury(18) park by taking in land crossed by public roads, providing 

other ways of the same width and length as alternative routes.56   

 

 The constant necessity to check and repair the park paling meant that it had to be 

easily accessible either from within or outside the park.  The external strip was 

sometimes called the freeboard and tended to be one perch wide.57  Thus former park 

boundaries are sometimes still evident in the landscape, being defined by footpaths or 

roads, at least in part.58   However, it would need intensive fieldwork for each park to 

discover, if it were possible, whether the footpath and road network pre-dated and 

determined the park boundaries, or was altered to accommodate a park, or whether it 

evolved from people having to skirt round parks in order to carry out their routine 

business.  In Kent there are numerous examples of park boundaries running alongside 

roads, tracks and footpaths, including Cobham(23), Henden(45), Hungershall(47), 

Kemsing(49), Lullingstone(55), Lympne(57), Lynsted(58), Otford Great(62) and 

Little(63) parks, Panthurst(67), Penshurst Northlands(71) and Southpark(72), 

Shurland(78), Sissinghurst(79), Stowting(82), Throwley(87), Westenhanger(98) and 

West Wickham(99). 

                                                 
54 BL Add.Mss. 42715. 
55 CCA-DCc-ChAnt/M/33. 
56 TNA C202/21/1. 
57 Rackham O., Ancient Woodland (Dalbeattie, 2003, new edition) p.193; perch = 5½ yards; see Plate 3.5 
p.72. 
58 Hoskins W.G., The Making of the English Landscape (London, 1977 edition) pp.94, 237; Beresford M., 
History on the Ground (London, 1957) p.19; see Plate 3.6 p.74. 
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Plate 3.6 
Access to park boundaries and around parks  
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

(a) The road running round outside the southwest corner of Lynsted(58) 
park.        16 May 2005 

(b) Footpath running outside part of the east boundary of West 
Wickham(99)  park.     14 January 2005 
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(ii) Deer keeping and deer keepers 

 It might be expected that deer keeping would be well documented because of the 

high status of parks, centred on their role in producing deer either for sport or for 

venison.    However, documentation is disappointingly sparse.  The later period is not 

exceptional in this dearth, as Birrell found in her research into medieval deer farming.59  

She attributed poor and uneven documentation partly to the peculiar position of deer  

farming, which was taken seriously without being commercialised, and thought it easy to 

see why research into the subject had been neglected.  Nevertheless, she persevered in 

her endeavour to shed some light onto deer farming by looking at a wide range of 

sources, while also recognising that the material was difficult to treat quantitatively.  Her 

example is followed here, and because so little research has been done into the role of the 

deer keepers and deer keeping in the Elizabethan and Jacobean periods this focus on 

Kent will help to fill a gap.60 

 

The role of the deer keeper was complex, and was likely to vary according to the 

size of the park and the status of the owner.61  Deer keepers were given wide 

responsibilities and had discretion over the management of the deer.  They held a 

position of trust, yet their diligence in looking after the deer was monitored through 

periodic checks of herd numbers and make-up.  They cared for the day-to-day physical 

needs of the deer and maintained the general health of the herd.  In addition they 

organised gifts of venison and arranged hunting for the owner, which required skills such 

as stalking and tracking in the field and the ability to communicate and deal with men of 

all ranks.62  Deer keepers would also need to guard the deer against illegal hunting, for 

which it was essential to have physical and moral toughness in face of the bribes, threats 

and force exerted by determined intruders.  Deer keeping was, therefore, a multi-faceted 

job, involving a great deal of variety.  Yet deer keepers held an unenviable position in 

society being subservient to park owners and their stewards and bailiffs on the one hand, 

but on the other, being treated warily by any in the local community suspicious of 

                                                 
59 Birrell, 'Deer and Deer Farming in Medieval England,' p.115. 
60 Manning R.B., Hunters and Poachers - A Cultural and Social History of Unlawful Hunting in England 
1485-1640 (Oxford, 1993) pp.28-33, 189-195, contains sections on keepers and is an exception. 
61 Deer keepers rather than park keepers are being discussed in this Section.  Park keepers were nobles or 
gentlemen appointed by the crown or, more rarely, by magnates with several parks, who fulfilled a 
supervisory and more honorary function, see Chapter Four (i) pp.112-135. 
62 For gifts of venison see Chapter Seven (ii) pp.201-206. 
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authority. The sense of deer keepers' apartness would have been reinforced by the 

isolation of living in a lodge in the park, cut off from wider society.63 

 

The value of the full remuneration of deer keepers remains elusive, and would 

have varied from park to park, so it is difficult to assess whether it was sufficient to 

encourage loyalty to the park owner, or if its insufficiency would reinforce a temptation 

to collude with poachers.  Manning considered many deer keepers to be ex-poachers 

drawn in the main from the artisan class, but limited information about the backgrounds 

of deer keepers in Kent does not endorse this view.64  While some deer keepers were 

undoubtedly tempted to aid poachers, others remained loyal and fulfilled their duties 

conscientiously, although where the balance of extremes lies remains a matter of 

speculation.  It is to issues of the background of deer keepers and their income to which 

attention will first turn.  This will be followed by the part the deer keeper played in 

carrying out the wishes of park owners concerning venison gifts and hunting, before 

dealing with practical aspects of deer management.  The deer keeper's role in defending 

the deer will be fully covered in Chapter Eight.65 

 

  The names of about 37 Kentish deer keepers and lesser park workers crop up in 

various documents, most, it must be said, related to court cases.66  Ten parks are 

represented, with nine names from Penshurst(71) park,  seven from Sissinghurst(79) 

park, five from Knole(50) park, three from Birling(6), Cobham(23), Lyminge(56) and 

Scot's Hall(77) parks, two from Canterbury(18) park and one each from Lullingstone(55) 

and Otford Great(62) parks.67  Evidence indicates that deer keeping skills passed down 

family generations, with the Jeggers and Wickes, fathers and sons, serving the Brookes 

in their parks at Cobham(23) and Canterbury(18) and the Terry family at Penshurst(71).68  

The Smith brothers, John and Henry, worked at Penshurst(71) and three Smiths of 

unknown kinship served at Knole(50).69  Philip and Edward Eastland worked together at 

                                                 
63 See Plate 3.7 p.77 and Plate 3.8 p.82. 
64 Manning, Hunters and Poachers, pp.190-191. 
65 See Chapter Eight pp.255, (iv), 309-310. 
66 For names appearing more than once, reference might be to the same person, or a similarly named 
person. 
67 The job description given is as it appears in the documents. 
68 StaffsRO D593/S/4/56/1; CKS U1475/L17, U1475/E47, Hanney, M.P. Kinnamon N. J. & Brennan M. 
G. (eds.), Domestic Politics and Family Absence- correspondence 1588-1621 of Robert Sidney, 1st Earl of 
Leicester and Barbara Gamage Sidney, Countess of Leicester (Aldershot, 2005) pp.232-233. 
69 CKS U1475/L17; Cockburn J.S. (ed.), Calendar of Assize Records, Kent Indictments under Elizabeth I 
(London, 1979) p.299, AC35/32/4/1806, 13/8/1589. 
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Plate 3.7 
The deer keeper 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

(a) Detail from the map of Scot's Hall(77) park, c.1656 (CKS U274 P1) 
showing a deer keeper with stave, a dog running in front of him and deer and 
rabbit bounding in the park.  The widely spaced pollard trees are typical of the 
wood pasture habitat of parkland.  Although beyond the period of this study 
this is the earliest depiction of a Kent deer keeper found to date. 
By kind permission of the Centre for Kentish Studies, Kent Archives and 
Local Studies Service, Kent County Council 

(b) Lodge House, the 
oldest part of the house 
was formerly the lodge of 
the deer keeper of Scot's 
Hall(77) park.  The lodge 
dominates a hill 
overlooking the park. 

9 February 2005 
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Lyminge(56) as did Christopher and John Crippes at Penshurst(71).70 

 

In order to uncover the backgrounds of these deer keepers, possible wills were 

tracked down, although the only positively matching will was of Robert Terry, long 

serving deer keeper at Penshurst(71), whose death in 1621 elicited genuine sorrow from 

his employer, Robert Sidney, earl of Leicester. 71   

 

The will of Thomas Smalman was the only will found of a stated deer keeper.72  

He was deer keeper at Otford Great(62) park, and his will of 25 June 1583 showed that 

he held several leases for property and land, including the lease of the mill at Otford.  On 

this basis he can be classed above an artisan, and more likely to have been of yeoman 

stock.  Certainly, his daughter was married into the solid yeoman family of Petley.73 A 

probate account and nine wills, but no inventories, were found of men with similar 

names as known deer keepers, in parishes local to the parks in which they served, but 

without their occupation as deer keeper being specifically stated.74  These wills probably 

belong to the deer keepers, because the surnames, except for Edward Smith, are 

generally uncommon and no other families with those surnames have been found in the 

various localities near to their employment.  Even if the will does not match the actual 

man, there is a possibility that he held some degree of kinship with the will-maker and so 

might have shared a similar background.  However, interpretation of this limited range of 

wills is cautious because the job status of the individual at death is unknown, and the full 

value of possessions at death cannot be ascertained without surviving inventories.  All 

that given, some tentative observations can be made.   

 

Most deer keepers are not known by name, nor have all the wills survived; other 

deer keepers dying intestate perhaps came from humbler origins or had little to will, so 

this sample of testate deer keepers, if the correct wills have been identified, might be 

                                                 
70 CKS QM/SB/710; CKS U1475/L17. 
71 I am very grateful for the genealogical assistance of Matthew Copus; Hanney, Kinnamon & Brennan, 
Domestic Politics and Family Absence, pp.232-233, letters 313, 314 of 9 & 12/5/1621, Viscount Lisle to 
wife.  
72 PCC Prob/11/65, 1583, Thomas Smalman. 
73 PCC Prob/11/127, 1611, Edward Petley. 
74 PRC/16/218, 1638, Henry Cliffe; PCC Prob/11/180, 1614, John Crippes; DRb/Pwr22/273 & DRa/PW1, 
1638, Walter Double; PRC/17/53/227 & PRC/16/125/L1, 1604, Edward Leedes; PCC Prob/11/133 & 134, 
1618, Richard Polhill; PRC/22/13/f126 & PRC/20/3/f59, Robert Reames admon. and probate account; 
PRC/17/67/106, 1627, Philip Round(Rowne); PRS/W/14/209, 1616, Edward Smith; DRb/Pw25, 1622, 
Robert Terry.  
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atypical.  These will-making deer keepers preferred the appellation of 'yeoman', in some 

cases perhaps aspiration rather than reality.  The definition of yeomen has been shown to 

be very fluid, with not all yeomen being either respected freeholders or involved in 

agriculture.75  However, Lambarde wrote of the happy state of Kentish yeomen who 

might be as wealthy as the gentry, yet not so entitled, and Harrison considered yeomen to 

possess 'a certain pre-eminence and more estimation' among the common people.76  

 

Among the group of ten will-makers five were described as 'yeoman', one as 

'labourer', two as 'gentlemen' and two provided no status.  'Labourer' Henry Cliffe from 

Tenterden, perhaps under keeper at Sissinghurst(79), achieved a degree of financial 

security in his lifetime and for his family after his death, leaving a total of £7 6s 0d to 

four children, part of which went towards securing an apprenticeship.  The 'yeomen' 

covered a range of wealth. Yeoman Robert Terry's will was of the simplest kind, leaving 

all his goods and chattels to his wife, so his wealth cannot be surmised, but the Terry 

family were longstanding tenants of the Sidney family, occupying Ensfield farm adjacent 

to Penshurst(71) park.77  The other yeomen were Walter Double of Speldhurst 

(Penshurst,71), Philip Eastland of Lyminge (Lyminge, 56), Edward Leedes of Benenden 

(Sissinghurst,79) and Edward Smith of Chevening (Knole, 50).  Of the five, Philip 

Eastland appeared not to own property, but left all the household effects to his wife, 

made bequests of fifteen ewe sheep to the younger members of his family and monetary 

bequests of £27; Edward Leedes and Edward Smith owned their own houses and 

adjacent land and left monetary bequests to the value of £40 to £50; while Walter 

Double's three sons each inherited lands and tenements in Leigh, Tonbridge and 

Southborough in Kent and Framfield in Sussex, out of which they were to contribute £8 a 

year to support their mother.  John Crippes might have come from yeoman stock if he 

was related to John Crippes, the elder, of Edenbridge (Penshurst, 71) who left just under 

£80 in monetary bequests and enough land in Edenbridge in Kent and Crowborough and 

Rotherfield in Sussex, to distribute between his three sons, one of whom was called John.  

