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The re-use of monastic buildings has been little studied
and 1t 1s wusually assumed that the vast majority of
former monastic structures were simply plundered at the
Dissolution or after for their materials. Two new emphases
suggest that frequently this was not the case. First, by
treating the surviving architectural evidence of all
Hertfordshire's former monastic sites as a primary source,
it can be shown that much medieval fabric is incorporated
in later houses on these sites. Coupled with contemporary
documentary records and later antiquarian accounts, this
analysis enables a reconstruction to be made of the
processes of re~use 1in the half-century after the
Dissolution.

Its proximity to London and the new desire for a country
seat made Hertfordshire a particularly attractive county
to the gentry and nobility from the mid-16th century
onwards. Thus, between c.1540 and 1550 several of the
first generation of post-Dissolution owners of former
monastic buildings converted their new acquisitions into
substantial country houses, 1including the crown at
Ashridge, Sir Richard Lee at Sopwell and James Nedeham at
Wymondley.

Lower down the social scale uncertainties over the
future of former monastic property, not fully resolved
until the religious settlement of Elizabeth's reign,
appear to have discouraged immediate re-use and it was not
until the 1570s and "80s that most of the conversion
schemes at this level took place. In both phases, however,
religious scruples seem to have been rare and generally
insignificant.

The re-use of claustral buildings may have helped to
foster the development of the gallery in Elizabethan
architecture, but by the end of the 16th century, the
courtyard plan of the monastic conversion was largely
obsolete. Initially attractive to lay owners because of
the relative ease of re-use, the conversion of monastic
buildings had ended in an architectural blind alley.
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Preface and Acknowledgments

The adaptive re-use of monastic buildings in the second
half of the 16th century has been relatively little
studied. With a few notable exceptions, it has generally
been assumed that the vast majority of former monastic
sites were simply plundered for their building materials.
Two new approaches suggest that frequently this was not
so. First, by examining in detail all the monastic houses
of a single county- in this case Hertfordshire- which
survived until the Dissolution and secondly, by treating
the surviving architectural evidence as a primary source,
it can be shown that much medieval fabric is in fact
incorporated in later houses on monastic sites, even when
this is not readily apparent. Coupled with contemporary
documentary records and later antiquarian accounts, this
structural analysis allows a reconstruction to be made of

the processes of re-use in the half-century after the
Dissolution.

Hertfordshire is not a county noted for its monastic
remains or well-known examples of conversions to domestic
use after the Dissolution. Indeed, as is shown in the
detailed architectural descriptions of the thirteen sites
which comprise the Appendix to this thesis, the monastic
origins of several of the buildings included in this study
are not immediately obvious and it was therefore necessary
to investigate and record these structures thoroughly in
order to detect their many phases and the survival or
otherwise of medieval fabric. In this way, it has been

possible to provide solid evidence from which to draw
conclusions.



Too cursory an examination of the buildings could have
been misleading and would probably have led to a failure
both to recognise monastic fabric and the ways in which
individual structures were re-used after the Dissolution.
Such lack of observation has unfortunately characterised
previous work of this kind in Hertfordshire and accounts
for the extraordinary omission of the largely intact 15th-
century gatehouse from otherwise detailed architectural
descriptions of King's Langley Priory,1 the absence of any
full published description of the 1l4th-century roofs at
Ware Priory or of any description at all of the 15th- and
l6th-century roofs at The Biggin, Hitchin and Royston
Priory. Similarly, although J.T. Smith's recent comment
that "nothing significant is known about the (16th-
century) house at Markyate'" is happily, if strangely,
contradicted by his own very full description of the
building  elsewhere,?  his  apparently  incomplete
understanding of Royston could perhaps have benefited from
a more rigorous structural analysis of the surviving
building.

My purpose, though, is not to be overly critical of the
work of others. Smith in particular casts his net far
wider than mine and many of his general conclusions have
been invaluable in researching and writing this thesis.
Likewise, the considerable limitations of my own work will
no doubt be exposed by those who have the opportunity to
strip plaster, lift floorboards and carry out measured
surveys of the buildings involved.S3 Indeed, it has been a
deliberate decision of mine not to include plans, drawings
and photographs of the individual sites and buildings
investigated, although references to where these can be
found are, of course, listed in the Appendix.

The essentially building by building approach adopted
in Chapters 2 and 3 of this thesis arises from the
detailed site descriptions contained in the Appendix and
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has, I believe, one significant advantage over the more
usual thematic approach, which 1is itself adopted 1in
Chapters 4 and 5. This is that a thorough examination of
the raw data, omitting as far as possible any preconceived
notions or ideas obtained from documentary or other
sources, enables the conclusions to be drawn primarily
from the built evidence 1itself. That this deductive
approach is partially abandoned in Chapters 4 and 5 is not
to be regarded as loss of confidence in its validity, but
rather as a sign that, as the discussion broadens, 1t
becomes necessary to take a wider and more topic-based
view if any significant general observations are to be
made. The fundamental point remains, however, that the
built evidence is the prime source for a proper

understanding of the conversion of former monastic
buildings.

Much is made in this study of the importance and
limitations of pictorial evidence. Here too, structural
analysis of the surviving buildings is vital, acting as an
impartial check on the accuracy or otherwise of a
particular drawing or plan. The situation can, of course,
be reversed, as is well illustrated at Markyate. Here the
earliest surviving work is in the short wing of chequered
stone and flint at the north-east end of the present
house. This appears to have been a service block at right-
angles to the main south range, and is shown in what 1is
likely to be basically its original form in Thomas
Fisher's 1805 north-east view of the house.* This same
range was, however, drawn in rather different form by G.
Buckler in 1839, which raises some interesting points.5
The details which Buckler shows of this and the adjoining
ranges look 1like genuine 16th-century work, but a
comparison with Fisher's apparently accurate drawing shows
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that this cannot be the case. Although this might be
readily apparent from a site inspection,6 this would not
necessarily be so. Totternhoe clunch stone (of which the
house at Markyate is principally constructed) is notorious
for its friability and poor weathering qualities and, as
at nearby Ashridge, masonry of the 1820s or '30s could
quite easily be mistaken for late medieval or Tudor work.
The architectural context makes this far less likely at
Ashridge, but at Markyate it might have been only too easy
without the graphic evidence falsely to identify 19th-
century Gothic masonry as medieval fabric.

Documentary evidence can similarly show the dangers of
carrying out structural analysis in isolation. Once more
Markyate provides the example. Much 13th-century moulded
stonework is incorporated in the east wall of the present
house, but documentary sources suggest that this re-use
took place only in the 19th century.7 In many cases, of
course, such deductions would be possible even without
further supporting evidence, but the problem is far more
acute with regard to internal fittings and furnishings.
Again at Markyate it is known that much late 1l6th-century
panelling was imported from elsewhere only in the 1920s,
while at Wymondley Priory the provenance of similar
panelling remains unknown. At Beechwood (originally the
nunnery of St Giles in the Wood, Flamstead) an early to
mid-16th-century fireplace is clearly out of context and
not even careful dismantling would establish its origin.
In contrast, the recent discovery of in situ panelling and
blocked windows at Ware Priory has helped to date a
particular post-Dissolution remodelling of the south range

to ¢.1600, a conclusion it would otherwise have been
considerably more difficult to reach.
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Many people have assisted me in carrying out the
research for this thesis. First, I should mention the many
owners and occupiers of the buildings involved, almost all
of whom were happy for me to visit their properties and
record what I saw. For assistance with the documentary and
pictorial evidence I am grateful to the staff of several
libraries and museums including the Bodleian Library,
Oxford, the British Library and Public Record Office in
London, Hitchin and Hertford Museums and particularly the
archivists at the Hertfordshire Record Office, Hertford.
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Malcolm Airs and Jonathan Hunn for their constant
encouragement and to Michael Bullen for discussing a
number of issues and ideas. My employers, South
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providing financial support during much of the time I have
been working on the thesis. My biggest thanks, however,
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teaching and utilisation of archaeological, architectural
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Chapter One

Introduction: study area, sources and methods

The re-use of monastic buildings in the 16th century is
a subject which has been little studied. Despite the vast
amount written on medieval monastic buildings, interest
generally seems to cease at the Dissolution and few
writers have continued the story beyond 1540. This 1is
equally true of archaeologists, documentary and
architectural historians. For instance, the splendid
series of H.M.S.0. guides to monastic sites prepared by
Inspectors of Ancient Monuments for the Office of Works
and its successors rarely have much to say about a site
after the suppression.

One of the earliest of what could be termed modern, as
opposed to antiquarian, accounts of the post-Dissolution
history of a monastic site was that of Titchfield (Hants.)
by W.H. St John Hope in 1906.1 St John Hope was attracted
to Titchfield by the combination of the extent of the
surviving ruins and the unusually detailed documentary
sources, which enabled him to reconstruct with great
accuracy the sequence of events there. It is perhaps for
this reason that St John Hope's account remains a model of
its kind, which few later writers have been able to
emulate. St John Hope also carried out pioneering studies
at many other sites including Fountains and Mount Grace
(Yox:'ks.),2 although at none of these did he examine the
adaptive re-use of the buildings in anything approaching
the detail he employed at Titchfield.

St John Hope was by no means the first archaeologist or
historian to display a serious academic interest 1in
monastic sites. At Fountains he was able to draw on the
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work of R. Walbran in the 1840s and 18503,3 while the
stone-by-stone elevation drawings of its buildings by J.
Reeve in the 1870s remain, according to Glyn Coppack ''the
most complete analysis of any abbey ruin."?# However, most
19th-century archaeologists were content simply to follow
the lines of walls in their excavations with the aim of
uncovering as much of the original monastic lay-out as
possible.5 Among the exceptions to this rule were A.
Lowther and J. Parsons, who at Lewes (Sussex) in the 1840s
found clear evidence for the mines used by the Italian
engineer, Portinari, to destroy the walls of the Cluniac
church.® Their interest in the fate of the church at the
suppression may, however, have been brought about by the
unusual method of its destruction and in general little
interest was shown in this phase of monastic sites.

Even among St John Hope's followers, leading exponents
of monastic archaeology such as H. Brakspear at Stanley
(Wilts.) and Waverley (Surrey), J. Bilson at Kirkstall
(Yorks.) and C. Laing at Bardney (Lincs.) displayed little
interest in the post-suppression history of the sites they
excavated.’/ This attitude was also reflected in the
activities of the Office of Works, which after the passing
of the Ancient Monuments Act in 1911 took several monastic
sites into state care and set about their repair and
display to the public. As Coppack has recently commented
"The effect that this was to have on monastic sites was
dramatic,"8 and one which remains all too evident even
now. Despite radical changes in the management and
presentation of such sites in the last few years, the
usual image of sites in English Heritage guardianship 1is
still one of ruthlessly mown and manicured lawns with
medieval walls heavily repointed in cement-rich mortar and
stripped bare of all vegetation.9

This approach 1s not simply one of appearance but 1in
its early days before the First World War and into the
1920s, if not 1later, also involved the clearing away of
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later accretions in an attempt to return the surviving
ruins to their "original" form. Not only was such an
ambition impossible to achieve, since ruins are as much a
product of gradual decay and changes through time as the
result of a single cataclysmic event, and by today's
criteria it would be highly questionable in conservation
terms, but it was intensely destructive of archaeological
evidence at sites which were among the best preserved in
the country.

As Coppack has shown, the work of Sir Charles Peers,
Chief Inspector of Ancient Monuments from 1913 until 1933,
was instrumental in this process.lo Peers's own interest
in and scholarly approach to the sites in his care 1is
exemplified by the many site guides he Wr:l::ul:e,11 but his
excavations involved the 'clearance of all fallen debris,
including the evidence for the latest occupation and
demolition, (only) stopping at the latest floor levels.'12
Likewise, the concept of bringing a site into guardianship
with its emphasis on presenting ruins to the public meant
that although the church and claustral buildings were
likely to be protected and investigated, the less well-
preserved structures and earthworks of the inner and outer
courts were often excluded, sometimes as at Buildwas
(Shropshire) not even being included within the wider
scheduled area.

The attention paid to the church and the least-altered
claustral buildings may have been a contributory factor in
the general disregard of the post-Dissolution phases of
monastic sites. This is typified by the treatment of
Rievaulx (Yorks.), a previously largely uninvestigated
site, where Peers began major clearance works in 1919.
Although Brakspear had earlier shown some interest in the
history of the abbey after the suppression,13 the post-
Dissolution archaeological deposits and alterations to the
fabric were swept away in the determination to restore the
ruins of the church and recover the full plan of the
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medieval claustral bui’.lding::*....14 A similar operation took

place at Whitby (Yorks.) in the 1920s and must have
occurred at many other places throughout the country.