The other deer keeper without attributed status was Philp Rowne (Round) of Cranbrook, 

whose will equates to that of 'labourer' Henry Cliffe or 'yeoman' Philip Eastland in that 

                                                 
75 Bowers J., 'The Kent Yeoman in the Seventeenth Century' in Arch. Cant. CXVI (1994) p.150. 
76 Bowers, 'The Kent Yeoman in the Seventeenth Century,' p.153; ibid. p.149. 
77 Zell M.L., Industry in the Countryside - Wealden Society in the Sixteenth Century (Cambridge, 1994) 
p.43. 
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he left just under £30 in monetary bequests, and does not seem to have owned land at his 

death.   

 

Richard Polhill, described as 'gentleman' in his will of 1618, worked at 

Penshurst(71), and Robert Reames was deer keeper at Scot's Hall(77); both seem to have 

more modest means at their deaths than yeomen like Edward Leedes or Edward Smith.  

The Polhills were a prolific family in west Kent with several branches owning extensive 

land holdings.78  Richard Polhill is difficult to fit into this dynasty, but he married 

Sindonie, heiress of Philpotts, and after 1594 they lived in the lodge in Leigh(70) park, 

which he rented along with 500 acres of former parkland from the Sidney family.79 He 

bequeathed his son all his agricultural tackle, including carts and ploughs.80  His 

daughters were to divide the household goods between them after the death of their 

mother, who received the undefined residue of the estate, saving a £5 bequest to their 

granddaughter.   

 

Robert Reames, was in all probability a gentleman by birth, if he was the 

grandson of Johanne Reames, sister of Sir John Baker of Sissinghurst, but apparently left 

little after his death.81  Johanne Reames' son, Stephen Reames, was cousin to Elizabeth 

Baker, later wife of Sir Thomas Scott of Scot's Hall, and this distant family connection 

might explain Robert Reames' appointment as deer keeper at Scot's Hall.  An indication 

that Robert Reames might have been Stephen Reames' son is he had a brother called 

Stephen, who administered his estate and returned a probate account after his death in 

1613.82 Robert Reames possessed moveable goods valued at 34 shillings, while his debts 

amounted to nearly £40, including part payment of £20 to Sir John Scott for rent and 

other duties. 

 

From the tantalisingly limited evidence available, deer keepers could come from 

solid families within the local community, rather than from the artisan origins attributed 

 

                                                 
78 Bennett R.G., The Kenitsh Polhills 1422-1958 (unpublished, private circulaion, 1958) p.19 ( http:// 
polhill.info/book) 
79 CKS U1475/61/4, 1594, & CKS U1475/T61/6, 1615. 
80 PCC Prob/11/133 & 134, 1618, Richard Polhill. 
81 PCC Prob/11/42, Sir John Baker; PCC Prob/11/44, Johanne Reames. 
82 Nicolson N., Sissinghurst Castle, an illustrated history (Ashford, 1964) p.13; PRC/22/13/f126 & 
PRC/20/3/f59 admon. & probate account, Robert Reames. 
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to them by Manning.83  It would not be surprising to find, as with all walks of life, honest 

and dishonest deer keepers, but there is no firm evidence that they belonged to the 

poaching fraternity before appointment, an issue to be explored in Chapter Eight.84   

 

The remuneration enjoyed by deer keepers included elements such as the 

provision of accommodation, wages and perquisites in kind and in fees.   The total value 

of this mixed package cannot be calculated, and in any case would vary according to 

park size, herd size and the extent of the opportunities for earning extra fees.   

 

Deer keepers were provided with lodges inside the park so they lived in close 

proximity to the deer.  Markham described the ideal location for a lodge as being in a 

prominent position 'where the deere take greatest delight to feed.'85  He anticipated that 

the lodge might become the target of unscrupulous 'stealers or other malitious persons' so 

it was to be built like a fort and to stand on open ground so no secret approach to it could 

be made.  The necessity to go to such lengths underlines the danger of the deer keeper's 

job.  Because the deer required 24 hours' surveillance, deer keepers managed a team of 

under keepers to cover absences and to summon in an emergency, and their 

accommodation was also conveniently located in or near the park. Both Penshurst(71) 

and Leigh(70) parks at Penshurst had great and little lodges, the former in decay but still 

occupied in 1601.86  The lodge at Shurland(78) was a timber construction with a tiled 

roof situated on top of a hill in the middle of the park, while the under keeper lodged in 'a 

pretty chamber' adjoining the mansion house with independent access to the park (see 

Plate 3.8).87  Other parks known to have lodges were Bedgebury(4), Birling(6), 

Canterbury(18), Chislet(22), Cobham(23), Halden(41), Henden(45), Hever(46), 

Hungershall(47), Knole(50), Lynsted(58), Panthurst(67), Ashour(69) at Penshurst, Scot's 

Hall(77), Southfrith(93) near Tonbridge and Surrenden(84).88  In some cases, the lodges 

remained long after disparkment and were leased out, occasionally as rewards to loyal  

 

                                                 
83 Manning, Hunters and Poachers, pp.190-191. 
84 See Chapter Eight pp. pp.255, (iv), 309-310. 
85 Markham, Maison Rustique, or The countrey farme, pp.669-670.  
86 CKS U1500/E1. 
87 See Plate 3.8 p.82, TNA SP12/87, 1572. 
88 BL Cart.Harl.77.C.44; TNA SC12/9/4; StaffsRO D593/S/4/56/1; LPL TA39/1; CKS U1475/M73; 
Surrey Record Office K87/17/30; CKS U1450/T6/10; ESRO ABE/52.1; CKS U269/A41/1/1; Cockburn,  
Kent Indictments under Elizabeth, I p.169, AC35/21/8; CKS U269/T1/A:8:4:4; CKS U214/E19/23; CKS 
U1475/T33; CKS U350/E4, Yeandle, p.302, www.kentarchaeology.ac.uk; see Plate 3.7 p.77.  
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Plate 3.8 
Park Lodges at Shurland 
 

 
 
 

 

(a) Just visible to the centre of the skyline is the lodge of Shurland(78) 
park.  It was sited towards the centre of the park with good views of the 
surrounding parkland.  Shurland House itself was under extensive 
renovation and is completely encased with weatherproof sheeting to the 
right of the skyline.    30 September 2006 

(b) Shurland House and its outer courtyards from a survey of 1572 (TNA 
SP12/87/1-3).  The under keeper's 'pretty chamber' was in this complex 
with direct access to the park.  
By kind permission of The National Archives. 
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servants, as were Ashour(69) and Leigh(70) lodges on the Sidney estate at Penshurst.89 

Many original lodges with their outbuildings were readily adapted into farmsteads and 

bear the name Park Farm to this day, such as at Birling(6), Brasted(15), Canterbury(18), 

Penshurst(71), Leigh(70), Southpark(72) near Penshurst, and at Throwley(87).  

Occasionally, the lodge was rebuilt or aggrandised to become the owner's residence, for 

example 'The Lodge', the Roper family mansion at Lynsted(58).90  

 

Other perquisites, which reduced a deer keeper's overheads, might include wood 

for fuel gathered from the park, or liveried uniform.91 Thomas Smalman wore a doublet 

and hose provided by 'my lord', probably Sir Henry Sidney, the park keeper of Otford 

Great(62) park.92 Essential equipment might also have been provided, but was also 

bought to become proud possessions.  Thomas Smalman's will describes two crossbows, 

one for everyday use with a steel gaffle, or lever for bending the bow, and another with a 

carved wooden tiller, or beam drilled for the bolt. 93  He also had one everyday and one 

gilt wood-knife, which were short swords carried by huntsmen for cutting up game, 

although they also served as weapons.94   Lastly, he rode a four-year old black gelding 

and had a hunting horn 'garnished with silver', an essential tool for communication over 

long distances.  

 

Wages formed the fixed monetary element of remuneration, but because they are 

rarely mentioned, a few examples can only be indicative.  For the year 1587/8 the two 

deer keepers at Birling(6) were each paid £4. At Canterbury(18) park in 1605 the deer 

keeper and his man were paid £7 10s for the year, while in 1611, Robert Terry's wages as 

deer keeper at Penshurst(71) were £5.95  If the Canterbury deer keeper received a similar 

amount from the £7 10s, his under keeper 's wages would have been £2 10s a year. Kent 

was an affluent county where wages tended to be higher than elsewhere in the country, 

but at Canterbury(18) an under keeper's pay was more than an agricultural labourer's 

                                                 
89 LPL TA39/1, the lodge at Chislet(22) park was rented out for 80 years from 1539 at an annual rent of 
£10; CKS U1475/T33, U1475/T61/6. 
90 Vallance A.,  'The Ropers and their monuments in Lynsted Church' in Arch. Cant. XLIV (1932) pp.147-
148. 
91 TNA E178/1163, 1597-1598, at Otford Great(62) park the annual fuel allowance was valued at ten 
shillings, to be taken from pollarded oak and ash trees in the park. 
92 Clarke & Stoyel, Otford in Kent, pp.122-123, citing Acts of the Privy Council 1552-1554, no.967. 
93 PCC Prob/11/65, 1583, Thomas Smalman; gaffle, tiller (http://dictionary.oed.com). 
94 Wood-knife (http://dictionary.oed.com). 
95 Salisbury Accounts (Hatfield) 6/35, 29/9/1605; Shaw W.A. (ed.), Report on the Manuscripts of Lord De 
L’Isle and Dudley preserved at Penshurst Place III (London, 1936) p.311, 25/3/1611.  
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maximum annual pay of 26s 8d in Buckinghamshire in 1561, and at £2 10s a year would 

have been the same as an agricultural bailiff in Kent in 1563.96  By these comparisons, 

the deer keeper's pay was at least adequate, even before taking his other sources of 

income into account. 

 

Wages were supplemented by value in kind, in that the deer keeper was allocated 

parts of the deer slain during hunting.  Traditionally these were the skin, head, umbles, 

chine and shoulders, which Harrison regarded as unfair because those with a warrant to 

take a whole buck 'hath in the end little more than halfe, which in my judgement is 

scarselie equal dealing.'97  When Humfrey Barrett leased Bedgebury(4) park in 1607, he 

was given responsibility for the deer and 'for his labour and pains' was allowed to keep 

one shoulder, the skin and chine of every deer killed.98  

 

An extra monetary benefit of variable amount would be the fees received when an 

owner issued warrants for his friends to hunt or for gifts of venison.  The practice of 

paying fees to other park owners' deer keepers dated back to medieval times, as 

illustrated in the 'Howard Household Books'.99  The Elizabethan, Harrison, confirmed the 

continuation of the custom whereby park owners gave away venison and 'never taking 

penny for the same, except the ordinary fee ... given to the keeper by a custom,' the 

amount being 3s 4d or five shillings in money.100  A few examples confirm the 

continuation of the practice in Kent, with similar fees being paid by recipients of a deer 

keeper's services.101  At the Admiral's court held at Sheerness on the Isle of Sheppey in 

June 1580, the mayor of Rochester's expenses included 3s 4d 'payed to my Lorde 

Cobham his keeper when he broughte us halfe a bucke.'102  Towards the end of the reign 

of James I and into Charles I's reign Edward Dering of Surrenden's 'Booke of Expences' 

showed that on 12 September 1626 he gave Lady Maidstone's deer keeper at Eastwell ten 

                                                 
96 Palliser, The Age of Elizabeth, p.117, points out that the bailiff's wage in Kent was 67% higher than the 
30 shillings allowed in the Yorkshire area. 
97 Holinshed, Holinshed's  Chronicles, p.204; Sykes N. 'Animal bones and animal parks' in Liddiard (ed.), 
The Medieval Park - New perspectives (Macclesfield, 2007) pp.52-53, late medieval deer bone assemblage 
at Donnington Park supports this statement; umbles = the edible inward parts of an animal, usually of a 
deer, chine = spine or backbone (http://dictionary.oed.com). 
98 BL Cart.Harl.77.C.44;  
99 Crawford A. (ed.), The Howard Household Books of John Howard, Duke of Norfolk, 1462-1471, 1481-
1483 (Stroud, 1992) I pp.221, 225, 227, 278; Crawford, The Howard Household, II pp.108, 147, 148, 337. 
100 Edelen G. (ed.) The Description of England by William Harrison (New York, 1994) p.255. 
101 Holinshed, Holinshed's  Chronicles, p.204; for the significance of gifts of venison see Chapter Seven 
(ii) pp.193-200. 
102 Blencoe R.W., 'Rochester Records' in Arch. Cant. II (1859) p.84. 



 85

shillings for bringing him venison.103  He was also allowed to hunt in parks at 

Eastwell(28) and Boughton Malherbe(10 or 12) and would give a fee of five or six 

shillings to the keeper when his dogs killed deer in those parks:- 

10 September 1625 – given att Eastwell to ye keeper when I tooke say and 
my doggs killed a brace of buckes – 5s. 104 
 

Lastly, the deer keeper might earn extra money from his discretion to allocate 

venison himself and to give licence to hunt in the park.  This was also a continuation of 

medieval practice when local deer keepers and huntsmen were often allowed to decide 

the number of deer which could reasonably be hunted, although on other occasions the 

owner would specify in advance what deer were to be taken and how they were to be 

disposed of.105  An owner familiar with his herd or distrustful of his deer keepers might 

be less inclined to give discretion to his employees, but others might be more relaxed 

about doing so.  In either case, a regular stock taking of the herd would reveal any 

glaring malpractice by the deer keepers. 

 

Examples of the use of deer keeper's discretion over gifts of venison and giving 

licence to hunt occur in Kent.  The deer keeper of Birling(6) successfully begged a teg 

from Edmund Wickes, keeper of Cobham(23), to celebrate his marriage at the turn of the 

seventeenth century.106  In the early 1600s, Thomas Petley of Halstead paid the deer 

keeper of Hamswell(43) park and his boy five or ten shillings for delivering venison to 

his door as a favour. 107  John Threale of London in 1601 claimed to have hunted in 

Penshurst(71) park 'in lawful manner by the licence of the then keeper of that park' and 

'with his privilies', but was nevertheless accused of unlawful hunting on other 

occasions.108   

 

The combination of a dwelling free of encumbrances, a regular annual income 

topped up with the value of deer parts and the receipt of fees meant that deer keepers 

could well have been amply rewarded for their labour.  They held a position of trust, 

                                                 
103 CKS U350/E4, Yeandle L., 'Sir Edward Dering's 'Booke of Expences,' p.357, www.kentarchaeology 
.ac.uk. 
104 CKS U350/E4, Yeandle, 'Booke of Expences,' p.296, www.kentarchaeology.ac.uk.  'Say' in this context 
is obscure, but could mean the 'breaking up of a deer' (http://dictionary.oed.com).  
105 Birrell, 'Deer and Deer Farming in Medieval England,' p.123. 
106 StaffsRO D593/S/4/56/1. 
107 TNA STAC8/290/17. 
108 TNA STAC5/S68/33. 
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which was easily abused, so it would hardly have been in the owners' interest to under 

pay them.  Owners were anxious to preserve deer for their own requirements, and to add 

to their esteem among their neighbours and peers by having a well-run park with a 

thriving herd of deer.  On the one hand, job satisfaction is indicated by the passing down 

of deer keeping skills through family generations, on the other hand, dissatisfaction over 

remuneration might be a possible explanation for some deer keepers, especially under 

keepers, becoming disloyal to their masters and turning to corrupt practices.  Close 

relationships between park owners and park keepers were possible, as illustrated in the 

concern shown on several occasions by Robert Sidney, earl of Leicester, for his deer 

keeper, Robert Terry.109  The earl also took great care over Robert Terry's replacement, 

trying to decide between his brother, John Terry, towards whom he was favourably 

inclined, and the acting keeper whom he thought equally deserving.110  

 

Pivotal to the deer keeper's role was the management of the deer, which required 

considerable understanding of the animals' habits and needs.  Owners might expect the 

deer keeper to look after the deer 'diligently and carefully,' and the well being of the 

animals would take up a great deal of his attention.111 As far as is known, Kentish parks 

stocked fallow rather than red deer, so comments will be directed to this species.112  The 

Sidneys toyed with the idea of acquiring red deer at Penshurst(71), but a tame red deer 

became the target of illegal hunters in 1573, and Robert Sidney, viscount Lisle's later 

attempt in 1607 to secure red deer calves ended in failure with the death, within two 

days, of the only one captured after a four-day stalk in a nearby forest.113 

 

Food, water and shelter were largely provided for the deer by having a range of 

habitats within the park, but the deer keeper would need to supplement any deficiency by 

cutting browse and spreading hay.  Within most parks were launds of open grassland,  

                                                 
109 See p.92. 
110 Hanney, Kinnamon &. Brennan, Domestic Politics and Family Absence, pp.232-233, letters 313, 314 of 
9 & 12/5/1621, Viscount Lisle to wife.  Davey Z., An Elizabethan Progress (Stroud, 1996) pp.140-141, 
will of Wiston Browne of Rookwood Hall, Essex, c.1580, indicates a highly prized deer keeper, Edward 
Humberstone. He was to retain his job for life, with fees and perquisites.  He could keep two cows and two 
horses in the park, and was to be provided with six loads of hay to be stored in the hay-house for winter 
fodder for the deer, and was allowed to cut branches for the deer to browse on.  He could continue to live 
in the room he occupied until the new lodge had been built for him in the park.  
111 BL Cart.Harl.77.C.44, Sir Anthony Culpepper's stipulation in lease of Bedgebury(4) park in 1607. 
112 Chalklin C., 'Iron Manufacture in Tonbridge Parish with special reference to Barden Furnace 1552-
1771' in Arch. Cant. CXXIV (2004) pp. 98-99, in 1521 Northfrith was stocked with red and fallow deer. 
113 CKS U1475/L17; Shaw, Manuscripts of Lord De L’Isle and Dudley, III pp.386-387. 
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Plate 3.9 
Deer in parks 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

(a) Part of the deer herd in Knole(50) park feeding on a laund area, during 
rutting.               15 October 2006 

(b) Typical parkland with deer at Boughton Monchelsea(13), with isolated 
pollards amid rough pasture, woodland areas lie on the lower slopes.  From 
Greensand ridge looking south over the Weald. 
Photograph by Mike Buttonshaw 
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areas of which were periodically enclosed and others permanently enclosed to exclude 

the deer so that hay could be grown to supplement food in winter.114 Parklands with  

lower grade land often produced the best herb-rich meadows, the quality of which 

improved the taste of the venison.115 Other areas were fenced off for fodder crops like 

oats, such as that in which the tame red deer was kept at Penshurst(71) park.116   

 

With a stocking ratio of three adult deer to one acre, theoretically most parks 

would have provided sufficient fodder for the herd. 117   However, with overstocking, or 

with variable quality and quantity of grassland, or with overgrazing due to 

accommodating other animals within the park, problems over food could arise in summer 

drought or winter cold. When Cooling(24) park was broken into in February 1620 with 

thick snow on the ground, 'very unseasonable for the killing of any deer,' many deer in 

the debilitated herd died.118  However well prepared the deer keeper was to supplement 

fodder during inclement weather, winter cold and disease took its toll on the herd, so that 

the survivors required even more careful nurture to build up their strength during the 

summer months. Robert Sidney, viscount Lisle, in mid-June 1615, requested his wife to 

serve venison when he came home, 'but withall I must entreat you to be sparing of my 

deer this somer ... in respect of my greate loss the last winter.' 119   

 

The provision of buildings such as barns, hay houses or deer houses within parks 

is indicative of the need to store food.120  A timber-framed barn with tiled roof is shown 

on the mid sixteenth-century map of Canterbury(18) park, while the barn at Leigh(70) 

park was underpinned with stone, timber boarded with a shingle roof.121  At Shurland(78) 

the under keeper's timber-built residence with tiled roof had become the hay house for 

                                                 
114 StaffsRO D593/S/4/56/1; references to launds in Kent include - BL Cart. Harl.85.H13, Bedgebury(4) 
park, CKS U1475/E47, Penshurst park(71), Barker F., Greenwich and Blackheath Past (London, 1993) 
pp.20-21, Greeenwich(39) park. 
115 See Plate 3.9 p.87; Whitaker J., Deer Parks and Paddocks (London, 1892) p.11.  
116 CKS U1475/L17. 
117 Rotherham I. D. (ed.), 'The History, Ecology and Archaeology of Medieval Parks and Parklands' in 
Landscape Archaeology and Ecology 6 (Sheffield 2007) p.31. 
118 TNA STAC8/23/11. 
119 Shaw & Owen, Manuscripts of Lord De L’Isle and Dudley, V pp.298-299, letter of 15/6/1615. 
120 CKS U1450/T6/10, 1560, a deer house is mentioned in a lease for Hever park.  
121 CCA map 49, see Plate 3.1 p.62; CKS U1500/E1. 
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'the bestowing of hay' to the herd of 500 deer in the winter.   Leigh(70) park's hay house 

was timber-boarded with reed-thatched roof.122  

 

 Herd balance, with a range of ages and an appropriate ratio between bucks and 

does, was important both for the welfare of deer and for the needs of the hunter, and to 

maintain this balance the deer keeper needed to know the ages of individual animals and 

the make-up of the herd.123 If there was imbalance the herd would need to be selectively 

culled and this would give the deer keeper the opportunity to use his discretion to issue 

licences to hunt deer designated for the cull or to dispose of the venison afterwards.  

 

 Stocktaking or 'view of the deer' gave deer keepers precise details of the herd, but 

were primarily undertaken at the behest of the owner as an invaluable check on the deer 

keepers' activities, and perhaps that is why the one extant 'view of the deer' in Kent was 

signed or marked by 16 men independent of the deer keeper, whose name did not appear 

among the signatories.124  The only allusions to stock taking in Kent concerned 

Penshurst(71) park where there was no set time in the year for the count.125  In 

September in the early1570s unlawful hunting was suspended until after the view, which 

suggests that it was about to take place in the autumn, after the new fawns had been 

weaned, but before the hardship of winter.  However, it could also take place in the 

spring, perhaps to assess the survival rate after winter, because in 1605 the view in April, 

found that Penshurst(71) park contained 299 deer of which 65 were fully antlered. 126  

 

 At the same time as the inspection, the deer keeper would account for any deer 

taken under warrant for household consumption, for gifts or for recreation and add a note 

about natural deaths.  This check underlined the accountability of the deer keeper for 

herd numbers and would make him wary of using his powers of discretion over hunting 

and gifts of venison too wantonly.   Unique in its survival for Kent was the list of deer 

                                                 
122 TNA SP12/87, 1572; CKS U1500/E1. 
123 Whitehead G.K., Deer and their management in the deer parks of Great Britain and Ireland (London, 
1950) pp.40-44. 
124 CKS U1475/E47. 
125 This accords with Fletcher J. 'The rise and fall of British deer parks' in Rotherham (ed.), The History, 
Ecology and Archaeology of Medieval Parks and Parkland, p.32, that views were taken at different times 
of the hunting season, after or before, and may or may not include fawns.  
126 Shaw, Manuscripts of Lord De L’Isle and Dudley, III pp.154-155, from Lord Lisle to Golding; 
Gascoigne, The Noble Arte of Venerie or Hunting, pp.52-53, fully antlered = mature bucks that had 
reached their seventh or above year. 
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taken by Robert Terry for Penshurst(71), perhaps for  the 'view of the deer' in April 

1605.127  In the year beginning 18 November 1603 he listed 29 deer (but gave the total as 

28) and added a footnote about another eight, four does and four fawns, which had died 

in the summer of 1604.   Only two deer of the 29 deer had died during the winter months, 

one had been savaged by Robert Terry's own shag dog, eight had been killed for the 

house, seven had been distributed as gifts and 11 taken in hunting.128   In the following 

year 28 deer were taken, and a footnote added a further 11 that had died, and one that 

illegal hunters had killed on Easter day.129  Of the 28 deer slain under Robert Terry's 

supervision 8½ had been consumed by the household, 13½ had been gifts, four had been 

hunted and two 'taken upp by my Ladye', which might have been by hunting, but the 

meaning is unclear.  Over the two-year period just under a quarter of the deer had been 

slain for domestic use, just under a quarter killed by hunting, just over a quarter had died 

of natural causes, and just over a quarter had been gifted.   