This cavalier attitude to post-medieval features and
deposits extended to buildings erected on monastic sites

after the Dissolution. Thus in the 1950s the 17th-century
farmhouse at Monk Bretton (Yorks.) was systematically
dismantled to expose the medieval fabric of the gatehouse
from which it had been fashioned.l® The disappearance of
post-suppression features in this way was the result of a
desire to understand and (in the case of sites displayed
to the public) to present monastic buildings in a form as
close to their original appearance as possible. While such
an approach was perhaps considered justifiable in the
1950s, it is even less easy to defend the more recent
removal of all traces of the post-medieval domestic use of
the former lady chapel at the priory church of St
Bartholomew, Smithfield 1in London.l® Since then the
significance of the re-use of monastic buildings as a
social phenomenon has been done a further disservice by
the decision to remove the post-Dissolution residential
elements from the former church of Blackfriars,
Gloucester, although it must be admitted that this could
have provided the opportunity to investigate how this
transformation had been achieved 1in the first platcc-::...l7
Nevertheless, it is to be hoped that when restoration
programmes take place elsewhere, especially at sites 1in
state guardianship, the post-Dissolution phases ©of
monastic buildings will <cease to Dbe regarded as
sacrificial. |

The 1950s saw the growth of aerial photography of
monastic sites by practitioners such as J.K. St Joseph.18
This drew attention to the outer precinct with its
earthworks and outbuildings and was an important factor in
the investigation of the monastery as a wider community

than that represented simply by church and cloister. This
-4 -



emphasis on the study of the whole monastic complex
roughly co-incided with the emergence of post-medieval
archaeology as a discipline in its own right in the late
1960s and early 1970s.19 oOne of the first of the new
generation of scholars to concern itself with events after
the Dissolution was David Baker, whose excavation of the
small Benedictine nunnery of Elstow (Beds.) included an
examination of the mansion erected by Thomas Hillersden in
the early 17th century on the site of a house built from
the ruins of the nunnery 1immediately after the
Dissolution.4? Similarly, Edward Johnson's excavations at
Sopwell (Herts.) were as much concerned with the post- as
the pre-Dissolution phases,21 while at Norton (Cheshire)
Patrick Greene made a detailed study of the way in which
the abbot's lodgings were converted to a new house after
the suppression.22 Among other examples of such an
approach are Philip Rahtz's work at Bordesley (WOrcs.),23
and at Blackfriars, Gloucester Andrew Saunders has shown
how Thomas Bell transformed the Dominican friary into a
factory, retaining the church for his own wuse as a
residence.?%

It is now standard practice for excavators to pay due
regard to the post-monastic phases of religious sites, as
shown by Tony Musty at Waltham Abbey (Essex), Rick Turner
and Robina McNeil at Vale Royal (Cheshire), Barbara
Harbottle at the former Carmelite and Dominican friaries
in Newcastle-upon-Tyne and P.M. Christie and J.G. Coad at
Denny (Cambs.),25 to name but a few. Nevertheless, the
failure in 1989 of even one of the pioneers of post-
Dissolution monastic archaeology, Lawrence Butler, to
acknowledge the study of the re-use of monastic buildings
as one of the research objectives for the '"next decades of
monastic archaeology' indicates that there may still be

some way to go for the topic to be regarded as a priority
by archaeologists.26

The results of the excavation of post-Dissolution
-5 -



deposits and the archaeological analysis of surviving
fabric are slowly beginning to be represented in general
surveys of medieval and post-medieval archaeology. As

recently as 1984, however, the question of the re-cycling
of monastic buildings and materials was completely ignored

by Helen Clarke in The Archaeology of Medieval England
and, although John Steane briefly touches upon the

importance of lead to the crown at the time of the
Dissolution, he otherwise makes no mention of the topic in
The Archaeology of Medieval England and Wales (1984),
simply contenting himself with the general and rather
misleading statement that 'Not' many complete cloisters
survive because after the Dissolution they served no
useful purpose and were nearly always destroyed."27

Much happier than this is Colin Platt's treatment of

the subject in Medieval England (1978) and The Abbeys and

Priories of Medieval England (1984) (see below), while a
comprehensive review of recent archaeological work on the

re-use of monastic buildings appears in David Crossley's

Post-Medieval Archaeology (1990). Increasing interest is,
however, best illustrated by the devotion of complete

chapters to the topic in Coppack's Abbeys and Priories
(1990) and Patrick Greene's Medieval Monasteries (1992).
This is in marked contrast to Lionel Butler's and Chris
Given-Wilson's earlier Medieval Monasteries of Great
Britain (1979), which covers much the same ground, albeit
from an architectural and historical rather than an
archaeological perspective. Apart from these general
surveys, there has been rather little in the way of non-
site specific archaeological studies, but David Stocker
has tackled the issue of the re-cycling of materials, both
within a county context across a wide date range and also
with particular reference to the Dissolution in Lincoln.2S

w R K %
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If archaeologists were slow to turn to the examination
of post-Dissolution deposits and features in their
excavation of monastic sites, much the same attitude
towards the post-suppression period was evident among
architectural and documentary historians. Indeed, it could
be argued that the essentially architectural approach of
archaeologists like St John Hope, Brakspear and Peers did-
much to stifle early investigation of the outer precinct
buildings, most of which were by then no more than rubble
or marked by earthworks. It 1is true, however, that
documentary historians showed no premature enthusiasm to
devote themselves to the study of the 16th-century re-use
of monastic buildings. Among those concerned with the
Dissolution of the Monasteries, early writers like
Cardinal Gasquet in his Henry VIII and the English
Monasteries (1906) and A. Savine in The English
Monasteries on the Eve of the Dissolution (1909) make no
reference to the subject and the topic is only summarily
treated by Geoffrey Baskerville in English Monks and the
Suppression of the Monasteries (1937), although in
fairness it should be pointed out that Baskerville's main
concern was to trace the post-Dissolution careers of the
ex-religious.

The topic was totally ignored by D. Hay in his study of
the Dissolution of the Monasteries in the diocese of
Durham,29 but A. Preston, in his transcription of and
commentary on a detailed account of the demolition of
Reading Abbey in 1549, 1led the way in showing how
documentary sources could be used to illuminate the post-
Dissolution history of a particular site.3Y The first
documentary  historian, however, to give serious
consideration to the wider question of the re-use of
monastic buildings in general was David Knowles in the
third volume (1959) of his magisterial The Religious

Orders in England. The treatment is necessarily brief in a
general survey of this sort and the elegant statement that
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"In the main, and especially in the numberless small
houses in field, forest and dale, the work of destruction
was swift, and the church and cloister of yesterday were
left a stripped and gutted ruin' denies the frequency of
re-use,31 but several residential conversions are cited
and Knowles demonstrates a clear understanding of the
processes of demolition and re-use.

It is therefore unfortunate that Knowles's example was
not followed by other historians of the 16th century. The
two volumes covering the period in The Oxford History of
England make no reference whatsoever to the re-use of
monastic buildings,32 while the topic is conspicuous by
its absence from A.G. Dickens's The English Reformation
(1964). More surprisingly, the situation is no better in
two of the most recent general syntheses, Joyce Youings's
Sixteenth-Century England (1984) and John Guy's Tudor
England (1988). While it might be argued that extensive
treatment of the subject would be out of place in general

surveys of the political, social and economic history of
the period, its total absence may still reflect a lack of
interest among documentary historians.

It is not the case that the wider question of the
dispersal of monastic lands has Dbeen ignored Dby
historians. This has its own far-ranging literature,
including several notable local and regional studies in
counties as widespread as Devon, Norfolk and Yorkshire,33
some of which has been summarised by H. Habbakuk and
G.W.0. Woodward as well as in the general surveys referred
to above.3* The general history of the Dissolution of the
Monasteries has, of course, been addressed by many
writers. Among the more useful recent accounts 1is
Youings's The Dissolution of the Monasteries (1971) and
the stripping of the Church's wealth is well covered by

W.G. Hoskins in The Age of Plunder (1976). Platt's

Medieval England (1978) and The Abbeys and Priories of
Medieval England (1984) contain references to specific
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conversion schemes, as does Woodward's The Dissolution of
the Monasteries (1966), while Felicity Heal's and Clive

Holmes's The Gentry in England and Wales 1500-1700 (1994)
provides the most recent summary of the context in which

conversions at gentry level took place.

Many of Woodward's examples come from Yorkshire and it
is, perhaps, through local and regional studies that the
greatest advances have been made in the last 30 years. J.
Oxley led the way with The Reformation in Essex to the
Death of Mary (1965) but, apart from a detailed account of
the destruction of Barking Abbey,35 his summary of the re-
use of monastic buildings in the county 1s rather
superficial and based mainly on the work of the R.C.H.M.
and Nikolaus Pevsner.

More disappointing still in view of its recent date is
J.H. Bettey's Suppression of the Monasteries in the West
Country (1989). Despite devoting a complete chapter to the
careers of the ex-religious and the fate of the former
monastic buildings, his survey (which covers the counties
of Dorset, Gloucestershire, Somerset and Wiltshire) is of
relatively little value. Admittedly, the area covered is a
large one but this perhaps reveals the drawbacks to
casting the net so wide, at least until detailed local
studies have been undertaken. Bettey cites a number of
instances where monastic materials were transported some
distance for the building of new houses, but in general he
over-emphasises the extent of destruction which took place
at the Dissolution. Mention is, o0f course, made of the
region’'s major conversions, such as Forde and Milton Abbas
in Dorset and Lacock and Wilton in Wiltshire, but on the
whole the choice of conversions included is unadventurous,
the lack of first-hand observation noticeable and the
limited amount of space given to the topic seems strangely
at odds with the number of photographs of converted
monastic buildings found throughout the book. This is
particularly frustrating given the number and interest of
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comparatively obscure sites in the region like Woodspring

(Somerset), where part of the church, including the
central tower, was converted into a dwelling after the

Dissolution, but for which no comprehensive modern account
has been published.36 Bettey's treatment of the subject is
probably the result of trying to cover too much ground in
one book, but one cannot help feeling that a regional
study of this sort would have benefited from a more
detailed and analytical account of the re-use of monastic
buildings from a smaller number of selected sites.

This criticism cannot be made of Steven Pugsley's
recent examination of the country house in Devon,37 where
the role of the monastic conversion in the development of
the Tudor and early Stuart country house is more carefully
explored and appreciated. It can only be hoped that
similar studies will follow elsewhere.

Specific questions have also been examined recently by
historians such as J. Horden, who in his study of former
monastic churches in Cumbria has advanced the view that
while the status of churches as consecrated buildings
could prevent the destruction of parish churches at the
Dissolution, monastic churches were regarded '"first and
foremost as monastic buildings, no different from the
secular buildings with which they were 1in physical
proximity" and could, therefore, be demolished unless they
had also been used for parochial worship.38 Thus, he
argues, it was those churches, such as Lanercost, where
the parish had used the nave before the suppression which

were most likely to survive wholly or in part after the
Dissolution.

T R RE

It might be expected that architectural historians
would have started to examine the question of the re=-use
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of monastic buildings at an earlier date than their
documentary colleagues. However, this is not the case. Of
the two first reliable modern studies of the period, J.
Gotch's Early Renaissance Architecture in England (1914)
does not address the subject and T. Garner's and A.
Stratton's splendid two-volume The Domestic Architecture
of England During the Tudor Period (1929) makes only
passing reference to the conversion of monastic buildings
in the introduction, although many examples are included
in the gazeteer which forms the main part of the book. The
topic 1is also ignored by D.H.S. Cranage in his otherwise
excellent Home of the Monk (1934).

In later general works the subject is absent from Sir
John Summerson's tour de force, Architecture in Britain,
1530-1830 (1953) and Eric Mercer's English Art, 1553-1625
(1962), but Henry VIII's re-use of monastic buildings as
royal houses and the re-cycling of materials 1in the
coastal shore forts is considered by Howard Colvin et al

in The History of the King's Works, Vol.IV, 1485-1660
(Pt.II) (1982).

The first general analysis of the re-use of monastic
buildings by an architectural historian was by J.C.
Dickinson in 1968,:39 although he had earlier touched on

the subject in his Monastic Life in Medieval England
(1961). Dickinson's study was pioneering in that by

treating the houses of one order, the Augustinian, he was
able to determine the extent and variety of re-use. By
this time many individual sites had been thoroughly
described by the R.C.H.M., V.C.H., Pevsner and others but
Dickinson seems to have been the first to examine the
issue within its historical context. His sample is a very
large one, '"the houses of the English Augustinian canons
represent(ing) a quarter of the religious houses in
England at the time of the Reformation'", and as he rightly
points out ‘'only generalities can be offered" until
further work has been carried out..40 Nevertheless, the
-11 -




"oeneralities'" which Dickinson makes are pertinent. For
instance, he highlights the difficulties of converting the
redundant church to domestic use, emphasises the number of
cases where the former superior's lodging became the basis
for a new house on the site, and draws attention to the
speed and frequency with which the east claustral range
was demolished for the fear that, in the words of one of
the new lay owners, ''the birds should build therein
again."41 Another innovative aspect of Dickinson's work is
that he selected relatively unknown sites among his
examples rather than concentrating almost exclusively on
the more spectacular conversions as several earlier (and
later) commentators have done.

Although not primarily an architectural historian, many
useful insights into the process of re-use have been made
by Lawrence Stone in a series of books and papers
published between 1965 and 1984. Stone's contribution is
particularly important for our purposes, because in his
study of the aristocracy, Hertfordshire was chosen as a
sample area, one paper being entirely devoted to the
county's country houses and their owners from 1540
onwards.#?4 In his first book, The Crisis of the

Aristocracy 1558-1641 (1965) to consider the topic, albeit

in passing, Stone suggests two reasons why 1t may have
been more common for monastic materials to be re-used
elsewhere rather than for the buildings themselves to be
converted. Fifst, there was the fear that former monastic
property could revert to the crown or the Church and,
secondly, there was superstition about "wining, dining and
sleeping on once holy ground."43
Stone goes on to suggest that by the 1570s and 1580s
there were overwhelming reasons among the aristocracy for
building. At long last new owners felt relatively secure
in their possessions, had paid off the purchase price of
their properties and had surplus money available. These
factors, coupled with the emergence of a new architectural
-12 -



style with 1its emphasis on symmetry and various
technological advances, provided an irresistible urge to
build. This stress on the post-1570 period is strangely
contradicted in Stone's 1972 paper on Hertfordshire, which
notes that '"in terms of new construction or substantial
rebuilding, the major growth phase...was over by 1580" and
that "only in the period 1540-80 does new building or
total rebuilding/reconstruction amount to a high
proportion of total building activity in this period...the
peak of the building boom (being) the 1540s and 1550s when
13 newly built houses entered the sample.'4%

In An_ Open Elite? England 1540-1880 (1984) Stone
emphasises the role of the Dissolution in the creation of
Hertfordshire as "a social and political unit...in its own
right" when the break-up of the vast St Albans estate made
possible the establishment of new private estates. ''Few
county elites can have been as heavily dependent upon
l6th-century and early 17th-century dispersal of Church
and crown properties as was that of Hertfordshire...nearly
a half of all seats extant in 1640 (being) built on land
which had once been in institutional hands, one third on
ex-monastic land."4>

Several of the issues explored by Stone have been

elaborated upon by Malcolm Airs in The Making of the
English Country House, 1500-1640 (1975), which has

recently been republished as The Tudor and Jacobean
Country House, A Building History (1995). Airs makes the
point that it was the most powerful men and those who
played an active part in the Dissolution who were most
likely to be the first to build at ex-monastic property.
Others preferred to wait and often it was not until the
property had been sold again or ©passed to later
generations that it was exploited. "It is not unreasonable
to suggest that this further transaction helped to free it i
from the inhibitions arising from its religious |

associations'. Airs also notes that many houses occupying
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former monastic sites '"were not begun before the last
quarter of the 16th century and some, such as Trentham
Hall (Staffs) were not begun until well into the 17th
century".46

A particularly useful summary of the literature to date
from the architectural historian's view-point is contained
in chapter seven of Maurice Howard's The Early Tudor
Country House (1987). In contrast to many writers, Howard
emphasises the extent of conversion to other uses which
took place at the Dissolution rather than simply
concentrating on the amount of destruction which occurred.
Howard also plays down the part of superstition or moral
scruples in discouraging the conversion process. Rather,
he argues, lay involvement in the running of monasteries
before the suppression meant 'that there was more
continuity between the pre=-Dissolution situation with
regard to monastic buildings and their post-Dissolution
history than is sometimes imagined."47

Another important point made by Howard is that early
lay owners of former monastic property probably went to
some length to conceal the ecclesiastical origins of their
new houses: it was left to later restorers to reveal
monastic features for antiquarian effect. Howard is also
the first writer properly to examine the difficulties of
converting individual claustral buildings to domestic use,
clearly demonstrating that this was often not so easy as
might be supposed.

Rosalys Coope has recently discussed the role of
monastic conversions in the emergence and development of
the long gallery....,‘{*8 Citing Lacock and Newstead (Notts.)
among others, she suggests that the adaptation of the
upper floors of claustral ranges could create either
“"corridor-galleries" serving the rooms opening off the
galleries or 'recreative galleries' of the type well known
at houses like Hardwick (Derbys.) or Chastleton (Oxon.).
As Howard says '"'It would be pushing the point too far to
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suggest that monastic conversions first introduced the
idea of a sequence of important rooms on an upper floor,
not least because this concept was alien to the monastic
lay-out...but (these) conversions undoubtedly accelerated
the growing importance of the upper floor."%?

Equally important is Simon Thurley's The Royal Palaces

of Tudor England (1993), which not only describes the
influential conversions of former monastic property by the

crown, but provides new observations on the development of
the plan-form of Tudor palaces in the first half of the
l16th century, particularly the decline in importance of
the great hall. Thurley's book -is almost matched 1in
significance by John Schofield's Medieval London Houses
(1994), which despite its title contains detailed
summaries (many based on the writer's own work) of several
post-Dissolution domestic conversions in the capital. Some
of these were unusual in that they were to lead to
multiple occupancy, as at Holy Trinity, Aldgate but as
some of the earliest and most comprehensive to be carried
out, their significance for an understanding of the
subject as a whole should not be under-estimated.

Finally, Roger Stalley's account of the aftermath of
the Dissolution in his The Cistercian Monasteries of
Ireland (1987) provides some valuable insights and sources
of comparison for the process of re-cycling of buildings
in England,50 but so far comparable studies have not been
produced for Wales and Scotland.

" N N X

This summary of the available 1literature has . made
little reference to books, papers or monographs.-on
individual monastic sites, and in its attempt to survey
the contents of what has been written, has probably (at
least in some instances) drawn the line too rigidly
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between the work of archaeologists, documentary and
architectural historians. Some individual studies, 1like
Frederick Hockey's Beaulieu, King John's Abbey (1976)
contain a limited amount of information on the question of
re-use, but others like G. Copeland's work at Buckland
(Devon),51 Paul Drury's study of Walden Abbey (Essex), the
precursor of Audley End,52 or John Hare's excavations at
Battle (Sussex) have done much to improve our
understanding of the post-Dissolution history of these
si".tes,53 it undoubtedly being no coincidence that these
are all investigations which draw on all forms of
evidence. Similarly, the descriptions of individual
buildings by the R.C.H.M., V.C.H. and Pevsner,
particularly those of the V.C.H. where they are
supplemented by detailed documentary material, are often
the best available accounts of particular sites and form a
solid basis of information for analysis and comparison.54

% % N %

For the purposes of this thesis the boundaries of the
county of Hertfordshire are taken as those of the post-
1974 administrative wunit. This means that two former
monastic sites which were previously partly or wholly in
Buckinghamshire, Ashridge and St Margaret's, Nettleden,
are included in this study.

Hertfordshire was chosen as a study area for several
reasons. First, it is a relatively small county making a
detailed examination of the re-use of its former monastic
buildings possible. 1Its proximity to London means that
local conditions and circumstances would be likely to
encourage re-use. This 1is in marked contrast to counties
more distant from the capital where lower population
densities, the relative lack of sizeable towns and the
absence of a courtier class might provide less of an
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impetus for the adaptation of former monastic buildings to
secular use. Also, as recently noted by J.T. Smith,55 the
county is particularly fortunate in the richness of its
18th- and 19th-century histories and pictorial evidence.
This is discussed in greater detail below.

The decision to omit the only monastic institution of
the first rank, St Albans, from this study was taken at an
early stage. St Albans was a major religious community,
the fourth wealthiest monastery in terms of net income in
the country in 1535,56 and far outstripped any other
Hertfordshire house in size and influence at the time of
the Dissolution. The next wealthiest community, Ashridge,
had an annual net income over five times smaller than that
of St Albans and even this was nearly four times higher
than that of the third richest institution, King's
Langley.

It was therefore felt that to include St Albans would
severely distort the balance of the sample and detract
from the significance or otherwise of the remaining
religious houses. This is not to deny or underrate the
importance of St Albans: clearly its influence was far
greater and more profound than that of any Hertfordshire
house. Its vast land-holdings, particularly in the south
and west of the county, were rivalled only by those of St
Paul's in the north and east'.,s7 while it also held many
manors outside the county.58 The dissolution of St Albans,
including the dispersal of its monks and their post-
suppression careers,59 is a subject awaiting 1its own
detailed study.60

Even without St Albans, there remains a surprisingly
high number of monastic institutions in Hertfordshire.
There were at least nine hospitals in the county, of which
very little is known,61 while of the regular houses and
friaries several were disbanded 1long before the 16th
century. Of these the earliest casualty was the small
Benedictine house of Salburn in Standon, which seems to
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have become a free chapel by the early 14th century,62
while the alien priory at Ware was closed 1in 1414.93 The
collegiate house at Stanstead St Margarets closed 1in
1431,64 and the preceptories of Temple Dinsley and

Standon, the properties of the Knights Templars and
Hospitallers respectively, do not seem to have survived
the 15th century as religious institutions.©?

The Benedictine nunnery of Rowney, Great Munden ceased
to function in 1457, although a perpetual chantry was
established in its place,66 but Redbourn Priory, founded
as a dependent cell of St Albans 1in the late 12th
century,67 appears to have survived until the late 15th or
early 16th century. A prior, Thomas Albon, is last
recorded in 1492,68 and the house is not referred to again
until 1535 when, described as a cell of St Albans, 1its
annual net value was given as £9 25.59 It is not at all
clear, however, what was meant by the priory at this date
and, although the site of the house was granted to John
Cokks in April 1540,70 the royal commissioners in 153/ had
described it as uninhabited by religilous persons.71 It
therefore seems likely that the land continued to be
farmed and presumably some of the ©buildings were
maintained well into the 16th century, but that monastic
life had lapsed c.1500.

A similar situation seems to have applied at the
Trinitarian friary of Hertford, to which the last certain
reference occurs in 1448.72 Its site is referred to as a
messuage called '"le Trynytie" when it was granted to
Anthony Denny in August 1540,73 but religious life had
apparently come to an end considerably before that date.
More certainty attaches to the closure of the Benedictine
nunnery of St Mary de Pre near St Albans, which (already
deserted by its prioress and nuns) was suppressed by Pope
Clement VII in May 1528.74 1In July Henry VIII granted the
house to Wolsey, who used its property (with that of
several other monasteries) to augment the endowments of
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his newly-founded Cardinal College, Oxford. />

Following the decision to omit St Albans from this
project, it was also necessary to consider whether to
include hospitals and those houses which did not survive
until the Dissolution. The decision to exclude the
hospitals can be justified on two counts. First, the
hospitals were not truly monastic and, perhaps more
importantly in a study primarily concerned with the
adaptive re-use of buildings, there are no known surviving
buildings in the county which can definitely be associated
with the medieval hospitals.