 

 There were situations, such as during the view, when the deer keeper would be 

required to round up and move deer within the park or to new destinations beyond the 

park during restocking, imparking or disparking.  When Robert Cecil, earl of Salisbury, 

replaced his disgraced brother-in-law, Henry Brooke, lord Cobham, as tenant of 

Canterbury(18) park in 1603 he was not impressed either by 'my poor lodge' or by the 

herd of deer, and wrote to Sir John Roper requesting him to send some deer, presumably 

from Sir John Roper's park at Lynsted(58), to boost the numbers, which Sir John Roper 

agreed 'cheerfully' to send.130 Sir Anthony Culpepper in downsizing his herd prior to 

leasing out Bedgebury(4) park in the early 1600s, sent some deer to Sir Thomas Waller's 

Hamswell(43) park in Rotherfield, Sussex.131 In 1561 John Tufton gave 30 deer from 

Westwell(98) to Thomas Wotton for Bocton Old(10) park at Boughton Malherbe.  These 

were transferred to South park(12) six years later and the complexity of the capture and 

removal of the herd from one park to the other is apparent from Thomas Wotton's 

accounts.  A large net or deer stall 24 fathoms (144 feet) long in which to trap the deer 

cost £1. He borrowed harnesses to control the deer from Edward Aucher, of Lyminge(56) 

                                                 
127 CKS U1475/E47. 
128 Shag dog = a mongrel, long-haired greyhound renowned for its ferocity, see Markham, Maison 
Rustique, p.674. 
129 CKS Q/SR4/15 follows up this reference to illegal hunting. 
130 Sparks M. (ed.), The Parish of St. Martin & St. Paul Canterbury, Historical Essays in Memory of James 
Hobbs (Canterbury, 1980) p.59; TNA SP14/15/34. 
131 TNA STAC8/294/6. 
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park.  These harnesses were sent from London at the cost of two shillings and repaired 

with cord costing 3s 7d.  It took 19 men seven working days, ending on 12 December 

1567, to round up the deer.  The wage bill amounted to £1 8s 8d, at sixpence or four 

pence a day per man with food and drink.  At the end of the round-up 120 deer of mixed 

ages, including ten originally from Westwell(98) park, had been captured.132  

 

Venison gift-giving and hunting have been touched on in the context of pay and 

they formed an important part of the deer keepers' duties.  Among the deer keepers' 

responsibilities, in consultation with the owner, would be the selection of deer to target 

for hunting and for the owner to offer as gifts of venison or to commemorate special 

occasions.133   

 

Bucks were the preferred sport in summer when they were 'in grease', carrying 

most meat before the rut, and does in the winter months after their fawns had been 

weaned and before the next fawning season.   In the 'Charta de Foresta' the buck hunting 

season was set from the Nativity of St. John the Baptist (24 June) to Holyrood day (14 

September), and the doe hunting season was from Holyrood day to Candlemas (2 

February), after the does had dropped their fawns during the 'fence' month a fortnight 

either side of Midsummer's day (24 June).134  Although by Elizabethan times these 

seasons might have been less strictly adhered to, for the well being of the herd there were 

certain closed periods.  If illegal hunting occurred during these times, such as in May 

1599 at Penshurst, when two young does with fawns 'in their bellies' were killed, it was 

regarded as all the more reprehensible.135   

 

The exchange of gifts of venison was common and here the deer keepers' duties 

extended beyond the kill and involved the delivery of the venison, sometimes over fairly 

long distances.  On two occasions when venison was sent from Penshurst to the absent 

Robert Sidney, viscount Lisle, at Shurland and at the royal court at Oaklands the deer 

                                                 
132 BL Add.Mss.42715. 
133 CKS U1475/E47, see Chapter Seven (ii) pp.201-206. 
134  The Charta de Foresta, extended and codified from previous laws, was devised by Cnut in the early 
C11th.  It was subsequently revised and reissued by kings William I and John; Whitehead, Deer and their 
management, pp.24, 44; Poole A.L., From Domesday Book to Magna Carta (Oxford, 2nd edition 1955) 
p.32. 
135 CKS U1475/L18. 
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keeper, Robert Terry, was put in charge of delivery, and there is no reason to think that 

this did not happen more often. 136 

 

For his work the deer keeper would require several types of dog, for 'perfect 

smelling', for 'quick espying', for 'swiftness and quickness', 'in smelling and nimbleness', 

and 'in subtlety and deceitfulness.'137  Lyme hounds were used to pick up the scent of 

individual deer, swift greyhounds pursued deer for short distances and running dogs, 

similar to foxhounds, with more stamina took over the chase for longer distances.138  

Kennels, either purpose-built or in outhouses, were provided for the deer keepers' dogs 

and for those of his master, family and guests, and would be located near the lodge, away 

from the mansion for fear of disturbing the residents.139  In Kent no reference to kennels 

has been found, but two court of Star Chamber cases of 1605 featured scent hounds.140 In 

one incident the skills of the lyme hound were put to the test following the theft of over 

100 black conies from a warren near Penshurst on Christmas day in 1604.  During the 

raid the warrener was beaten and his thumbs tied together with strips taken off one of the 

attacker's leather breeches.  Early next morning Sir Robert Sidney's deer keeper brought 

along his bloodhound, which followed the trail to Francis Coulman's house where the 

breeches, with strips missing, were discovered and the culprits apprehended.141   

 

Deer keepers were under tremendous pressure from those wishing to undertake 

illegal activities within parks.  Sometimes they and their deputies were outnumbered and 

powerless to enforce order, but on other occasions fierce confrontations took place.  The 

impression is that those deer keepers who had the backing of their masters were more 

likely to stand up to intruders and to protect the deer.  On one occasion when Robert 

Terry and his brother were hurt in defending his game, Sir Robert Sidney wrote to his 

steward urging him to take action on his behalf, 'what law will allow mee to doe I assure 

you shall be dun to the full.'  He asked his steward to thank the brothers and to 'tell them 

bee assured that I will not see so good affections unrewarded,' intending to give them the 

                                                 
136 Hanney, Kinnamon & Brennan, Domestic Politics and Family Absence, p.157, letter 201, 25/9/1610; 
ibid. p.199, letter 266, 21/9/1616. 
137 Edelen, The Description of England, pp.340-341. 
138 Lyme dog = bloodhound (http://dictionary.oed.com). 
139 Markham, Maison Rustique, p.670. 
140 TNA STAC8/290/17; see Chapter Eight pp.265-271,  for the other example. 
141 TNA STAC8/295/10. 
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poachers' nets or their value and a share of any fines imposed by the court.142  This 

backing was more likely to evoke loyalty from deer keepers than indifference or a weak 

response. 

   

The undertaking of the various facets of the deer keeper's work, required 

dedicated men with a wide range of professional skills, and their ability to deal with 

animals and people can easily be overlooked when emphasis is placed on crime within 

parks.  The range of activities centred on deer within parks required organisational 

expertise, and all the more so when other enterprises, to which attention will now be 

turned, were carried out alongside deer keeping. 

   

(iii) Other enterprises in parks 

 The multi-functional role of parks in the wider economy of the medieval estate or 

manor has been widely recognised, but there appears to have been no substantive 

research into this aspect of parks in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries.  

However, it is hoped that from the following pages there is enough evidence to indicate 

that these early modern parks in Kent were capable of accommodating a wide range of 

ancillary activities, which not only contributed to the household economy and to the 

estate as a whole, but also demonstrates the versatility and potential viability of the 

parks.143  

  

(a) Cony warrens 

Lambarde noted the flourishing demand for profitable Kentish conies, and found 

warrens to be 'almost innumerable, and dailie like to increase.'  Kent was not unusual in 

this respect; Harrison, who admitted difficulty in calculating the number of parks in 

England, did not even attempt to estimate the number of warrens in the country.144   

 

In previous centuries warrens had been set up in or apart from parks to provide 

rabbit meat as a delicacy for the lord's table.  Williamson has pointed out that warrens 

were a valued element in elite landscapes, important symbols of status to be proudly 

                                                 
142 CKS U1475/C36/3, 17/08/1601 
143 Beresford, History on the Ground (London, 1957) p.211; Cantor L.M. & Hatherly J., 'The Medieval 
Parks of England' in Geography 64 (1979) no.283 p.71; Rackham, Trees and Woodland in the British 
Countryside, p.145; Liddiard R (ed.), The Medieval Park, p.84. 
144 Holinshed, Holinshed's  Chronicles, p.204; Lambarde(1576) p.5. 
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displayed on approaches to mansions or on skylines where they could be viewed with 

pleasure from the mansion windows.145  This might well have been true in the setting up 

of early warrens in Kent, but confirmation awaits detailed fieldwork to establish the 

exact sites of warrens and their relationship to any principal residence.  At Cobham(23) 

the warren was on a high plateau out of sight of Cobham Hall, whereas at 

Lullingstone(55), if the Victorian warren occupied the same site as the Jacobean one, it 

was set on the rising ground in full view of Lullingstone castle.146  Wherever they were 

sited, by Elizabethan times the great number of warrens had probably robbed them of 

their exclusivity. 

 

The production of rabbit meat was fuelled by the growing demand from the 

middle classes 'pretentiously eating rabbit to ape the upper classes,' or merely being able 

to afford a better standard of living.147  However, it remained an expensive item for 

labourers paid on a daily rate of sixpence to nine pence, when a rabbit cost from three to 

sixpence.148  Kent's proximity to London enabled it to supply fresh young rabbits for the 

city's markets and many in Kent were eager to take commercial advantage of this.  

 

Markham devoted four chapters of 'Maison Rustique, or The countrey farme' to 

the setting up and running of a cony warren which he considered to be a profitable 

sideline, and not too burdensome a task because conies virtually looked after 

themselves.149  Records for one or two parks in Kent give an insight into how warrens 

could be profitably managed.  Accounts for Birling(6), from 1586 to 1599, show that the 

warrens run by Edward Clark, the master of game, made an annual average profit of £30 

to £40, ranging from £20 in 1586/87 to £50 in 1598/99.150   At Knole(50) in 1629 conies 

eaten by the household were valued at £19, and those sold outside at £12.  On a valuation 

of sixpence a cony, 1240 conies would have been produced, with 760 being consumed by 

the household and 480 being sent to market.151  The two warreners at Birling(7) were 

paid £4 a year, £2 less than the deer keepers, but they might also have received board 

                                                 
145 Williamson T., The Archaeology of Rabbit Warrens (Princes Risborough, 2006) p.8. 
146 Arch.Cant. XI (1877) p.lxxxiv, 1612 Survey of Cobham; CKS QM/SI/1606/13/20, Pittman, 
Lullingstone Park, pp.64-65. 
147 Woodruff C. E., A History of the Town and Port of Fordwich (Canterbury, 1895) p.316. 
148 Dr Mark Bailey's lecture 'Rabbiting and warrens', Madingley Hall, Cambridge, August 1996.   
149 Markham, Maison Rustique, pp.644-648. 
150 ESRO ABE/18/R/1, ESRO ABE/18/R/2. 
151 CKS U269/A41/1/11; CKS U1475/A27/7, in 1624 a cony at Penshurst was worth sixpence. 
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wages for their victuals, as did the warreners on the Sackville estates.152  No other details 

of expenditure at Birling were given, neither were the number of conies sold or at what 

price, but in contrast to deer keeping, breeding conies within parks had commercial 

potential, and accrued profits that could be used to offset the outlay of the park.   

 

  At Birling(6) and Knole(50), estate employees continued to care for the warrens, 

but the growing trend was for warrens to be leased out to professional warreners.153  Two 

leases for Kent, with terms, which may or may not be typical, are all that remain to give 

an impressionistic idea of how such warrens were run by warreners of yeomen stock.154   

 

The warren in Hever(46) park was rented out in 1560 by John Lennard, the park 

lessee, to yeoman Reynald Woodgate at £6 13s 4d per annum for 12 years.155  It was 

unusual in stocking black conies, which Lambarde stated were not 'nourished' in Kent; 

the preference being for fast reared young grey rabbits for London's meat markets in the 

summer, rather than black conies bred for their fur and killed at maturity in winter.156 At 

Hever(46), Reynald Woodgate had to deliver to John Lennard as many conies as could 

be spared each week without depleting the overall numbers.  

 

The warren in Bedgebury(4) park was leased to yeoman Humfrey Barrett for £30 

per annum for 11 years, from 1607, by Sir Anthony and Sir Alexander Culpepper.  This 

lease was more complex than that for the Hever(46) warren, and is illustrative of the 

mutual obligations of tenant and landlord.157  Humfrey Barrett was allowed to take as 

many conies as he liked by netting, ferreting or other means except by gun.158  During 

the summer months, from 1 May to 1 August, he was to deliver to the Culpeppers each 

week whatever number they required of the 'best fattest sweet and good rabbits to be well 

                                                 
152 CKS U269/A2/2, in 1612 the warrener at Bulbrooke, Sussex, received £6 for 20 weeks board wages. 
Board wages = wages allowed to servants to keep themselves in victuals (http://dictionary.oed.com).  
153 Williamson, The Archaeology of Rabbit Warrens, pp.9-10. 
154 Manning, Hunters and Poachers, p.131, cites the example of Peter Woodgate, gentleman of Hawkhurst, 
(perhaps of the same family as Reynald Woodgate sub-lessee of Hever park) who leased a very large 
warren in Brighton, Sussex, in 1622 at an annual rent of £146. 
155 CKS U1450/T6/10. 
156 Lambarde(1576) p.5; CKS QM/SB1598/252, refers to black conies which were ear-marked for 
identification in Birling park; TNA STAC8/295/10, warren of black conies at Penshurst; Edelen, The 
Description of England, p.254.  
157 BL Cart.Harl.77.C.44. 
158 A ferret house was mentioned in the lease; Williamson, The Archaeology of Rabbit Warrens, pp.36-37, 
53) sending ferrets into cony burrows to flush them out into awaiting nets produced a 'clean kill,' with no 
damage to carcasses.  
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and clean killed,' and from 1 August to 1 February the 'best and fattest' – the meat not 

being so tender when the animals were older.  For these rabbits the Culpeppers would 

pay sixpence a couple from 1 May to 1 August, ten pence from 1 August to 1 October, 

and 12 pence from 1 October to 1 February, or would deduct the equivalent from the 

rent.  No rabbits were killed from February to May to allow for breeding.159  The price 

gradations might well have been linked to the breeding pattern, with cheaper prices in the 

summer following the breeding season, and with rising prices during the autumn and 

winter seasons to match increasingly dwindling stocks and the cost of extra fodder.  

Humfrey Barrett was to continue the Culpeppers' custom of giving one or two conies to 

adjoining farmers at Christmas, perhaps as compensation should any conies have escaped 

to do damage to their crops.  Terms were included to ensure the viability of the warren 

towards the end of the lease, when the tenant might have been tempted to squeeze out the 

greatest profit by selling as many conies as possible and by neglecting repairs.  As well 

as continuing to maintain the warren to a high standard, Humfrey Barret was not to kill 

more than 646 conies, or such number that would exceed the sale figure of £13 17s 5d, 

which Sir Anthony Culpepper had made from the conies the summer prior to the lease.160 

If the sale of 646 conies equates to the total sale figure, the conies would have fetched an 

average price of about five pence each.  Bedgebury(4) warren must have been an 

extensive one in order to produce the turnover required to make it profitable, after the 

outgoings of maintenance and rent had been covered.  Just to find the rent of £30 each 

year, the warrener needed to sell 1440 conies at five pence each, although the cost of 

those reserved for the Culpeppers could be deducted from the rent.  Yet presumably, 

unless the lease was thought to have been of mutual benefit, it would not have been 

agreed.    

  

Although Lambarde thought the increased number of warrens was at the expense 

of parks, this was not necessarily the case.161  There was room for considerable variation, 

and the presence of warrens was perfectly compatible with the functioning of deer parks.  

If the park was large enough and the deer herd adequately catered for, conies could also 

be accommodated. Placing cony burrows or warrens within parks was advantageous in 

that cony theft was made more difficult, the warren being doubly protected by its own 

                                                 
159 Manning, Hunters and Poachers, p.129. 
160 Williamson, The Archaeology of Rabbit Warrens, p.9, cites a lease for Nacton warren in Suffolk, which 
stipulated the number and condition of conies that were to remain at the expiry of the lease in 1646. 
161 Lambarde(1576) p.5. 



 97

enclosure and by that of the park.  Moreover parks would have a larger team of patrolling 

keepers drawn from deer keepers, warreners and estate workers than a solitary warren.  

The double enclosure would also reduce the risk of conies escaping to damage adjacent 

agricultural land and crops.   

 

Halden(41) and Knole(50) parks both had conies and deer without the cony 

burrows seeming to occupy separate enclosures, but such an arrangement would have 

compromised hunting on horseback because the burrows could cause horses to lose their 

footing.162  In some cases, as at Bedgebury(4), Hever(46) and Knole(50), there were 

periods when the parks were retained without deer, but with flourishing warrens.163  A 

newer park, like Mersham Hatch(61), was initially set up with a warren and subsequently 

deer were added, while at Tyler Hill(94), Canterbury, Sir Peter Manwood was prepared 

to alter the interior of his deer park to make room for a warren.164   

 

Most warrens were enclosed to prevent the conies from escaping and as a barrier 

to vermin and thieves.165 The leases for Hever(46) and for Bedgebury(4) warrens stressed 

the need to keep hedging stock-proof 'with plashers,' which were hedges laid to create an 

impenetrable barrier round the enclosure.166  Banks were not mentioned in the leases, but 

a common method of boundary treatment was to form banks of one metre to one and a 

half metres high, which would be vertical on the inside to deter escape and sloping on the 

outer face.167  The banks would be topped with gorse or blackthorn overhanging the 

vertical face to prevent the conies jumping over – the 'plashers' of the leases.   

 

Enclosures made management easier, not only in reducing loss by escape, 

predation or theft, but also for animal welfare and commercial reasons.  Despite  

Markham's assurance that conies could look after themselves, he detailed many features 

                                                 
162 CKS U1475/M73; CKS T1450/T6/30, 1566 and CKS U269/T1/A:8:4:4, 1614; Manning, Hunters and 
Poachers, p.129, citing J. Sheail, Rabbits and their History (Newton Abbot, 1971) p.94.  TNA SP14/180/4, 
c.1624, conies in royal parks and forests were to be destroyed because 'by making the ground hollow, have 
endangered the King in his progress, and much injured the deer.'   
163 BL Cart.Harl.79.F.5, 1618; CKS U1450/T6/10, 1560; CKS U269/T1/A:8:4:4, 1614. 
164 CKS U274/E5; CKS U591/C261/5, 1599/1600. 
165 The Sites and Monuments Register for Kent, held by Kent County Council, has seven records of 
surviving remains of warrens or pillow mounds, only one of which, The Mount at Bore Place, is located in 
a known parkland area, OS TQ507493. 
166 U1450/T6/10; BL Cart.Harl.77.C.44.  Plasher =  a bough or sapling with which a hedge is plashed or 
intertwined. The whole forms either a quick or dead laid hedge as an impenetrable obstacle to livestock 
(http://dictionary.oed.com).  
167 Williamson, The Archaeology of Rabbit Warrens, p.45. 
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Plate 3.10 
Cony warrens 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

(a) Detail of the warreners with the rabbits in Chevening warren from the map of 
1679 in Chevening House. 
By kind permission of the Chevening Estate. 

(b) The whole of Chevening warren with several enclosures 
within the 200 acres. 
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of warren management, which were reflected in the leases for Hever and Bedgebury  

warrens.168  A map of Chevening(early6) warren in 1679, though outside the period, is 

perhaps the earliest depiction of a warren in Kent (see Plate 3.10).169 It shows an 

enclosure of about two hundred acres with a warrener's house, fields, crofts and woods. 

Conies are drawn in two areas, in one of which men with dogs are trying to lure them 

into a small fenced open-ended enclosure, or perhaps it is a net.170  A large warren, such 

as this, was subdivided to give areas for growing fodder crops and to manage rotational  

grazing for the conies throughout the year.171  All warreners needed to sustain the conies 

over the winter months.  The burrows required constant attention repairing roof collapse 

and erosion, and laying down blackthorn and whitethorn over them to give the conies 

cover 'at seasonable times of the year.'172  In ideal conditions warrens would be sited on 

well-drained land, but at Bedgebury(4) on the Wealden clay band, ditches, which had 

been dug to draw water away from the burrows, were to be regularly scoured.173  Lastly, 

constant vigilance was needed to keep predators, such as stoats, weasels and rats, at bay, 

and the enclosure would be regularly inspected for breaches, and traps set to capture 

vermin prior to extermination.174  Apart from the benefits of enclosed warrens to animal 

welfare, conies would be easier to capture within a confined space.  As indicated earlier, 

methods such as ferreting, netting or a combination of both, which resulted in the least 

damage to the meat or pelt, were the preferred options.  Williamson outlines the exact 

procedures in his monograph, but no details have been found for Kent.175 Generally, 

conies might be chased with dogs into awaiting nets, as shown on the Chevening(early6) 

map, or ferrets sent down mound burrows to flush out conies into purse nets placed 

across exit holes.   

 

 With welfare and commercial considerations to be borne in mind, setting up a 

warren required some thought as Sir Peter Manwood of Tyler Hill(94), Canterbury,   

                                                 
168 Markham, Maison Rustique, pp.644-648. 
169 Photographed by kind permission of the Chevening estate from the original framed map displayed on a 
corridor wall in Chevening House, see Plate 3.10 p.98. 
170 There is no evidence that Chevening was a park between 1558-1625, but there had been an earlier park 
in the fourteenth century - Way T., A Study of the Impact of Imparkment on the Social Landscape of 
Cambridgeshire and Huntingdonshire from c.1080 to 1760 (Oxford, 1997) p.174, CPR, 18/11/1359, grant 
of buck from Chevening park.   
171 Williamson, The Archaeology of Rabbit Warrens, p.11. 
172 Ibid. p.37; BL Cart. Harl.77.C.44.   
173 BL Cart.Harl.77.C.44.   
174 The Hever and Bedgebury leases required the extermination of vermin; Williamson, The Archaeology 
of Rabbit Warrens, p.57-59. 
175 Ibid. pp.36-37.  
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realised when he wrote to Norton Knatchbull of Mersham Hatch asking him to send over  

his keeper, Wagg, to give him advice on the subject.176  Sir Peter Manwood expected to 

profit from his investment by minimising expenditure in order to maximise gain.  Rather 

than waste money on an unsatisfactory site, he wanted Wagg to help him find the best 

location on dry ground for the warren, even if it meant rearranging the park by moving 

the deer away from the house.  He wrote, 'and that I bestowe not my cost in vaine for I 

am willing to do it and to remove my deer farder from my howse.'  He envisaged an 

enclosed warren of 12 to 20 acres, because he wanted to prevent conies escaping or 'ells 

they will spoil all my medowes and best groundes ... and so I shal receive more hurte 

than profitt.'  Stocking was the last stage of setting up a warren and Sir Edward Dering's 

'Book of Expenses' itemised the cost of his restocking programme in 1625, when he 

bought 78 live conies from Sir Thomas Culpepper's warrener, paying eight pence each 

for 24 conies and a further ten pence each for 54.177 The greater cost of live conies than 

of dead conies would reflect the selection of prime specimens for breeding and the 

potential for higher profits to be made from live animals.  

 

 There is scope for further research into warrens in Kent, both within and outside 

parks, but Lambarde's observations about their increasing number and profitability in 

Elizabeth I's reign is likely to be correct; what is more uncertain is the extent to which 

deer were replaced by conies within Kentish parks.  

 

(b) Animals at pasture 

Traditionally, grazing in parks might be open to other animals, although deer took 

priority, and such diversification had to be compatible with deer keeping.  Sharing 

grazing, however, had its limitations.  Cattle could be kept alongside deer, although 

removed during fawning and if there was insufficient grass for the deer; horses' hooves 

damaged the pasture by poaching the ground; sheep helped to keep the pasture in good 

condition, but their scent spoilt deer stalking; goats tainted the pasture, damaging shrubs, 

which otherwise provided winter browse for the deer.178 Nevertheless, with proper  

management, other animals could successfully share parks with deer at least for 

 

                                                 
176 CKS U591/C261/5, 18/2/1600. 
177 CKS U350/E4, Yeandle, 'Booke of Expences,' pp.270-271,282, www.kentarchaeology.ac.uk. 
178 Owen C.E, 'The Exploitation of the wild biomass for food in the Medieval Period 199-1216 A.D.' in 
Proceedings of the Archaeological Conference at Szczecin (Szczecin, 1977) pp.585. 
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Plate 3.11 
Pasture in parks 
 

 
 
 
 

 

(a) An old pollard oak with sheep grazing in the background in former 
parkland at Scotney Castle(76).   17 June 2007 

(b) Solitary pollard in rough pasture with distant cows on former parkland of 
Otford Little(63) park.    8 May 2007 
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certain periods of the year.179 

 

Evidence about shared grazing in Kent is vague. Only a few fleeting references 

give an idea of pastoral activities in parks and even then it is not clear whether the deer 

remained or, if they did, how large the herd was.  Cattle, horses and other animals could 

graze alongside the deer, but there also might be separate enclosures for such creatures, 

for example, the sheep close within Cobham(23) park.180 There is one reference to pigs  

feeding in parks, when in 1562 £6 8s 4d was earned by allowing swine to feed off mast 

in Penshurst(71) park.181   

 

Examples of park owners' or tenants' livestock grazing in parks appear in leases. 