These justifications cannot, however, be made for all
those houses which did not survive until the Dissolution.
A late 15th-century timber-framed barn remains at Standon
Friars, a 19th-century house which stands on the site of
the preceptory,76 and more of this may, of course, be
incorporated in the apparently Victorian house. There is
good reason to suppose that The Priory in High Street,
Redbourn conceals substantial elements of an earlier
structure behind its fine early 18th-century facade,77
while at Ware, No.9 Church Street (the old rectory), a
1/th-century and earlier building, has been claimed to be
on the site of the alien priory.78

The Church of St Margaret, Stanstead St Margarets, has
an 1imposing Decorated chancel, built for the college
established here in c.1316,79 and Temple Dinsley, a house
of 1714 (although extensively remodelled by Lutyens) is
sald to stand on the site of a house built in 1542,
presumably incorporating the remains of the former
preceptory.80 At Rowney, Great Munden the rather
unprepossessing Victorian house is believed to have a
medieval cellar, 8l and even if this not the case, much
undoubtedly survived into the early 19th century, as is
shown by Buckler's drawing of the site.8? Nothing now
survives above ground of St Mary de Pre but here too
relatively substantial remains were still evident in the
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early 19th century.83 There 1s also an unreliable-~-looking
drawing of the ruins contained in a mid 18th-century
manuscript history of St Albans,84 while more importantly
the exact location of the site is known through aerial
photographs.85

The essential point to make about all these 1lesser
sites (including the hospitals) is that the information
about the buildings which survived the Dissolution comes
from published material and an examination of the
documentary sources. None of these sites has been visited
in any detail for this study and it is probable that
exhaustive structural analysis of their remaining
buildings (of the kind carried out on those sites which
have yielded the data for this thesis) would produce
results showing extensive survival of medieval and 16th-
century fabric.

Given that seven of the nine religious institutions
(excluding hospitals) which failed to survive until the
Dissolution appear to have had buildings of pre-
Dissolution origin which continued in use well after the
Suppression, their omission from this study must be
justified. The reason cannot simply be that the remains
are too fragmentary to merit inclusion. Such an argument
could also be advanced for sites such as Cheshunt and St
Margaret's, Nettleden, where nothing now survives above
ground, but which survived until the Dissolution and are
therefore included in this study. The justification must
be that the circumstances of the early closure of these
houses was very different from the suppression of the
remaining houses at the Dissolution. The conditions
surrounding their initial re-use may have been very
different from those which prompted the re-use of monastic
buildings after c.1540.

It could be argued, of course, that in the case of the
Benedictine priories of Redbourn and Rowney and the
preceptories of Standon and Temple Dinsley, which as they
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are all recorded in the Valor Ecclesiasticus,86 seem to
have continued in agricultural if not conventual use until
the Dissolution,87 any modifications which took place
after ¢.1540 can be seen in a similar context to those
surrounding the re-use of monastic buildings dissolved
between 1536 and 1539. This, however, would be to miss the
point of my study, and to allow the inclusion of sites
such as Standon and Temple Dinsley would make it
impossible not to include the vast numbers of chantries
and monastic manors, which would obviously involve
research of a very different type and scale.

An argument could also be made for the inclusion of St
Mary de Pre in this study as it was a regular house which
survived well into the 16th century. Nevertheless, it was
undoubtedly suppressed in 1528, its closure being brought
about solely to provide further endowments for Cardinal
College. Furthermore, it appears that the convent had been
deserted since June 1527,88 so it is unlikely that it
would have survived until the Dissolution even without
Wolsey's  intervention. Although the circumstances
surrounding the re-use of the buildings at St Mary de Pre
may not be that different from those pertaining some ten
years later, Wolsey's suppressions form a separate chapter
in the history of the Dissolution of the monasteries and
St Mary de Pre is thus excluded from this study.89

The sites which are included are all regular houses or
friaries which survived until the Dissolution and are as
follows: Ashridge (Bonshommes), Beechwood, formerly St
Giles in the Wood, Flamstead (Benedictine nuns), Cheshunt
(Benedictine nuns), Hertford (Benedictine), Hitchin
(Carmelite), The Biggin, Hitchin (Gilbertine), King's
Langley (Dominican), Markyate (Benedictine nuns), Royston
(Augustinian), St Margaret's, Nettleden (Benedictine

nuns), Sopwell (Benedictine nuns), Ware (Franciscan) and
Wymondley (Augustinian).
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Having defined the area of study and the sources of
evidence employed, we must consider the confines and
possibilities of the period involved. The survey begins in

1540, chosen as the year in which the last monastery,
Waltham Abbey (Essex),surrendered.’? The selection of 1600
as the finishing point is more problematic, but can be
explained in a number of ways. First, it roughly co-
incides with the death of Elizabeth in 1603, the last of
the Tudor monarchs, and in whose reign the great majority
of major monastic conversions were carried out. More
important is the perceptible change in plan-form and
architectural styles and attitudes at this time. This is a
trend which has its roots in the reign of Henry VIII at
the royal palaces of Hampton Court and Nonsuch,91 develops
under the influence of Protector Somerset and his circle
in the late 1540s and early 15505,92 finds further
expression in "prodigy' houses such as Longleat (Wilts.)
in the 1570s, Wollaton and Worksop (Notts.) in the 1580s
and on a slightly 1less 1lavish scale at houses like
Condover (Shropshire) and Doddington (Lincs.) in the
1590s.73 Although great courtyard houses continued to be
built in the last part of the 16th century, as at Kirby
(Northants.) begun in 1570, Theobalds (Herts.) begun in
1564, and even into the early 17th century as at the
remodelled Audley End,("'M the tradition, which stretched
back to the 15th century and beyond, was certainly on the
wane in late Elizabethan England.

The move towards houses of a compact outward-looking
plan, seen in both buildings of the largest scale like
Wollaton and Hardwick, built between 1590 and 1597, and at
more modest houses 1like Barlborough Hall, Derbyshire
(1583/4), and the now-demolished Heath Old Hall, Yorkshire
(c.1585) was reflected in the growing popularity of the E-
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or H-shaped house,95 which left the courtyard plan of the
monastic conversion 1increasingly obsolete and isolated.
Houses with central courtyards continued to be built in
the first decade of the 17th century, but now, as at
Chastleton (Oxon.) or Burton Agnes (Yorks.), they usually
amounted to no more than light wells.2® Instead, as Mark
Girouard has shown, the emphasis was very much on external
show, which at great houses like Hatfield (Herts.) or
Blickling (Norfolk) <can '"supply an almost endless
repertory of picturesque groupings."97 Even at smaller
houses 1like Charlton House, Greenwich (1607) and the
contemporary Holland House, Kensington "a strict symmetry,
which was perhaps a contribution of the Renaissance, and a
feeling for dramatic massing and recession (itself) a
discovery of the Elizabethans' are the hall-marks of these
early Jacobean buildings.98

This emphasis on external display in later Elizabethan
and Jacobean architecture had its roots in the medieval
period, not least in the great monastic gatehouses of the
14th and 15th centuries.’?? But monasteries were
essentially inward-looking communities and their buildings
reflected this. The main claustral buildings, which were
those most frequently chosen for conversion, were often
rather irregularly laid out (perhaps as the result of
being of different construction dates) and structures such
as the frater could often project at right-angles to the
rest of the cloister. Similarly, the buildings of the
outer court were often insignificant and sprawled over a
wide area. Thus, while the courtyard plan of many former
monasteries had initially been popular with new lay owners
for the ease of conversion, other factors had come to be
taken into account by 1600.

The re-use of monastic buildings might have received a
fresh impetus around 1600 from the "general predisposition
towards nostalgi’.a",100 typified by Spenser and othérs,
which included in some quarters a melancholy regret for
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the passing of the monasteries.101 However, in
architecture this took the form of the erection of sham
fortresses such as Longford Castle (Wilts.) or Lulworth
(Dorset) rather than pseudo-ecclesiastical bui’.ld:"’.ngs....l():2
Furthermore, the practical difficulties of adapting
monastic buildings or conversions to meet the latest
architectural styles and fashions meant that, at least at
the highest social 1level, the attempt was largely
abandoned by 1600. In some cases, such as Ashridge 1in
1603/4, it was possible to remodel the already-converted
monastic buildings so that from the entrance front they
conformed to the fashionable ideal of the H-plan, but even
here the details must soon have looked archaic and it 1is
perhaps no coincidence that this was the last full-scale
adaptation of a former monastic building in Hertfordshire.

It therefore seems that the increasing dominance of the
compact-plan house and to a lesser extent the general
collapse of the Gothic architectural tradition by around
1600 provides a logical end-point for this survey. After
the beginning of the 17th century, the re-use of monastic
buildings can be seen as largely accidental. It might
still occur for the first time as a result of local
conditions and circumstances, particularly in towns where
lack of space could dictate the recycling of otherwise
redundant buildings. However, the particular social
attitudes and aspirations which had first encouraged the
re-use of monastic buildings between 1540 and 1600 were
largely extinct after the latter date.

Some former monastic sites experienced another period
of activity in the 18th and early 19th centuries, when
growing interest in the romantic and the development of
antiquarianism led to an appreciation of monastic ruins as
objects of the picturesque. This phenomenon was
widespread, as evidenced by sites like Bayham in Sussex,
Waverley in Surrey and Tintern (Monmouthshire), but was
particularly common in Yorkshire, where remote and
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magnificent  ruins like those of Fountains were
incorporated 1in landscaped parks or, as at Jervaulx,
became the focal point of a garden.103 Despite early
antiquarian interest in several of Hertfordshire's
monastic sites, none seems to have been used in this way,
which is perhaps not surprising in a county not noted for
its wild and dramatic landscapes but which instead, in the
words of E.M. Forster, is best described as "England at

its quietest, with little emphasis of river and hill...
England meditative."104

Several sources of evidence have been used in this
study. The principal 1is the physical fabric of the
buildings themselves. Of the 13 sites included, Cheshunt,
Hertford Priory and St Margaret's Nettleden have no
remains above ground, while the present houses of Ashridge
and Beechwood contain only the scantiest fragments of
monastic or immediately post-Dissolution fabric. Sopwell
1s ruinous and the date of the earliest fabric at The
Priory, Royston is contentious. But Hitchin Priory, The
Biggin, Hitchin, King's Langley, Markyate, Ware and
Wymondley all incorporate substantial elements of their
monastic predecessors. The relative survival of early
fabric is largely reflected in the published literature.
No mention is made by Pevsner of Cheshunt, Hertford Priory
or St Margaret's, Nettleden and the V.C.H. is exclusively
concerned with their documentary history. The early fabric.
of Ashridge and Beechwood 1is similarly inadequately
treated by both authorities, although the later work 1in
both houses is satisfactorily described, especially by
Pevsner.102 More disappointing though, considering the
recent date of the volume, is Pevsner's treatment of the
remaining sites. Although basically correct in what little
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is mentioned, much of significance has apparently gone

unnoticed and none of the accounts runs to more than 22
lines, with most much shorter.

The situation is a little better in J.T. Smith's recent
book on Hertfordshire houses. 0f the three sites where
there are no extant remains, only Cheshunt is mentioned
and then only in passing,.lo6 Ashridge is excluded on the

grounds that the "plentiful graphic evidence did not
sufficiently elucidate (its) plan and deve10pment",107 and

although the 1later phases at Beechwood are well
<:ovel:'ed,,108 this site's monastic antecedents are totally
ignored. Despite its importance and a rather fuller
description in the accompanying inventory volume, Sopwell
is summarily treated, as are Hitchin Priory, Ware and
Wymondley.109 Although there is a good detailed
description with plans in the inventory, the pre-1600 work
at Markyate is dismissed in the book with the words
"Nothing significant is known about the house at Markyate
Cell, begun by one courtier and completed by another
before Elizabeth came to the throne."l10 But even this is
better than the treatment of The Biggin, Hitchin and
King's Langley which are not mentioned at all. The only
site to be done anything near justice 1s Roystor.m,111
although in the more detailed description contained in the

inventory, there is a noticeable failure to record the
full extent of the surviving early fabric.l12

More useful than either Pevsner's or Smith's accounts
(and it should be remembered that neither set himself the
task of providing exhaustive descriptions of the buildings
recorded) are some of the more up-to-date descriptions
carried out for the Department of Environment's Resurvey
of Listed Buildings.113 It is therefore unfortunate that
only three sites, Beechwood, Markyate and Wymondley, were
included in the most recent survey. It 1is perhaps
symptomatic of the Department's earlier surveys that
Royston Priory is not even included on the Statutory List
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of Historic Buildings, while the description of those
buildings which are included are singularly inadequate.ll4
The V.C.H. and R.C.H.M. can be excused from this sorry
state of affairs on the grounds that the volumes for
Hertfordshire were amongst the earliest to be compiled and
therefore fall well short of the  standards set by later
volumes. Individual accounts of particular buildings are

dealt with under the site descriptions contained 1in the
Appendix.