During the winter of 1612, local farmer, Thomas Holmden, was probably leasing 

Knole(50) park because he was paid six months' rent of 50 shillings to keep cattle 

belonging to Richard Sackville, earl of Dorset, in part of Hook wood in Knole(50) park, 

and he was also paid 26s 8d for pasturing four of the earl's cattle in the park itself.182 

These entries in the steward's account imply that the park had been rented out and it 

might well be that the deer had been removed, because during Lady Anne Sackville's 

residence at Knole in 1617 her diary is devoid of entries about her husband hunting deer 

in Knole(50) park, although he did hunt elsewhere.183  When John Lennard, lessee of 

Hever(46) park, sublet part of the park in 1560 he expected the sub-tenant to look after 

any cattle he sent to feed in the 'residue' of the park, i.e. outside the cony warren.184  As 

the tenant was also required to keep the deer house and lodge in good repair deer might 

still have been in the park, but they are not specifically referred to.185  Sir Robert Sidney 

used Otford(62) park in 1594 for grazing his wife's grey gelding, and at Bedgebury(4) 

 
                                                 
179 Steane J.M., ‘The Medieval Parks of Northamptonshire’ in Northamptonshire Past and Present V no.3 
(1975) p.227, King's Cliffe park, Northanptonshire, in 1595, had deer sharing the 1,600-acre park (of 
which one-third was woodland) with 359 head of cattle and 101 horses, BL Add.Mss.34214; Peterken G., 
Woodland Conservation and Management (London, 1981) p.14; see Plate 3.11 p.101, for present grazing 
on former parkland. 
180 StaffRO D593 S/4/56/1, 1602. 
181 CKS U1475/A24 
182 CKS U269/A2/2. 
183 Sackville-West V. (ed.), The diary of Lady Anne Clifford (London, 1923) pp.66, 74, 75; Phillips, The 
History of the Sackville Family, I pp.268-270, lands valued at £80,615 were sold by Sir Richard Sackville 
from 1614-1623 to meet his debts; Sackville-West V., Knole and the Sackvilles (London, 1949) p.72, cites 
Chamberlain to Sir Dudley-Carleton, 'His debts are £60,000, so that he does not leave much.'  
184 CKS U1450/T6/10, Sir Edward Waldegrave owned Hever. 
185 Ibid. lease of 10/10/1560. 
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the tenant was allowed to pasture one cow and one horse or mare near the lodge. 186  

 

Some parks were available for agistment if the herbage was surplus to the 

requirements of the deer.187  Agistment might be offered on a regular basis if the deer 

numbers were low, or intermittently when grass was abundant.  At Birling(6) in 1596 the 

bailiff raised 5s on the pasturage of one colt and 6s 3d on three cows in the park.188 Two 

accounts for Knole(50), although just beyond the period of study, are useful indicators of 

the sums of money agistment could raise, but as mentioned above, whether there were 

deer in the park at this time is unproven.  In the 1629 annual account 16 men paid 

agistment for over 50 cattle, and two men for an unspecified number.189  The agistment 

paid by each man varied, even if they pastured like animals, for example, Thomas Smale 

paid 13s 4d for two yearling-cattle, while John Stuberfield paid 11 shillings for his two 

yearling-cattle, and Nicholas Nease paid 8s 6d for one two-yearling and Richard 

Goodhew only 2s 6d for his, but the length of time animals spent in Knole(50) park 

might have varied.  The total raised by agistment for 1629 was £20 7s 8d, but in the 

previous year it had been higher at £38 4s 3d, in addition to which 11 loads of hay were 

sold for 26s 8d a load, bringing in £14 13s 4d - such sums would have gone some way to 

offset the cost of the upkeep of the park.190 

 

Royal policy since the 1530s had required parks to be used for the breeding of 

high quality horses for service in war. Landowners were urged to keep breeding mares of 

13 hands high and stallions of 14 hands high to produce 'good and swift and strong 

horses.'191  The policy continued into Edward VI's reign and was enforced by Elizabeth I 

who required those who owned a park, or who held one under lease or for life-term, to 

keep two mares in a park of one mile perimeter, three in parks of between two and four 

miles perimeter and four in the largest parks.192  In 1565 the queen also stated her 

intention to hold a six-monthly muster of horses for service 'until the realm be 

                                                 
186 BL Cart. Harl.77.C.44, 27/11/1607; Hanney, Kinnamon & Brennan Domestic Politics and Family 
Absence, pp.45-46, letter before 11/4/1594. 
187 Agistment = taking in livestock to feed at rates of so much a head, or the rate levied or profit made upon 
such pasturing (http://dictionary.oed.com).  
188 ESRO ABE/18R/1. 
189 CKS U269/A41/1/2. 
190 CKS U269/A41/1/11.  
191 Thirsk J., ‘Horses in early modern England: for Service, for Pleasure, for Power’ (Reading, 1977) p.15; 
ibid. p.12, citing Statutes of the Realm II, 27 Henry VIII c.6 & 33 Henry VIII c.5. 
192 TNA SP12/136/42; Harvey, Parkland, p.149. 
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replenished with horses.'193  Although this frequency did not materialise several musters 

were held into the 1580s, as evidenced by a few county returns, but unfortunately not for 

Kent, where the only surviving detail is that in 1583 the sub-commissioners for the Lathe 

of St. Augustine requested more time to certify what horses and mares were being bred 

in the parks there.194   

 

Thirsk considered it no coincidence that gentlemen pensioners, who had 

responsibility for the provision of horses for ceremonial and military occasions, were 

favoured with leases of royal parks in Henry VIII's reign.  These leases 'were not random 

and capricious grants to court favourites, as at first sight appear, but purposeful measures 

to improve the number and quality of English horses for service.'  Three families, the 

Fanes at Hadlow, the Astleys at Maidstone and the Sidneys at Penshurst, dedicated much 

energy to breeding horses in their Kentish parks.195  Sir Thomas Cheney had a stud in 

Canterbury(18) park when he was warden of the Cinque ports and McKeen has argued 

that when William Brooke, lord Cobham, succeeded him to the post in 1558 he bought 

the stud or a substantial part of it from his predecessor.  Lord Cobham was keenly 

interested in his horses and was kept informed of their whereabouts between his parks at 

Cobham(23), Cooling(24) and Canterbury(18), where 82 acres named 'the mares pasture' 

remained in 1604.196   

 

In the last decades of the sixteenth century breeding horses for war led to a focus 

of attention on horse breeding in general, and from this the sport of horse racing 

developed.197  William Brooke, lord Cobham, imported mares from the Netherlands and 

employed a gentleman of the horse, George Smith, to keep studbooks to track the success 

of their foals.  By the mid 1580s and until his death in 1592, Lord Cobham was in the 

forefront of horse racing for which he had his colts trained, while George Smith, also a  

                                                 
193 Thirsk, Horses in early modern England, p.15, citing Statutes of the Realm II nos.494 pp.194534. 
194 TNA SP12/162/38 Cornwall; SP12/163/20 Dorsetshire; SP12/163/14, Hertfordshire; SP12/147/63, 
Norfolk; SP12/142/19, Oxfordshire; SP12/162/40, Somerset; SP12/162/34, Wiltshire. 
195 Thirsk, Horses in early modern England, p.15. 
196 McKeen D., A memory of honour: the life of William Brooke, Lord Cobham (Salzburg, 1986) pp.99-
100, cites lists of horses and geldings, 1593-1596, Salisbury papers (Hatfield) 145/184, 206-07, 209-13; 
Salisbury Accounts (Hatfield) 6/35, 29/9/1604. 
197 Thirsk, Horses in early modern England, p.22; Lasdun S., The English Park – Royal, Private and 
Public (New York, 1992) p.36. 
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skilled jockey, often organised horse racing in Canterbury(18) park.198  Lord Cobham's 

son, Henry Brooke, did not follow his father's passion, but after his attainder in 1603, 

George Smith again oversaw the breeding of colts and in 1605 selected mares for Lord 

Salisbury to enter into a mares' race in Canterbury(18) park.199  Apart from the spectacle 

of horse racing itself, the sport appealed to the strong betting urges of the period, and 

horse racing became firmly established when James I became a passionate follower.200   

 

Within the limitations of the evidence it is clear that, whether open or enclosed, 

parkland pasture was utilised in several ways that contributed either indirectly or directly 

to the estate's economy.  However, it is impossible to assess the number of parks engaged 

in pastoral activities or what areas were set aside within them.  In any case because of 

fluctuations in the quality and quantity of herbage, the likelihood is that the enterprises 

varied from year to year within any one park, and from park to park, and that there was 

no norm. 

 

(c) Water management, fish, waterfowl and herons 

In the Middle Ages freshwater fish, like venison and rabbit, was a high status 

food, enjoyed by the elite who established their own fishponds, but for others it was an 

expensive luxury dish.201  By the beginning of Elizabeth I's reign most parks had well-

established natural, semi-natural or man-made water features, which required constant 

maintenance.  Many parks, like that at Leeds(54) castle, had managed water from 

medieval times as part of designed landscapes, but all were capable of further 

enhancement.202  Often streams were damned to form a series of ponds through which 

fresh water would flow, such as at Leeds(54); a 1599 map of Hemsted(44) park shows 

interlinking ponds with dams in the park, and fine remains of other fishponds can be 

found in Birling(6) and Halden(41) parks (see Plates 3.12 and 3.13).203   Leonard  

                                                 
198 McKeen., A memory of honour, pp.99-100, the prizes included the golden bell 'valued at £50 and better' 
and golden snaffle awarded to winners during horse racing at Salisbury in 1585; Thirsk, Horses in early 
modern England, p.32. 
199 McKeen, A memory of honour, pp.99-100; Owen G.D. (ed.), Calendar of the Manuscripts of the Most 
Hon. the Marquess of Salisbury (London, 1883) 17 p.226, no.473. The Salisbury papers (Hatfield) may 
well hold more details about horse racing at Canterbury.    
200 Vale M., The Gentleman’s Recreations 1580-1630 (London, 1977) p.20, citing Gervase Markham, 
Cavelrice, Or The English Horseman, (1607) III, p.56; Thirsk, Horses in early modern England, p.22. 
201 Liddiard, Castles in Context, p.107. 
202 Taylor C.C., Leeds Castle Park Report of Archaeological Field Visit 19 July 1996 for Leeds Castle Ltd. 
203 SuffRO HA43/T501/242; Birling fish ponds OS TQ764614, Halden OS TQ857341; see Plate 3.12 
p.106 amd Plate 3.13 p.108. 
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Plate 3.12 
Water features in parks 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

(a) The mansion in Hemsted(44) park (now Benenden School), with its series of 
five ponds fed by a stream to the right of the house.   
Detail from a map of 1599 (HA43/T501/242) by kind permission of Suffolk 
Record Office from the Earl of Cranbrook Family Archives. 

(b) Looking across one of 
the fishponds at Birling(6) 
park to the walled enclosure 
of the house in Birling park, 
newly built in 1520-1521.  
 
 
(c) Same pond which runs 
north/south in a narrow 
valley called The Cam. 
 
12 June 2010 
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Mascall, the Elizabethan improving landowner, whose book on fishing, 'A booke of 

fishing with hooke and line,' was published in 1590, recommended a minimum of four 

ponds; one for spawning carp, a second for spawning other species, a nursery pond for 

feeding fish up to maturity, and a final pond for mature fish ready for the table.204   

Several ponds also enabled species of fish to be separated from each other, for example 

the carnivorous pike could be bred apart from other fish.205  Mascall reckoned that 

fishponds could make a profit which was 'much superior to parks, bowling greens and 

billiard tables,' but no records for Kent show this commercial aspect of fishponds in 

parks, although evidence of the cost of upkeep does survive. 206   

 

Considerable expenditure occurred at Halden(41) park in 1571 on 'making newe' 

what were later regarded as being 'dyvers fayre fyshe pondes.'207  There were five of 

these with 'dyvers other pett stewes and pooles for the preservation of fyshe' in a survey 

of 1609.  The main five ponds created by damming the stream above a watermill had 

been given names; my Lady's pond of three acres, my Lord's of four acres, Mr Phillip's 

of one acre, Mr Robert's and Mr Thomas's ponds both of half an acre.208  Naming ponds 

in this way carried 'connotations of lordship' directly linking them with the lord and his 

family, a practice dating back to the medieval period.209 

 

Before repairs were undertaken at Halden(41) the carpenters made grates or 

sluice gates, guts or channels to take runs of water, and flights or steps to take water to 

different levels.  All these components controlled the water flowing from pond to pond.   

The use of carpenters in this instance implies that these components were wooden, but 

the grates could be made of iron or brass, pierced with holes to allow fresh water to 

trickle through, but small enough to inhibit the movement of fish from pond to pond.210   

It might be that the carpenters at Halden made frames to hold metal grates. Channels 

with sluice gates were required above the dam at the head of the stream, to allow excess  

                                                 
204 Markham, Maison Rustique, pp.505-506; Brandon P., The Kent and Sussex Weald (Chichester, 2003) 
pp.113, 120. 
205 CKS U1475/A27/7, pike was served at Penshurst. 
206 Brandon, The Kent and Sussex Weald, p.120, quoting from Leonard Mascall, A Booke of fishing with 
hooke and line. 
207 CKS U1475/E23/2; CKS U1475/M73. 
208 CKS U1475/M73, CKS U1475/E23/1, 1544 the ponds were named, but then 'My lady's pond' was 
'Mistress Mary's. 
209 Liddiard Castles in Context, p.107. 
210 Markham, Maison Rustique, p.505. 
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Plate 3.13 
Water features in parks 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

(a) Party on Landscape Archaeology Day climbing down from top of main 
dam below the fishponds at Birling(6) park.    12 June 2010 

(b) The front of the dam which once held back water for a series of five 
interlinking fishponds at Halden(41) park.  This dam and the whole system 
were extensively repaired in 1571.    8 March 2010 
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water to bypass the ponds, rather than break over the dam.211  Work on the ponds at 

Halden took 63 days and involved repairing some breaches in the sides, relining the 

ponds with clay and raising the heads of two ponds by two feet.  Some tasks, like digging 

the channel to the floodgates, were paid by day-rate of ten pence, while teams were paid 

2s 6d for carting clay to the site.  In all the work cost £25 9s 2d, which included £2 spent 

damning up a breach through which water had burst, sweeping over six workmen and 

flooding the watermill.212 

 

Even when parks were leased out, as at Hever(46) and Bedgebury(4), the lessees 

were expected to maintain the ponds with the fish.  At Hever(46) the subtenant, Reynald 

Woodgate, his wife and son had to prevent damage to the banks 'from the rage of the  

water' by opening the sluices when necessary, and at Bedgebury(4) the lessee, Thomas 

Tharpe, was to confront anyone found fishing or shooting waterfowl in the ponds and 

provide the names of the culprits to the park owner, Sir Alexander Culpepper, within ten 

days.213   

  

Occasionally new ponds were added to increase the capacity of the fish stock.  

The outlay for this was estimated by John Norden in 'The Surveyor's Dialogue' of 1607, 

to be £1 for every 30¼ square yards of surface.214 In 1567 a new great pond at 

Penshurst(71) cost £23, a considerable sum, when 12 arras hangings for the house cost  

£80 0s 10d.215  Using Norden's estimate this pond would have been over half an acre in 

extent in his time, but if costs had been lower four decades earlier it would have been 

larger.  New ponds in Canterbury(18) park dug out for Edward Wotton, lord Morley, 

caused controversy because a conduit, predating the park, which carried water to the 

precincts of Canterbury cathedral, was threatened by the new fishponds constructed 

above part of the watercourse.216  In the end an amicable agreement was drawn up in  

1616 whereby the dean and chapter were allowed to install water pipes under the pond  

and to drain the pond to carry out necessary repairs, as long as they gave notice of the 

                                                 
211 Markham, Maison Rustique, p.505. 
212 CKS U1475/E23/1 & U1475/M73. 
213 CKS U1450/T6/10, 1560; BL Cart.Harl.79.F.5, 1618. 
214 Manning, Hunters and Poachers, p.132, citing John Norden. 
215 Kingsford C.L. & Shaw W.A. (eds.), Historical Manuscripts Commission Report on the Manuscripts of 
Lord De L’Isle and Dudley preserved at Penshurst Place (London, 1925) I pp.242-243. 
216 Tatton Brown T., ’The Precincts Water Supply’ in Canterbury Cathedral Chronicle 77 (1983) pp.45-52. 
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Plate 3.14 
Water features in parks 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

(a) The great pond in Canterbury(18) park, perhaps one of the new ponds 
dug out in the early 1610s, which interfered with the water flow to the 
precincts of Canterbury cathedral.   18 September 2009 

(b) The remains of the conduit house, off King's Park, Canterbury.  This 
structure dates from the seventeenth century, but perhaps built on the site of 
a medieval conduit house.     18 September 2009 
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work and let the water run overnight to refill the ponds when the repairs had been 

completed.217  It was not unusual to drain ponds because regular maintenance involved 

re-lining them with clay every four or so years.  At the same time the decayed matter and 

mud at the bottom of the pond was removed and spread on the fields as rich manure.218 

Before drainage, fish were removed with a sizeable drag net such as one costing 14 

shillings used at Knole(50) in 1622, where there were four stew ponds holding carp.219  

These ponds were partly restocked with 29 extra fish from Hever the following year, the 

fourth stew pond receiving the 'great' carps.220    

 

The sport of angling was in its infancy, but was gradually being taken up by the 

Kentish gentry such as Sir Henry Sidney, who might have wanted his new pond for 

angling because he enjoyed the sport, as evidenced when he caught 100 good bream at 

Killingworth castle in Shropshire in 1568.221  Markham was one of the advocates of 

angling, arguing that it promoted civility, patience and temperance, and thought it a good 

activity for servants during their holidays, but their equipment would have been more 

basic than that purchased by Sir Edward Dering of Surrenden, who, in 1623, paid 12s 

10d for an angle and four fishing rods and lines.222 

 

As well as providing habitats for fish, water features attracted waterfowl and in a 

few parks heronries were encouraged.  The heronry in Chilham(21a) park reputed to be  

the oldest and largest heronry dated back to at least 1290, and other heronries were in 

Cobham(23), Halden(41) and Penshurst(71) parks.223  'The sweet morsels' of heron flesh 

were considered a delicacy, 'a princely dish and meat for a king', although this 

description applied mainly to the stomach and breast meat, other parts being 

'excrementuous' and hard to digest.224 As with venison, gifts of heron meat were 

                                                 
217 See Plate 3.14 p.110; CCA-DCc-ChAnt/W/230. 
218 Brandon, The Kent and Sussex Weald, p.120. 
219 CKS U269/A3; CKS U269/E23, 1623. 
220 CKS U269/E23/1. 
221 Kingsford C.L. & Shaw W.A. (eds.), Historical Manuscripts Commission Report on the Manuscripts of 
Lord De L’Isle and Dudley preserved at Penshurst Place (London, 1934) II p.8, 8/8/1568. 
222 CKS U350/E4, Yeandle, 'Booke of Expences,' p.155, www.kentarchaeology.ac.uk. 
223 Oswald C.A., Chilham Castle (Derby, c.1977) p.7, citing IPM Kirby 1280; Bowdler R., Historical 
Account: Cobham Hall Estate, 2002,citing 'The Heronry' on 1864 OS map; Halden, CKS U1475/M73, 
1609, there is a yearly breed of herons in Homegrove wood; Kingsford & Shaw, Manuscripts of Lord De 
L’Isle and Dudley, I p.236, bailiff's accounts 1469-1471. 
224 Markham, Maison Rustique, pp.671-672). 
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welcome additions to the gentleman's table.225  The heron also provided good sport in 

hawking, where 'pleasure and delight' was taken 'in the flight of the hauke for to take the 

herne.'226 

 

The heronry at Penshurst(71) park must have failed at some stage because in 

1605 Robert Sidney, viscount Lisle, attempted to reintroduce the birds.  His motivation 

seems to have been to make an aesthetic and perhaps ostentatious display, 'for I would 

faine have some herns about my hous.'227  His detailed instructions indicated that he or 

his advisor had read Markham.  Young herons in the nest were to be sent to Penshurst to 

be fed near Loampit Grove where the heronry was to be established, and ideal conditions 

were to be provided to encourage them to set up permanent residence.  To discourage the 

young herons from flying away to find food, trenches were to be dug and filled with eels 

and fish fry so that 'at the first the herons may have theyr meate easily.'  The venture  

might not have succeeded because no herons are mentioned as coming from the estate in 

the steward's accounts of the mid 1620s.228 

 

(d) Timber and wood resources 

Parks had traditionally been a source of timber and wood, although careful 

management techniques were required to prevent deer damaging developing trees and 

stifling regeneration by eating young shoots and saplings.  Deer were particularly 

attracted to coppice woodland because of the succulent, fast new growth at feeding level, 

so coppice woodland was confined within ditched, banked and even hedged or fenced 

compartments inside which marauding deer were not tolerated.  Woodland for tall timber 

trees, or newly planted copses would also have been compartmented (see Plate 3.15). 229  

A technique to retain individual timber trees within open areas of the park, but beyond 

the reach of deer, was to pollard them by cutting off all branches above eight to 12 feet, 

so that new branches and fresh growth developed above the browsing zone.230  This form  

                                                 
225 CKS U1475/A27/7, Household Expenses at Penshurst, 15/5/1624, record a gift of four herons and three 
from Mr Dickson a week later; Plumb J.H., Royal Heritage (London, 1977) p.83, in 1569 when Sir 
William Petre entertained Elizabeth I at Ingatestone Hall, Essex, the menu included herons from Kent. 
226 Markham, Maison Rustique, pp.671-672. 
227 Shaw, Manuscripts of Lord De L’Isle and Dudley III p.155. 
228 CKS U1475/A27/7. 
229 Rackham, Trees and Woodland in the British Countryside, p.195, coppice = underwood trees which are 
cut to near ground level every few years and which grow again from the stool (base); see Plate 3.15 p.113. 
230 Rackham, Trees and Woodland in the British Countryside, p.200, pollard = tree which is cut 8 – 12 feet 
above ground level and allowed to grow again from the bolling (trunk) to produce successive crops of 
wood; see Plate 3.16 p.115 and Plate 3.17 p.117. 
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Plate 3.15 
Timber and wood resources in parks 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

(a) Centuries old ash coppice stool with wood bank boundary on the 
right, once inside Broxham(17) park. Christopher Waterman by tree. 
      16 October 2004 

(b) Ash coppice on south park boundary bank of West Wickham(99) 
park, Christopher Waterman on ditch side now a public footpath.  
Ash and oak were often grown along park boundaries to provide 
wood for fencing.    14 January 2005 
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of management particularly to oak, ash, hornbeam or beech formed the characteristic 

wood-pasture parkland scene of isolated trees or groups of trees standing in the open 

grassland (see Plates 3.16 and 3.17).231 Pollarding prolonged a tree's life and some 

pollards, now termed veteran trees, dating back to the sixteenth century or even earlier  

are still to be found in the parks of Lullingstone(55), Cobham(23), Knole(50) and 

Penshurst(71).232   

 

Areas of woodland varied from park to park. Some parks like Thomas Wotton's 

new South park(12), which had enclosed former farmland, were less well endowed than 

others, and a rare record from this park shows that some parkland trees came from 

planned planting, rather than by random growth.  On Tuesday 17 February 1567 Thomas 

Wotton paid sixpence for one day's work in digging up young beeches in Long Beech 

wood to be set in South park(12).233  Fenced guards around these trees would have kept 

the deer at bay.  A survey of Shurland(78) on windswept Sheppey in 1572 failed to 

mention trees in the park, while in the well wooded Weald in the early seventeenth 

century Halden(41) park had 'dyvers great woods well set with tymber', and Scotney(76) 

park was shown covered with trees on a map of 1619.234  Knole(50) park, on the 

Greensand ridge, was 'well furnished with fair timber trees.'  Much would depend on the 

natural vegetation and management of the park.   

 

Medieval parks were exploited for timber and wood and these products continued 

to be useful resources in the period under review, although specific evidence for Kent is 

difficult to find.235  Both coppicing and pollarding were sustainable forms of 

management as long as the interval between cuts was sufficient and grazing animals were 

kept away from the new growth. 236  That is probably why deer keeper, Robert Terry, 

specifically noted that two deer had been killed in Beechen wood and 'the coppice',  

 

                                                 
231 Rackham, Ancient Woodland, p.195; Rackham O., The History of the Countryside (London, 1986) 
pp.123-126; Rackham, Trees and Woodland in the British Countryside, pp.147-148. 
232 Observed on fieldwork visits; see Plate 3.16 p.115 and Plate 3.17 p.117. 
233 BL Add.Mss.42715. 
234 TNA SP12/87/1-3 pp.7-8; CKS U269/T1/A;8:4:4, 1614; CKS U1475/M73, 1609; CKS U1776/P1, 
1619. 
235 Rowe, Medieval Parks of Hertfordshire, pp.24-26. 
236 Rackham, Trees and Woodland in the British Countryside, pp.72-73; Rackham, Ancient Woodland, 
p.187. 
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Plate 3.16 
Timber and wood resources in parks 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

(a) Hornbeam pollard in Cobham(23) park, now in woodland setting, but 
the outstretched branches indicate that it once stood in the open.  
Hornbeam was unpalatable to deer, so they tended not to browse it, but it 
was useful for fire fuel.      1 June 2004 

(b) Fine oak in Knole(50) 
park, east of the walled 
garden.  2 October 2010 
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between 1603 and 1605, without mentioning the site of other kills. 237  The deer in those 

woodlands may well have been targeted because their presence was detrimental to the 

growth of the trees. 