"R KK

Given that the published material on the physical
fabric of the sites covered by this study is generally of
relatively little use, it remains to be considered how
this source of evidence is treated here. The sites of all
the former monastic houses covered by this study have been
visited. In two cases, Cheshunt and Hertford, nothing now
survives above ground, while at St Margaret's, Nettleden
only earthworks occupy the site. Elsewhere, the approach
adopted was to make a detailed inspection of the exterior
and interior of the surviving building or buildings. A
comprehensive architectural description was then compiled
on site and later written up with the aid of photographs
and sketch drawings made on site. In all cases, it was
particularly important to carry out a thorough
investigation of the roof space, the result of this, as at
Royston and Ware, being to provide far more accurate
dating than would otherwise have been possible.

Only at Sopwell, Ashridge and Markyate was this
approach varied; at Sopwell because the buildings are
ruinous, at Ashridge because most of the vast house
created by James Wyatt occupies a different part of the
site from the old, while at Markyate the owner refused
permission to visit the site, as a result of which the
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description of the house had to be compiled from
photographs and publisﬁed material alone. The decision to
compile m&nﬂﬁ descriptive accounts of each
building may sometimes seem to result in lengthy and
apparently irrelevant accounts of the existing structures.
This may particularly appear to be the case at Beechwood
and Royston and to a lesser extent at Markyate where the
present buildings are outwardly 18th and 19th century in
appearance. Nevertheless, as -will be seen from the
Appendix, all contain substantial elements of earlier
structures. It 1is only by fully wunderstanding and
describing the evolution of these buildings that it is
possible to establish how much pre-Dissolution fabric may
have survived and to what extent (if at all) it was
incorporated into post-suppression buildings on these
sites. Thus it was held necessary to describe fully all
elevations and internal features of buildings which may
contain elements of pre~ or immediately post-Dissolution
structures.

That this approach is justified is shown not only by
the site descriptions of ‘Beechwood, Royston and Markyate,
but by the equally detailed descriptions of those sites
which already published material acknowledges contain
substantial fragments of monastic fabric. In particular,
the full extent of the medieval parts of Hitchin Priory,
Ware and Wymondley is only appreciated by a proper
understanding of these ©buildings (notably the roof
structures of Ware and Wymondley, no full accounts of
which have hitherto been published), while at The Biggin,
Hitchin a detailed examination of the roof structure
corroborates Smith's footnote in Pevsner that the present
almshouses '"'possibly incorporate medieval timber framed
buildings on a cloister plan."11° Perhaps the most
outstanding discovery, however, was the 1l4th-century
gatehouse at King's Langley, converted to domestic use
after the Dissolution, which appears to have gone entirely
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unnoticed by earlier writers.

It is in this detailed examination of the physical
fabric of the surviving buildings that this study breaks
the most new ground. Seemingly unpromising exteriors and
even interiors, as at Royston, have concealed early roof
structures, which provide valuable evidence for the
buildings' origins and former functions. Nevertheless, it
must be acknowledged that while every effort has been made
to provide as full an architectural description as
possible of each building, there have been unavoidable
constraints in compiling these. Royston Priory is divided
into three houses; Markyate Cell is a private house and
(as noted above) permission was not granted for
inspection; Ashridge is a Business Management College;
Hitchin Priory 1is a conference centre and offices;
Beechwood is a preparatory school; King's Langley is in
mixed residential and institutional use, and The Biggin,
Hitchin is divided into almshouses, most of which are
currently occupied. At the time of inspection only
Wymondley (latterly in use as a private house) was empty,
its future uncertain, while the ruins at Sopwell were
neglected and partly overgrown.

Naturally, these factors all imposed limitations on the
extent to which the buildings could be investigated and I
am grateful to all owners and occupiers who generously
allowed me to tramp through their rooms and crawl through
their attics and cellars. (Individual acknowledgments are
given in the Appendix). These 1limitations did mean,
however, that while furniture and the like could be and
were moved and some disruption to occupants caused, it was
not possible to carry out plaster stripping or other
invasive recording techniques, which may have answered
individual questions. Likewise, all external inspections
were carried out from ground level and it should be
recognised that examination of some areas of walling at
closer quarters may have been rewarding in some instances.
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Nevertheless, despite these limitations, the
descriptions contained in the Appendix are the most
comprehensive and detailed in existence for the buildings
covered by this study. It can be confidently stated that
(with the exception of Markyate) no significant part of

the fabric of any of these buildings was missed during the
site inspections.

The documentary evidence used in this study ranges from
surveys made by the royal commissioners at the time of the
Dissolution and inventories of the former monastic
properties made for the new owners, to antiquarian
accounts of the 18th century and sales particulars of the
19th century.

Perhaps surprisingly, the later documentary material 1is
often more useful than the contemporary sources. The
accounts of the royal visitors and local commissioners are
not complete for Hertfordshire, although those that do
survive contain useful information on the buildings
remaining at the Dissolution and their value.11® The valor
Ecclesiasticus is useful too in recording the incomes of
religious houses before the suppression. 16th- and 1/7th-
century grants of sites are usually formalised documents
referring to features such as the 'gardens, houses, scite

and soil" without giving any concrete information on the
buildings. Surveys and inventories made for the new owners
are sometimes more informative, naming individual
buildings and giving their measurements or commenting on
their c:ond:‘i.t:"i.on,117 but only in the case of Wymondley is
relevant information on the buildings contained in the
Ministers' Accounts.l118

In contrast to official records made for the crown or

for the new owners, are descriptive accounts of former
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monastic properties. Descriptions made by Leland, who
appears to have visited Royston in 1540 or 1541 and other
Hertfordshire sites in 1544 or 1545,119 are particularly
useful as they offer a first-hand contemporary account of
the condition of sites immediately after the Dissolution.
Antiquarian interest in the monastic past seems to have
developed quickly in the second half of the 16th
century,lzo and while the brief descriptions of former
monastic buildings by writers such as Camden or Norden are
not particularly useful, a manuscript history of St
Albans, compiled in ¢.1610, which includes a brief account
of Sopwell, can be viewed in this context .14l

It is not until the late 17th century, however, with

the compilation of Sir Henry Chauncy's History of
Hertfordshire, published in 1700, that antiquarianism in

Hertfordshire can truly be said to come of age.
Nevertheless, Chauncy was not merely concerned with items
of antiquarian interest; indeed, he seems to have been
anxious to record features which contemporaries would have
found impressive and worthy of note just as much, if not
more so, than relics of the past. It 1is perhaps
significant that of the many 16th- and 17th-century houses
shown in the fine Drapentier engravings accompanying
Chauncy's text none is of a monastic conversion.
Antiquarianism is more detectable in Nathaniel Salmon's
History of Hertfordshire (1728), although he was primarily
interested in the Roman period and his statements on later
buildings are often directly taken from Chauncy. More
useful for our purposes are the slightly 1later,
unpublished accounts of Browne Willis and William Cole,
which provide much valuable information on Ashridge, St
Margaret's, Nettleden and Royston respectively.122 From
the later 18th century, Richard Gough's annotations to his
copies of Camden, Chauncy and Salmon provide additional
information on several former monastic buildings,123
while, moving into the early 19th century, works 1like
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Brayley's and Britton's Beauties of England and Wales
(Hertfordshire is covered in volume seven, 1808) refer to

several of the sites with which we are concerned.
Nevertheless, the relatively poor survival rate of
Hertfordshire monastic buildings into this ©period,
especially in the form of romantic ruins so beloved of
late 18th- century and early 19th-century topographical
writers, means that such works are not so valuable a
source as 1in counties like Yorkshire. However, the
antiquarian writers referred to above by no means form an
exhaustive list and mention is made of several others in
the site descriptions contained in the Appendix.

The wide range of documentary sources used is a feature
of this study. Even apparently unpromising material like
19th- century sales particulars or newspaper accounts of
archaeological discoveries (see below) <can contain
information not available elsewhere. Although some of the
claims of antiquarian writers naturally have to be treated
cautiously, one soon obtains a strong feeling for those
statements which can be treated as reliable or,
alternatively, dismissed.

Documentary records made during the 16th century or at
a later period pose problems of a different kind. While
not liable to the prejudices or perceptions of writers of
"history'", whose aim might be to prove an argument or
create a literary effect, apparently unbiased records can
nevertheless be misleading. Royal commissioners or
compilers of surveys and inventories may have been tempted
to attribute lower values: - to former religious houses or
exaggerate the dilapidated condition of monastic buildings
for their own ends. Similarly, grants of monastic sites
are stylised documents containing little information on
individual buildings, simply because the new owners were
aware of what they were obtaining. That which would seem
of interest to us now, may well have been regarded as of
no consequence by contemporaries of the actual events and
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thus have gone unrecorded. Later records, such as
inventories, sales particulars or references 1in deeds,
terriers and the like were the product of very different
circumstances and their significance for our purposes must
therefore be regarded as coincidental to their original
purpose.

Finally, the point should be made that, as with all
sources of evidence, the wealth of documentary material
varies tremendously from one site to another. While to
some degree this is likely to be a reflection of a site's
relative importance both before and after the Dissolution,
it might also be the result of accidental survival. In
other words, the absence of documentary material does not
necessarily mean that a site was of no significance.

w R N K

Pictorial evidence for Hertfordshire's former monastic
houses 1is particularly plentiful. The earliest graphic
representation of a monastic conversion is the birdseye
perspective view of Sopwell on a map of c.1600.124 There
is then a relatively 1long gap until the next drawing,
coincidentally also of Sopwell, in the middle of the 1/th
century.125 The likely reason for the absence of early
views of former monastic buildings in Hertfordshire has
already been touched upon. The lack of spectacular ruins
probably played its part. But it 1is surprising,
nevertheless, that for a house as magnificent as Ashridge
there are no surviving drawings earlier than the late 13th
century. After this date, the number of known views
increases dramatically.

The earliest artist regularly to record former monastic
buildings was H.G. Oldfield, active between 1790-1803.
There 1s no evidence to suggest that Oldfield had any
special interest in former monastic buildings and in fact
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his main purpose was to provide drawings of country houses
and churches which would be attractive to potential
126 p1dfield's competence as an artist has rightly
been called into quest:"'u:»n,lz7 and as Smith has commented
he "took pains to accommodate owners' preferences by a
careful choice of viewpoint and by the introduction of
discreet planting to screen the stables and service
ranges."148 Despite this selectivity, however, 0ldfield's
views seem to be basically accurate. Comparisons with
other evidence, including the work of other artists,
suggest that his rather  uninspiring and pedestrian
drawings can generally be taken as reliable
representations of the buildings involved.

Far more accomplished than Oldfield's work is that of
the Bucklers. Two generations of the family earned their
living as artists, John and his sons, John Chessell and
George Buckler. Of the three, the first two carried out
the most work in Hertfordshire. Like Oldfield, who seems
to have worked exclusively in the medium, the Bucklers
painted watercolours but they are more usually represented

patrons.

by their pen and ink drawings and preparatory pencil
sketches for these. Buckler drawings are notorious for
their accuracy and attention to detail,129 but even they
can be selective in what is shown or omitted and, as
Smith has pointed out, there is a suggestion in some cases
of an element of archaeological reconstruction rather than
literal representation.130 Nevertheless, comparison
between a Buckler drawing and a surviving building is
usually a testimony to the precision of the artist. The
Hertfordshire drawings with which we are concerned where
mostly made between 1830 and 1840, although a few pre-date
1820.

Many other artists made drawings or engravings of
former monastic buildings, and are referred to in the site
descriptions contained in the Appendix. But two more merit
special mention here. These are Thomas Fisher (21771-
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1836), noteworthy for his meticulous early 19th-century
drawings of Cheshunt, Markyate and Ware,131 and Thomas
Luppino, active between 1790 and 1831, whose work includes
a sketch of the now-vanished Hertford Priory.132

The work of all the artists mentioned here is
particularly important, as much of it pre-dates the
demolition or extensive alteration of several of the
buildings included in this study. The value of pictorial
evidence where the building itself has now gone as at
Cheshunt, Hertford, St Margaret's, Nettleden or changed
beyond recognition as at Ashridge barely needs mention,
but it can be almost as critical where the building still
survives. In the latter case the building acts as a check
to the accuracy of the drawing and the drawing can also
provide useful evidence for changes made to the structure.