 
Wood and timber from parks were valuable resources for use within the estate 

and owners were usually anxious to conserve them.  When charging his executors to find 

40 tons of timber from his lands in Kent to complete the construction of Cobham 

College, William Brooke, lord Cobham, expressly excluded his parks at Cobham(23) and 

Cooling(24).238 One reason Sir Robert Sidney gave for his wife to over-winter at 

Otford(62) in 1594 was to spare the woods round Penshurst - the demand to provide 

enough fuel for large households to keep warm and for baking, brewing and cooking 

being enormous.239  Small loppings and toppings were used as fuel for the main house or 

were converted into charcoal.240  In 1612 Richard Smale was paid 14 pence for each of 

54 cords of pollard wood he had cut in Knole(50) park, which were then carted to Knole 

house as logs for fuel at the cost of 12 pence a cord.241  Larger branches and trunks 

provided timber for construction work such as for the paling at Halden(41) park.242 

Timber was used in building works inside Penshurst Place, where the steward, Robert 

Kerwin, overseeing trees and woodland in Penshurst(71) park and the disparked 

Southpark(72), promised Sir Robert Sidney to 'looke carefullie to them according to the 

trust yow repose in me.'243  In January 1600 he reported that 'the tymber that is anie thing 

small, and the bords and plankes' had been brought from Penhurst(71) park to the house, 

where a floor was being laid in a small room at the chapel end of the house and a 

partition erected near the larder.244   

 
Apart from consumption within the estate, wood and timber from parks, as from 

other woodland, had commercial value and might be profitably sold.  In 1623 wood was 

sold from Penshurst(71) park to defray the estate costs of wood cutting and  

 

                                                 
237 CKS U1475/E47. 
238 Scott Robertson W.A., 'Six Wills relating to Cobham Hall' in Arch. Cant. IX (1877) p.214, 24/2/1596, 
William Brooke's will. 
239 Hanney, Kinnamon. & Brennan, Domestic Politics and Family Absence, pp.56, 61. 
240 CKS U1475/E55/4, 1623. 
241 CKS U269/A2/2; cord = measure of cut wood especially to use as fuel – a pile of cord wood measured 
about 8 feet across 4 feet deep and 4 feet high, but variable across the country (http://dictionary.oed.com). 
242 See pp.64-65 for the paling of Halden(41) park. 
243 Kingsford & Shaw, Manuscripts of Lord De L’Isle and Dudley, II pp.437-438, 13/2/1600. 
244 Ibid. pp.426-427, 5/1//1600. 
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Plate 3.17 
Timber and wood resources in parks 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

(a) 500 year-old oak pollard in Lullingstone(55) park with group on 
Veteran Tree course run by BTCV (British Trust for Conservation 
Volunteers).      12 March 2006 

(b) Sidney's oak, Penshurst(71) park, dates back to Tudor times. 
       22 January 2005 
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hedging.245  The Darell family of Scotney leased 100 acres of woodland in Scotney(76) 

park, with another 360 acres of woodland, to ironmaster, Thomas Dyke, in 1597 as part 

of the lease of Chingley furnace.246  The juxtaposition of these two elements of the lease 

suggests that the woodland was to provide fuel for the furnace, and from the tree-covered 

map of Scotney(76) park in 1619 it might be inferred that this was supplied by pollarding 

trees rather than by chopping them down.247 As sporting rights were reserved to the 

Darells, woodcutting might well have taken place in the presence of deer.  

 

Not everyone was conservation minded.  There could be tension between 

immediate profit and long-term sustainability, as occurred in the Tonbridge area where 

the Wealden iron industry rapidly expanded in the second half of the sixteenth century.  

Two furnaces and a forge were set up in or adjacent to Southfrith(93) and Postern(92) 

parks, and in the 1550s the lessees were granted a licence for an annual rent of £500 a 

year to cut wood for charcoal in the woodlands of Southfrith(93), and Postern(92) and 

Cage(88) parks which lay close at hand.  By 1571 the timber of Southfrith(93) was 

largely exhausted and the leaseholder gave up the lease because the return from the sale 

of wood was too low to meet the high rent. The once richly wooded area by that stage 

mainly comprised 810 acres of 'rough ground covered with birch and thorn, and the rest 

heath and barren lands.'248   

 

Other instances of poor management were on a smaller scale.  At Knole(50), 

wood for the furnace to produce glass for the windows of the house came from the park, 

but with the glassmakers working flat-out in November 1587, the supply of wood in 

Hook wood was soon exhausted and other woodland was identified for felling.249   Cattle 

were put into Hook Wood in the early seventeenth century so perhaps it never recovered. 

250  With straitened financial circumstances there was a tendency to try to gain a quick 

profit by selling wood and timber as Sir Henry Brooke was prepared to do in 1600.   His 

                                                 
245 CKS U1475/E55/4.  
246 ESRO DYK/606 & DYK/607. 
247 Bannister N.R., Scotney Castle Estate Historic and Archeological Survey, May 2001, I section 3.6.1. 
248 Chalklin, 'Iron Manufacture in Tonbridge Parish,' pp.98-99. 
249 Phillips, The History of the Sackville Family, II pp.333-334, thought the glass works were in Knole(50) 
park, but Ward G., Sevenoaks Essays (Sevenoaks, 1931) pp.17-19, cites documentary evidence from 
nearby Panthurst(67) park referring to the glass house in that vicinity, and this is confirmed in CKS 
U442/P102, 1630, where field no.10 is called 'Glasshouse feild'.  The wood for the furnace came from 
Knole park; Barrett-Lennard, An Account of the Families of Lennard and Barrett, pp.140-141.  
250 Barrett-Lennard, An Account of the Families of Lennard and Barrett, pp.99-100. 
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agent tacitly admitted that the estate had been poorly controlled when he suggested that 

Sir Henry Brooke should make whatever money he could from the wood, which was 

being 'embezzled and wasted' by his tenants with the connivance of the bailiffs.251 

 

 These few examples for Kent at least show the usefulness of trees as a parkland 

resource, but little can be gleaned about the extent to which timber and wood were 

exploited on a regular basis across a wider range of parks. 

 

(iv) The viability of parks  

 Although there is insufficient evidence on which to build quantitative conclusions 

about the management of Elizabethan and Jacobean parks in Kent, there is sufficient 

illustrative material to show that they could be as versatile as medieval parks in 

exploiting resources within their bounds.  The balance of conflicting interests over time 

within the park and between parks created dynamic elements within the landscape with 

park interiors as varied, complex and productive as the owners wished to make them.  In 

contributing to the self-sufficient estate these parks followed the tradition of medieval 

parks, but, as Liddiard stresses, the landscape of production should neither detract from 

their role as symbols of power and prestige, nor from their role as landscapes of 

recreation.252  For 40 years after 1590 landed incomes rose faster than inflation so with 

controlled expenditure parks may not necessarily have been such a drain on income as 

has been thought, and this even helps to explain the longevity of many parks.253    

 

 Frustratingly, as others have found, estimating the viability of parks has not been 

possible.254  Estate officials were slow to adopt double-entry book keeping, so accounts 

do not show a true balance of income over expenditure.255 In Kent, expenditure on and 

income from parks were neither recorded selectively, nor dealt with separately, and to 

compound the problems book keeping methods varied from one estate to another.  There 

                                                 
251 TNA SP12/276/43, ?1600.  
252 Liddiard, Castles in Context, pp.100, 104; Birrell, 'Deer and Deer Farming in Medieval England,' p.122. 
253 Harvey, Parkland, p.59; Brandon, The Kent and Sussex Weald, p.111; Lasdun S., The English Park – 
Royal, Private and Public (New York, 1992) p.32; Stone L., Crisis of the Aristocracy, 1558-1641 (Oxford, 
1965) pp.188-189. 
254 Prince H., Parks in Hertfordshire since 1500 (Hatfield, 2008) pp.15-16; Birrell, 'Deer and Deer Farming 
in Medieval England,' p.115; Rowe, Medieval Parks of Hertfordshire, p.26. 
255 Palliser, The Age of Elizabeth, p.114; Birrell, 'Deer and Deer Farming in Medieval England,' p.115, the 
same problem applies to the medieval period during which manorial accounts purport to record 
expenditure on and income from parks, but in practice rarely do so. 
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are no balance sheets extant specifically for Elizabethan and Jacobean parks in the 

county.  Occasional items of expenditure or income generated by parks have been 

highlighted in this chapter, but disappointingly none of these relate to the cost of keeping 

a herd of deer.  Birling has the longest run of accounts, for the years 1586 to 1599, yet 

the park was omitted from these because it was 'in the hands of the Lord for the entire 

period.'256   

 

If deer keepers kept notes of their expenditure, they do not appear in any 

surviving bailiffs' or stewards' accounts.  At Knole(50) in 1604, the steward accounted 

for repairs to the park paling and listed the cutting of brushwood for the conies under 

'Extraordinary expenses.'257  At Penshurst(71) both the bailiff and the steward merged 

income over the whole estate, with costs appearing under separate headings.  For 

example in the bailiff's accounts for Penshurst, from 1571 to 1572, repairs to the park 

paling were listed under 'Charges of house and household,' and the riding charges of the 

accountant who came to observe the stock taking of the deer under 'Foreign payments 

made.'258   

 

The only comment about the cost of the upkeep of a park occurs in a letter of 

1611 to Robert Sidney, viscount Lisle, when his steward was trying to dissuade him from 

enlarging Penhurst(71) park.  In the letter the steward pointed out that the annual cost of 

upkeep of the park with 400 deer was £100:- 

You have already a very fair and sportelyke a park as any is in this parte of 
England; the making of yt soe hath abated £100 a yere of your livinge 
alreddy, yt is lardge enough to mayntaine 400 deere, which will afford 
hunting sufficient for your honorable friends: two years forbearaunce will 
full stock yt.259 
 

The annual maintenance cost of the park represented a quarter of Robert Sidney's 

yearly income of £400 from the Penshurst estate, at a time when the overall income 

from his lands was £3390.260  The park was a luxury he could afford had his 

expenditure matched his income, but after paying household bills he was left with 

                                                 
256 ESRO ABE/18R/1 & 2. 
257 CKS U269/A2/1. 
258 CKS U1475/A6/6. 
259 Shaw, Manuscripts of Lord De L’Isle and Dudley, IV pp.265-266, letter of 9/5/1611, Golding to 
Viscount Lisle.  
260 Palliser, The Age of Elizabeth, p.112, citing Thomas Wilson, 'State of England Anno Dom.1600,' which 
assigned to peers an average yearly income of £3600. 



 121

£500, and soon fell into debt with annual building costs and luxury items for 

Penshurst Place coming to nearly £3000, and his outfits for special occasions to the 

same amount.261 The cost of the park's annual upkeep pales into insignificance 

against these figures, and as his steward hints, it was worth bearing for the kudos it 

brought him among his neighbours and friends, but extending it would bring no 

tangible benefits. Over the years, Robert Sidney, viscount Lisle, was only able to 

keep apace with his debts by borrowing, selling land and endeavouring to advance 

at court.   

 

There were still deer in Canterbury(18) park in the early seventeenth century, but 

the pasture and herbage brought an income to the trustee, Robert Cecil, viscount 

Cranbourne, as Sir John Leveson's accounts of 1604 show.262 Of its 350 acres, 82 were 

used to pasture mares, raising a rent of £30 7s 6d.  Elsewhere in the park the sale of 

herbage raised £90 5s 5d, with another £6 16s 9d sold, but not accounted for, the 

previous year. From the total of £127 9s 8d, deductions were made for the payment of 

£20 rent due to the Countess of Kildare, formerly wife of Henry Brooke, lord Cobham, 

the previous park keeper, half a year's rent of £35 7s 0d to James I, a year's wages of £7 

10s 0d for the keeper and under-keeper, and payments of £17 13s 2d for repairs about the 

park – totalling £80 11 2d.   Setting income against expenditure, the park made a profit of 

£46 18s 6d, but this is not the full picture because it does not include the upkeep of the 

deer, and to date no deer keeper's accounts for anywhere in Kent have come to light. 

 

 From the accounting system of the day, it is hard to see whether Elizabethan and 

Jacobean owners would have been able to calculate the financial viability of their parks, 

but perhaps they did not require separate figures.  The park might have been seen as a 

financial investment, which would carry with it the expectation of advancement through 

the enhanced social and cultural cachet associated with its ownership.  On the other hand, 

as will be seen in Chapter Seven, monetary value need not have been uppermost in 

owners' minds when it came to an asset like a park, which would have been equally 

appreciated for the enjoyment and pleasure that could be derived from it.263   

                                                 
261 BL Add.Mss.12066. 
262 Salisbury Accounts (Hatfield) 6/35, 29/9/1604. 
263 Chapter Seven p.190-244, 'The perception of crown, nobles and gentry towards parks.' 