As Smith has commented, ‘'where drawings show
differences of detail in the same building, reliability is
hard to judge."!33 This is the case with several of the
buildings included in this study, notably in the many
views of the north front of the former great hall at
Ashridge. Only experience of the competence and
limitations of the artist concerned can lead one to a
judgment of which representation is to be relied upon in
preference to another.

Late 19th- and early 20th-century photographs can be
useful in checking the accuracy of drawings and
engravings, although in most cases they post-date changes
made in the 19th century and are, therefore, less
informative than might have been the case. The most useful
major collection is the set of photographs taken early
this century by A. Whitford Anderson for the V.C.H.( now
in Watford Central Library), but there are also
collections in the Bodleian Library, Oxford, the

Hertfordshire Record Office and the Local Studies Library,
Hertford.134

Map evidence is dealt with separately in most of the
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site descriptions contained in the Appendix but 1its
usefulness as a source can be summarised here. Several
early estate maps, such as the Sopwell map of ¢.1600
referred to above, are useful for their pictorial
representation of buildings, while later estate, tithe and
inclosure maps often show the ground-plans of buildings,
sometimes indicating ranges which have now gone and of
which little other evidence survives.

More detailed plans of buildings also fall into this
category, but it 1is unfortunate that there are no
surviving large-~scale plans or even sketch plans of any of
the sites included in this study, earlier than the late
1/th century. These are the elevation drawings of the pre-
1702 house at Beechwood which cast no 1light on the
appearance of the 1l6th-century house there,135 but are at
least considerably earlier than for any other site, there

not being any other plans earlier than the first part of
the 19th century.

A I

Archaeological evidence as opposed to antiquarian
descriptions of the various sites 1is relatively slim.
Chance discoveries have been made at the majority of the
sites and the outlines of the churches at Hertford and
King's Langley, along with part of the east end of the
church or chapter house at Markyate, were uncovered in the
19th century. Poorly documented excavations took place in
the 1950s and 1960s at Cheshunt and The Biggin, Hitchin,
the former necessarily amounting to no more than salvage
and limited recording in advance of ©rapid gravel
extraction. Only Sopwell has been extensively investigated
to anything approaching modern standards, although the
excavations carried out in the 1960s have yet to be
properly published. Archaeological field evaluations and
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trial trenching have been carried out recently at
Wymondley, Ware, and to a greater extent at Hertford. Full
details of all these excavations are contained in the
Appendix.

Aerial photography can also play its part, especially
in those cases where the post-Dissolution house does not
stand directly on the site of the monastic buildings. Thus
relatively well-defined parch-marks of possible buildings
can be detected at Ashridge and Markyate, although at
Beechwood, where the present house stands at a little
distance from the site of the monastic buildings, no crop-
marks seem to be present in the adjoining arable fields.
No geophysical or other non-invasive surveys are known to

have been carried out on any Hertfordshire monastic
sites.130
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Chapter Two

Tovor. andl coum'cra : oPpo&uwl&ﬁc odaptotion ondl R-ute

Hertfordshire contains examples of all known types of
the adaptive re-use of monastic buildings other than
industrial.* The process of re-use in the county began
immediately after the Dissolution and continued right up
to the end of the period with which we are concerned.
Instances of re-use range from the minor adaptation of
existing buildings at sites like St Margaret's, Nettleden
and King's Langley to the transformation of monastic
buildings into major country houses as at Ashridge and
Sopwell. In this chapter we are concerned with the first
category of sites and the re-use of wurban monastic
buildings, where different circumstances could lead to a
wide variety of new uses.

There are many difficulties 1in establishing the
category to which a re-used monastic site should be
ascribed. First, the evidence on which categorisations are
made is often fragmentary and can vary tremendously in its
extent and reliability from one site to another. As shown
in Chapter 1, the sources used 1in this thesis are
extremely diverse and data used for one site, such as that
drawn from archaeological excavation, may not exist for
another. To take another example, there 1is historic
pictorial evidence for all of the sites included in this
study but this ranges from two 19th-century drawings in
the case of St ' Margaret's, Nettleden to sites like
Markyate and Sopwell, where there is an abundance of
pictorial evidence covering a considerable period of time.
It is therefore difficult and perhaps misleading to make
direct comparisons between one site and another. Sites
like Beechwood and Cheshunt, where the surviving
architectural and documentary evidence is slight or non-
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existent but which seem to have been relatively important
conversions, further 1illustrate the significance of
historical accident in the survival rate of relevant
evidence and demonstrate that this must always be taken
into account when assessing the past status of a
particular site. Nevertheless, it would be wrong to deny
that the extent of surviving evidence for sites such as
Ashridge and Sopwell, compared with that for sites like St
Margaret's, Nettleden or Hertford, is not at least
indicative of their relative importance in the second half
of the 16th century. |

Another point to consider in making assumptions about
the status of a site in the half century after the
Dissolution is that much of the evidence on which these
are based comes from material compiled long after the 16th
century. To take pictorial evidence as an example, few
Hertfordshire sites were reliably recorded in illustrative
form before the late 18th century, by which time important
sites such as Wymondley had declined in status to little
more than farmhouse 1level, although there 1is adequate
evidence from other sources to show that the original
conversion was carried out at a higher social level.

The relative status of a site could change markedly
even within the period with which we are concerned. The
first grantees or lessees of monastic property often did
little to the ©buildings they acquired and it was
frequently left to the second or even third generation of
lay owners to implement major conversion works. This is a
theme which will be explored in greater depth in Chapter
3, particularly with regard to Ashridge and Sopwell, but
the same process can also be found in towns at sites like
The Biggin in Hitchin, Hitchin Priory and Ware, where
changes in ownership in the decades immediately after the
suppression seem to have contributed to the postponement
of thorough conversion schemes until later in the century.
In this context it 1is also worth remembering that some
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sites such as Hertford and Royston, which are now entirely
urban, were formerly situated on the fringes of the towns
to which they relate, this edge-of-settlement location
being a hall-mark of some of the more ambitious conversion
schemes like those at Hitchin Priory, Sopwell and Ware,
perhaps 1indicating that the post-Dissolution house at
Hertford was of greater importance than some of the other
evidence might suggest.

Coupled with changes in the importance of a site,
whether in the 16th century or over a longer time span,
are the considerable difficulties in accurately dating the
various phases of conversion at Hertfordshire's monastic
sites. First, the surviving architectural evidence 1is at
best fragmentary or in several cases non-existent,
obliging us to rely on incomplete documentary or pictorial
evidence, with all the limitations that this can involve.
Secondly, even where a building retains fabric or
alterations of the period, it is often hard to distinguish
work of the late 16th century from that of the mid 16th
century, especially in houses below the first rank. It 1is
only rarely, as at The Biggin,1 that particular fittings
or a distinct phase of building work are securely dated or
can be directly and without doubt linked to a particular
owner.

Developing the issue of the problems of assessing the
post-Dissolution status of a site, one has to consider
whether much purpose is served by drawing the line too
rigidly between a monastic site re-used as a farmstead and
one where the buildings were converted into a gentry or
courtier house. Even 1if the evidence allows this
distinction to be made, were the sets of circumstances in
which re-use occurred so very different in terms of the
individual buildings selected for conversion, the time
span over which the process took place and the ease with
which it was accomplished? In short, should different
patterns of re-use be expected at sites of varying status;
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how will this be detected 1in the archaeological,
architectural and documentary record and, most
importantly, how does this reflect the social and economic
conditions of the period? It is these questions that this
and the following chapter will attempt to answer.

w RN xR

Of the sites included in this study, Hertfordshire has
five which are urban in character- Hertford, The Biggin
and The Priory in Hitchin, Royston and Ware. Although
Sopwell was located on the edge of Tudor St Albans, Sir
Richard Lee's extensive remodelling of the former
Benedictine nunnery resulted in the creation of a country
rather than a town house and Sopwell 1is therefore
considered in the next chapter.

The evidence for the re-use of urban monastic sites in
Hertfordshire in the four decades after 1540 is patchy and
inconclusive. This may be because the documentary evidence
does not survive or that the physical manifestation of
this 1in the buildings themselves has been obscured or
swept away by later remodelling. However, the fact that
this is in stark contrast to the much fuller evidence for
re-use after c¢.1580 suggests that relatively little was
done in the way of major conversion works during the
period 1540 to 1580. This does not mean to say, of course,
that absolutely nothing was done to the buildings during
this time. At Royston, some work appears to have been
carried out by the first lay owner of the property, Robert
Chester, who having initially rented the house, bought it
from the crown in 1540.2 Precisely what works Chester
undertook it is now impossible to say and it is by no
means certain that he retained any of the monastic
buildings. Indeed, the sale of the cloister and dorter to
Thomas More and John Newport for £24, shortly before the
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lease of the property to Chester, seems to reflect their
value as building materials,3 suggesting that they were
demolished at this time.

It seems that whatever adaptation Chester undertook of
any surviving monastic buildings, or any use he made of
their materials, was largely complete by 1551 when he
entertained Mary of Guise here on her journey from
Scotland to France,4 by which time it appears that Royston
was his principal residence.” The form that Chester's
house took can be seen in a sketch-plan of 1578 when the
house was considered as a potential resting-place on a
royal progress but was dismissed as ''a very unnecessary
hows for the receipt of her Majesty; yt stand adjoyning to
the Churche on the sowth syde thereof, not haveing any
pleasaunt p'spects any way..."6 The problematic question
of whether any of the monastic buildings remained to be
incorporated in the house as it was remodelled by
Chester's grandson after 1586 is addressed below.

No more certainty attaches to the date or extent of the
first conversion scheme at Hitchin Priory. On its
suppression in 1538 the site remained in royal hands,
Thomas Parrys acting as bailiff for the crown until 1546
when 1t was granted to Sir Edward Watson and Henry
Herdson.’ From a survey of 1546 made shortly before the
site was granted to Watson and Herdson, it appears that
demolition and defacing were particularly thorough at the
Dissolution. The survey refers to a ''mansion house"
comprising the '"Frater and Dorter with the Cloister
whereon the Frater and Dorter 1is builded with a
kitchen...'", the priors's lodging and ''two 1little
chambers" for the brothers, along with various other
service and outbuildings. Apart from the mansion house
which was "in good estate being maynteyned and repayred
from tyme to tyme since the dyssolucion', all the
buildings are described as 'sore decayed" and "verrye
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ruynowce in tymber and tyle for lack of reparacions'". The
church, which is called "superfluous', had been defaced,

the steeple broken down and all the lead, freestone, glass
and bells were gone.8

The details of the grant of the site to Watson and

Herdson suggest that they were primarily interested in the
building materials,9 of which there were many, the
presence of Parrys and presumably other servants of the
crown apparently having prevented wholesale plundering of
the site, although the fact that there was some looting
either then or at a later date is shown by the re-use of
materials elsewhere in the town.l® Watson and Herdson do
not seem to have engaged in any conversion works and
nothing more is known until Watson sold the site to Ralph
Radcliffe in 1553.11 1t is far from clear what then
remained and which buildings Radcliffe chose to convert,
although it does appear that even if it had not already
been demolished, the detached prior's lodging played no
part in his plans.

The 1546 survey states that "one parte of the said
churche is broken and decayed by wether and the other
(had) no manner of leade Belles Freestone nor glasse
Remanying', implying that substantial sections still
survived, a supposition strengthened by the possibility
that its west front is depicted in a birdseye perspective
map of the town drawn in ¢.1700.12 It therefore seems
possible that the walls of the church remained standing in
the 1550s, even if the roof was gone, and that they were
re-used in a range built on its site, some of which may
still be incorporated in the core of the present south
range, which was comprehensively remodelled in the 1770s.

The cloister lay to the north of the church, with the
dormitory in its usual position on the east side and the
frater and kitchen on the north and west respectively.
There 1is a well-documented tradition that apart from

converting its Dbuildings to a residence, Radcliffe
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established a school in the former friary, the only clue
to its precise location being a 1/th-century reference to
the creation of a stage in a "lower room",l3 whereas the
principal domestic apartments were presumably on the first
floor. Although there is nothing in the west range which
can be securely dated to the 1550s, its brick mullion
windows may be of this period, and as in the north range
and the service range which projects at an oblique angle
to the north-west, there is much medieval fabric within
it. The large open space of the refectory could have made
it attractive to Radcliffe as the hall of his new house
had it not been situated at right-angles to the entrance
range, which in the medieval friary would have been in the
west range. The hall may, of course, have been in the east
range, but the degree of 18th-century and later rebuilding
in this range makes this impossible to prove. The only
other possibility was that the hall was located to the
south where the church had stood, a suggestion made all
the more credible by the fact that the north range has
been the entrance range since at least the late 1/th
century.14

This interpretation is largely speculative and all that
can really be said with confidence 1is that Radcliffe
appears to have carried out some adaptation of the friary
buildings, although it will be noticed that the evidence
for this comes primarily from documentary sources rather
than the building itself. There is wundoubtedly mid- to
late 16th-century work in the present building but, as we
shall see, this could just as easily have been carried out
by Radcliffe's son, another Ralph, who owned the house

from his father's death in 1559 until his own demise in
1621.1°

w N XN
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While the evidence for re-use in the first generation
is slight at Royston and Hitchin Priory, it is practically
non-existent at Hertford, The Biggin and Ware. The most
that can be said is that difficulties in precisely dating
the 16th-century work at these three sites mean that it 1is
impossible to be certain that no conversion works took
place between 1540 and 1580. Indeed, something must have
occurred even if it was only selective demolition and
routine maintenance of those parts which were retained.
Nevertheless, the surviving architectural and documentary
evidence points to the suggestion that major schemes of
adaptive re-use were not implemented at these sites until
the 1late 16th century. These three properties are
therefore treated in this section along with the evidence

for further phases of remodelling at Royston and Hitchin
Priory.

All traces of Hertford Priory and the post-medieval
house which succeeded it have now gone. Photographic, map
and pictorial evidence show that the latter was an L-
shaped building of hall and cross-wing plan. While this
structure could well have been of medieval or 16th-century
origin, all that can be said with total confidence is that
it must be earlier than c.1650. The most likely date for
its construction (or remodelling if there had been an
earlier structure on its site) would appear to be the
1580s. On 1its suppression in 1538 the priory had been
granted to Anthony Denny and it remained with his family
until 15/8 when it was sold to Thomas Docwra, Sheriff of
Hertfordshire in 1580.16 Shortly afterwards it seems to
have returned to the Denny family but in 1587 it was sold
to Henry Colthurst.l/ A terrier of that year refers to the
"newe bilt howse, with a dove howse, boornes and stables,
the myll newe bilt...the howsinge dove howse and
barnes...bilt within thre years coste a thowson
markes...the tennants will not be bought out for
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..‘2300.........,"",18 which suggests that much of the costs must
have been borne by the tenants. Certainly, this
documentary evidence is not inconsistent with that for the
physical appearance of the building.

Although the possibility that Sir Anthony Denny, who
died in 1549, might have converted some of the former
monastic buildings here into a town house cannot be ruled
out, the 1lack of any surviving references makes this
unlikely and the site 1is just as 1likely to have been
plundered for its ©building materials in the years
immediately after the Dissolution, its proximity to the
town centre probably accelerating this process. The
evidence, such as it is, tends to point to a relatively
low-key use of the site. The building which was to become
known as Priory House may have been retained initially as
accommodation for the Denny family on visits to the county
town, but by the 1580s it appears to have become a
tenanted farmhouse and there is nothing to show that this
was not also the case earlier in the century. Further work
on the house may have been carried out by Martin Trott,
who owned the site between ¢.1590 and 1617.1°

If Priory House was a converted monastic building, the
prior's lodging emerges as the most likely candidate. The
house was situated some 100 yards to the north of the
priory church (the site of which is known) and trial
trenching in the immediate vicinity in 1988-9 produced no
evidence of any adjoining buildings.zo The location of the
building and its apparent isolation are thus perfectly
consistent with the likely position of a late medieval
prior's house, the riverside setting providing a pleasant

retreat for the prior away from the rest of the monastic
community.

There 1is good surviving architectural evidence for
l6th-century re-use at Ware Priory, but there are
considerable difficulties in pin-pointing the precise date
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or dates that conversion works took place. Indeed, there

is no particular reason why conversion works here or
elsewhere should fall into distinct phases, and it is

important to remember that in many cases remodelling and
adaptation would have been an ongoing process. This said,
it is unusually difficult at Ware to hazard anything but
the most approximate dating for the comprehensive
conversion which undoubtedly took place. There are two
main reasons for this. First, the building itself,
although undeniably of medieval date and containing much
evidence in its fabric for 14th- and 15th-century work, is
covered externally with a hard cement render, which makes
it impossible to establish whether openings are original
or insertions. The situation is further complicated by a
thorough restoration which took place in the mid 19th
century, the full effects of which are only realised when
one looks at the earlier graphic evidence. To some extent,
these problems have been mitigated by a scheme of repair
and conversion which took place in 1994. This has revealed
some features which can be more closely dated, but as the
project was quite rightly conservative, involving the
minimum of disturbance and plaster stripping or the
removal of Georgian and Victorian features, it was not as
revealing as might otherwise have been the case.

The other principal difficulty in establishing exactly
when conversion works took place at Ware 1is the long
period of ownership by the Byrch family, of whom very
little is known. As will be seen in Chapter 3, we should
not look solely to changes of ownership as the time when
major works are likely to have been carried out.
Adaptation and remodelling could have been undertaken at
any time, prompted perhaps by a marriage or birth of an
heir, or simply because the owner wished to improve his
living standards or impress his neighbours. Nevertheless,
the long and apparently uneventful ownership by the Byrch
family from 1544 to 1628 provides few key moments to which
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one can attribute a particular phase of work.
On its closure in 1538 the former friary was farmed by

Robert Byrch and in 1544 it was sold to Thomas Byrch, who
is described in the grant as 'yeoman of the crown" .41

Thomas Byrch appears to have been a scrivener and
accountant and it has been suggested that he was an agent
of Cromwell.?2 It is more likely, however, that as
Cromwell had been disgraced and dead since 1540, he
received the site in recognition of his services to the
crown. For the reasons described above, it is far from
clear whether Thomas Byrch (or Robert before him) began
the work of conversion. It appears that the friary church
was demolished soon after the Dissolution, the proximity
to the parish church making its retention unnecessary. Of
the claustral buildings, the whole of the south range,
along with the southern part of the west range and a hall
range projecting at right-angles to the west, were
retained, and these form the nucleus of the present house.

The south and west ranges were originally open to the
roof only from first-floor level and, in common with most
Franciscan houses, the claustral walks were integral. The
upper floor of the south range was probably the refectory
and, as in the post-Dissolution house, the kitchen was
probably in the south-west corner of the west range on the
ground floor. The function of the four-bay hall range is
uncertain. Although physically attached to the west range,
it is structurally separate from and slightly later than
it, there also being evidence that it was possibly open
from ground level to its two western bays. It may have
served as guest accommodation. All three ranges have fine
15th-century scissor-braced roofs, possibly originally
with crown posts throughout, although it is now only in
the hall range that these survive.

There is evidence too that the building was much larger
in the 16th century. Apart from the obvious truncation of
the west claustral range to the north, its present north
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gable being of 18th-century brick, the presence of rather
makeshift roof carpentry towards its southern end and

18th-century brick to the south gable (while they may
simply represent rebuilding work) suggests that the range
once extended further to the south as well, this
projection perhaps having served as the infirmary during
the monastic period. It also appears from the 17th-century
brickwork in the east gable of the south range and the
discovery of foundations to the east of this point in
1892,23 that the south range was also formerly longer,
although it seems that the cloister itself returned to the
north where the building now ends. This evidence for the
house formerly being larger is neatly confirmed by an
inventory of 1715,24 which clearly relates to a much
bigger building than the present structure.

The apparent fact that the house was much more
extensive in the 16th century than later does not mean, of
course, that all of the former friary was utilised by the
Byrch family. Parts of it may have been allowed to become
ruinous and in this connection Weever's statement of 1631
that the house was "A Frierie, whose ruines, not
altogether beaten downe, are to be seene at this day",
while it may simply refer to the church, is particularly
interesting.?2> Documentary proof for the involvement of
the Byrch family in the conversion of the friary is
extremely slight, seemingly being limited to the reference
in the verse "The Tale of Two Swannes' (1590) by William
Vallans as "Byrches house, that whilom (once) was the
Brothers Friers place..."26

The date of the poem roughly corresponds with the date
of the panelling recently discovered in two first-floor
rooms in the south range. This appears to be mainly in
situ and is of c¢.1600. A slightly earlier date can be
given to the cambered heads of the blocked stone window
arches, which have been revealed where plaster has been
removed from around the later sash windows inserted in
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their infill. Both sets of features, while not providing
conclusive evidence for a major remodelling at this period
certainly show that there was some building activity on
the site at about the time of Vallans's poen.

A little more certainty attaches to the date of the
16th-century work at The Biggin, Hitchin. Here it seems
that the claustral ranges were retained in a remodelling
of the second half of the century. On its suppression in
1538 the former Gilbertine priory remained in royal hands
when it was farmed by Robert Marshall and from its
apparent decline in value from £13 16s in 1535 to £10 11s
8d in 1544 when it was granted to John Cocks,27 it can be
surmised that little was done to the buildings during this
time. That Cocks's interest in the property was
speculative, or that he was acting as agent for another
party with no intention of converting the buildings
himself, seems likely from the large number of similar
grants of ex-monastic property he received in
Hertfordshire and elsewhere and then sold on to others.?48

This feeling is strengthened by the fact that there are
no further definite documentary references to The Biggin
until 1570 when William Croocar bequeathed it in his will
to his sons, Thomas and William.2? That William Croocar
the younger undertook some work at The Biggin is made
clear by the initials "WC" and "IC" (for his wife, Jane)
and the date 1585 incised in the contemporary panelling in
the first-floor south-west room of the house. This date is
consistent with several other features in the building,
including the mullioned and transomed windows and the
Tuscan columns of the colonnade to the west range. While
this does not, of course, rule out the possibility of
earlier domestic use of the site, it shows that there was
comprehensive remodelling of the buildings into a
comfortable, if comparatively modest, manor house at this
time, a use which continued during the ownership of Robert
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Snagge from c.1587 until his death in 1606.30

The presence of the initials and the date 1585 carved
in the panelling acutely demonstrates the pitfalls in
tying particular fittings or phases of building work to
individual owners, the point being that without such
evidence one would be just as likely to attribute the
panelling to the period of Snagge's ownership as to
Croocar's.

As in most cases where claustral ranges were adapted to
residential use after the Dissolution, the principal
accommodation was on the first floor. There is evidence to
suggest that the church was situated on the south side of
the cloister, in which case the dormitory would be
represented by the present east range and the refectory by
the north range. All four ranges have 15th-century roof
structures, the fact that all the ranges are contemporary
with each other and thus interconnecting at the same floor
and eaves levels making it easier to convert the whole
structure to domestic use than would have been the case
had the claustral buildings been of different dates and
heights.

It is probable that the small size of many claustral
garths would have worked against the retention of the
cloister's dimensions in the more ambitious remodellings
of monastic fabric in the later 16th century. However,
this is not likely to have been the case at The Biggin
where the relatively modest status of the post-Dissolution
house and its position in the centre of Hitchin meant that
space would have been at a premium. There \is,
nevertheless, some suggestion that the late 16th-century
house of The Biggin may have been considerably larger than
the present structure. First, there was the now-demolished
range attached to the south-west corner of the existing
building, which cannot have been much later than c.1730
and may well have been considerably earlier.3! There is
also some indication that, just as the west range has a
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colonnade on its inner face, the east range may have been
at least partly open on the ground floor. Excavation 1in
1968-9 revealed signs of a cobbled driveway running under
this range, along with traces of various buildings to the
east.32 The evidence that there was formerly a gallery in
the east range- a feature not commonly found in entrance
ranges=- further suggests that there may have been an outer
court to the east of the present east range. The
probability that the former cloister represented the inner
courtyard of the new house is indicated, however, by the
fine panelled room referred to above, which may have
served as a parlour to a first-floor hall in the converted

church.

The existing building at Royston Priory also contains
some evidence for a phase of remodelling in the last
quarter of the 16th century. It appears that at this time
the house was of two storeys in three unequal bays of
close-studded timber framed construction under a steeply
pitched plain tile roof. The house seems to have been open
to the roof from the first floor and on this basis and its
alignment on a north-south axis, it is tempting to equate
those parts of the late 16th-century structure that
survive with the west range of the larger double-courtyard
house shown in the sketch-plan of 1578, the principal
rooms of which were on the first floor. There are,
however, several objections to this, not least of which is
the fact that the 1578 survey dismissed the house as "a
very unnecessary hows for receipt of her Mat.y."33 As the
building was in sufficiently good repair for Robert
Chester, who came into possession of the property on
attaining his majority in 1586,34 to entertain James 1
there in 1603,35 it is most likely that the late 16th-
century work post-dates 1586. Certainly, little would seem
to have done during the time of his father, Edward, who
held the property only between 1574 and his death in
1577,36 a suggestion made all the credible by the
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unfavourable remarks of the queen's surveyors in 1578.

All this is speculative as it must be remembered that
houses could often be quickly refurbished for a royal
visit and that the house condemned in 1578 could well have
been capable of renovation. The work at Royston, though,
may have been more than cosmetic as James decided to rent
the house for a year during the preparation of his own
hunting lodge in the town, a move which seems to have
prompted Chester to live at nearby Cockenach, which became
his principal residence until his death in 1640,37

If there are difficulties in establishing the precise
date or the instigator of the late 16th-century work at
Royston, it is equally difficult to establish whether any
parts of the former monastic buildings remained to be
incorporated in the post=-Dissolution house. In this regard
it is unfortunate that the 1578 sketch-plan does not show
the position of the house in relation to the church,
although the distance of the present building, which as we
have seen contains late 16th-century work, from the site
of the monastic nave indicates that it is most unlikely to
represent any of the claustral buildings. There is
absolutely no proof that the house shown on the 15/8
sketch-plan has anything to do with the present building,
but likewise there is really nothing to suggest that it
represents a conversion of the monastic buildings.

Further work also appears to have been carried out at
Hitchin Priory in the late 16th century. The evidence for
this 1is fairly limited and, as we have seen, it 1is
difficult to distinguish this work from that undertaken in
the middle of the century. All that can be attributed with

any certainty to this period is the panelling on the north
and west walls of the west range and a small closet with

plastered decoration of ¢.1600 in the former service

range, both features which can be identified with the long

ownership of Ralph Radcliffe the younger. Whether it was

he or his father who was responsible for the blocking of
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the claustral arches it is impossible to say (indeed this
could have occurred later), but such an action would have
been quite consistent with the concealment of medieval

features which was often associated with 16th-century
monastic conversions.

r L S

At only two of the sites included in this study did the
former monastic church remain in ecclesiastical use after
the Dissolution. At Royston, Leland's description appears
to make it clear that the nave was demolished shortly
after the suppression of the priory in 1537, and it seems
likely that this had already taken place by the time the
church was bought by the townspeople in 1540.38 That part
of the church which survives today is chiefly the chancel,
choir and choir aisles of the monastic church, and it
seems that relatively little was done to the building in
the 60 years after the Dissolution. Although there may be
much exaggeration in the reference of 1600 to the church
being "utterly ruinated and fallen downe to the ground",39
this is probably to some extent a true reflection of the
neglect of the church in the second half of the 16th
century, while the rebuilding of the tower and north
arcade around 1600 was probably a response to this period
of inactivity. The statement in the 1578 survey of Priory
House that 'yt stand(s) adjoyning to the Churche on the
sowth syde thereof, not haveing any pleasaunt p'spects any
way' suggests, however, that a considerable portion of the
nave remained, probably as a ruin, into the last quarter
of the 16th century. Whether or not the house shown on the
sketch-plan accompanying the survey can be identified with
any part of the present house, this suggests that unless
1t lay considerably to the east, which on the basis of the
evidence discussed earlier seems inherently unlikely, 1t
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was the ruined nave which spoilt the house's prospects to
the north.

There can be little doubt that the acquisition of the
church in 1540 would have placed a considerable strain on
the town's resources and this may have been a factor in
the decision to abandon the nave and to retain only the
eastern end of the church for parochial worship. Indeed,
although it is 1likely that the population of the town,
which until 1540 lay in five parishes,?? had once
worshipped in the nave of the priory church, there is some
evidence to suggest that it was already disused and
derelict by the time of the Dissolution. Although it was
more usual for the nave of a monastic church to be
retained after the suppression, if it was already ruinous
or dilapidated this would have been sufficient reason to
use only the monastic choir and chancel for parochial
worship. Certainly, whatever the condition of the nave at
Royston, there would have been no incentive to retain the
whole building as the parish church of a relatively small
town.

At Hertford there is less certainty about the sequence
- of events after the suppression, partly because nothing
now survives above ground of the monastic church or 1its
post-Dissolution successor. It seems that Dbefore the
Dissolution there was only one church in the parish of St
John's, in which the priory was situated, and that this
was shared Dby the monks and the townspeople.
Archaeological excavation has revealed the lay-out of this
church, which comprised a 1long aisleless nave with
transepts and a possible tower to the crossing.41 Although
not fully supported by the archaeological record,
documentary sources suggest that the church was neglected
during the Later Middle Ages, and one reason why the
original post-Dissolution grantee of the site, Sir Anthony

Denny, did not appoint a vicar on obtaining the property
in 1538 may have been that the church was in need of
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substantial repair, outweighing any profits he would have
derived from the advowson. The church then seems to have
fallen into disuse and further deterioration took place in
its fabric. The refoundation of the church and its
rebuilding to a much smaller scale in the 1620s are
difficult to explain, beyond the suggestion that this may
have been a belated attempt to breathe new life into an
impoverished and neglected area of the town. However,
although the new building does not seem to have been
particularly poorly constructed by the standards of the
time, the project was doomed to failure, as is shown by’

the church's final demolition before the end of the 17th
century.42

N w RN %

The majority of the rural sites in the Hertfordshire
sample are considered in Chapter 3 but the two sites which
never seem to have been converted to anything more than a
farming use remain to be dealt with here.

The post-Dissolution documentary history of King's
Langley suggests relatively low status use of the site in
the second half of the 16th century, an indication which
1s borne out by the archaeological evidence and the
surviving buildings. In 1540 the site was granted to
Richard Ingworth, suffragan bishop of Dover and former
prior of the friary, and in 1546 it passed to John Lord
Russell, first earl of Bedford, whose family still held
the property in 1556.43 Between 1557 and 1558 the
surviving buildings housed a small community of Dominican
nuns, after which it returned to the crown, being sold in
1574 to Edward Grimston the elder and yc:mnger....44 The
Grimstons transferred the site to Robert Cresswell, who in
turn conveyed it to Francis, second earl of Bedford.4> It
remained with this family until 1607 when it was sold to
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Edward Newport, having most recently been tenanted by
Thomas Ewer and Peter Edlin.4©

It is clear that Ingworth actively petitioned Cromwell
for the site, and it is likely that he regarded it as his
rightful prize for the part he had played as a royal
commissioner in the suppression of friaries throughout
southern Englandi..47 It 1s not possible to say whether
Ingworth intended to convert the buildings at Langley for
his own use, but the facts that the house was the second
wealthiest Dominican friary in the country at the time of
its suPpression,48 that Ingworth was not granted any other
ex-monastic property, and of his former associations with
the house, all mean that this possibility cannot be ruled
out. It may be therefore that Ingworth carried out some
conversion work to the buildings and that he was prevented
from doing more only by his death in 1544.

As little is known about activity at the site during
the ownership of John Lord Russell. Towards the end of
this period we have a survey of the site carried out in
1555. By then the church was semi-ruinous: 'One arche of
the sowthe of the seide chaunsell (is) fallen downe",
perhaps suggesting that the church had already lost at
least part of its south aisle, 'the old chapell...on the
north seide (?0f the nave) is pulled down excepte the
walls standing”" and there were further dilapidations in
the chancel, belfry, lady chapel and '"the body of the
churche".#? There are several references to the stonework,
glass and ironwork of the church windows being broken down
or utterly defased", a situation attested by
archaeological excavation which has shown that the windows
may have been smashed from within.20

The survey also suggests that many of the other former
monastic buildings were by then in a poor state of repair.
The frater, dorter and a "doffe" house are described as
"sore decayed" and these and several other structures are
defective "bothe in tymber work and tylinge', while the
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"ruffe' of the entrance going out of the cloister 1is
"ready to fall downe'". A 1556 survey of the adjoining
royal manor with its former palace buildings (little used
for their original purpose after the late 15th century),51
paints a similar picture, stating that 'divers edifices
within the site of the manor are decayed, pulled down and
carried away by the farmers".2?2

It is not known when or by whom the demolition works at
Langley were carried out or whether, as seems to have been
the case with the palace site, the dilapidation and
defacement were largely the result of plunder by local
people. It is likely that both occurred and as significant
robbing of the site seems to have taken place, this is
further suggestion that at least by the 1550s the site was
used for farming purposes. Not all removal of building
materials from the site, however, was unofficial or
unorganised. In 1557 the Dominican nuns were paid £150 by
the crown for the stripping of lead from the church roof
so that 1it could be used in the conduit from Windsor
Castle to Blakemore Park.>>

Furthermore, the 1555 survey shows that not all was
destruction and dilapidation by this date, as indicated
also by the nuns' use of the site. The survey mentions a
"fayre" gatehouse and stables, the garner is "littell in
decaye'" and the great kitchen and the "housse of effyce"
(office) are well repaired, all suggesting a well-run and
efficient farm complex in accordance with the stipulation
in the 1536 First Act of Suppression "to keep or cause to
be kept an honest continual house and household in the
same site or precinct, and to occupy yearly as much of the
said demesnes in ploughing and tillage of husbandry".”%
There 1is nothing surviving above ground which can be
identified with the nuns, and their relatively speedy move
to Dartford suggests that their stay may never have been
intended to be more than temporary.

Turning now to the surviving buildings, these are
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entirely consistent with an agricultural use of the site
in the second half of the 16th century, both showing signs
of low-key remodelling in this period, although as is so
often the case it is not possible to give precise dates to
the work. The principal building remaining on the site 1is
the long rectangular structure on a north-south axis,
traditionally known locally as King John's Bakehouse. Its
function during the monastic period is unknown, but it
appears to date to the late 14th century and many
adaptations were carried out to it during the second half
of the 16th century. These included the insertion of the
roughly central stack and the flooring over of the
northern part of the building, the southern section
apparently always having had a first floor. Various
suggestions have been made as to the original use of the
range, including an infirmary and "housse of effyce', both
of which are referred to in building accounts of the 1360s
and '70s, the 1latter with its ''great kychen" also
occurring 1in the survey of 1555.2°2 It has also been
suggested that it may be the ''fayre' stables of the
survey, although the fine carpentry of its crown-post roof
makes it wunlikely that this was 1its original prime
function. There is some evidence to show that the building
separated the cloister from the outer court of the friary,
in which case it may have served as the refectory or guest
house. Whatever its original purpose, there can be little
doubt that it was primarily domestic in purpose, a use
which would have aided its conversion into a farmhouse in
the 16th century, the kitchen on the ground floor of the
southern part of the building demonstrating a continuity
of use from the monastic into the post-medieval period.

It is difficult to be precise about the relationship of
this building to the friary church, save to say that this
lay at some considerable distance to the south. As we have
seen, the church was already semi-ruinous by the 1550s and
in 1591 it is described as completely "ruinated".”® It
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therefore seems unlikely that it was used as anything more
than a source of building materials during the post=-
Dissolution re-use of the site.

It 1s rather easier to reconstruct the original
appearance of the gatehouse, which is situated in the
range running at right-angles to the east at the northern
end of the long rectangular range. The gatehouse is of
15th-century date, comprising a jettied timber-framed
superstructure over a gateway, the arch of which was
constructed of stone on the external side and of timber to
the courtyard side. To either side of the gateway there
seem to have been chambers. In the 18th century the
gatehouse was extended to the south, which means that the
inner arch 1is now embedded in the later structure and
concealed from view. This may also have been when the
outer arch was infilled. There is nothing to suggest,
however, that it did not continue to function as a
gatehouse after the suppression, the survival of its late
15th-century crown-post roof suggesting that this occurred
with little or no modification to the structure.

Likewise, the relatively sparse evidence for St
Margaret's Nunnery, Nettleden, where no building traces
survive above ground, makes it difficult to reach any
positive conclusions about the re-use of the former
monastic buildings after the Dissolution. The house was a
poor one and it is perhaps no surprise that the re-use was
low~key. John Verney, the original lessee of the site from
1536 to 1538, clearly had little time in which to carry
out conversion works and these may have been postponed
until the house was leased to Sir John Daunce, lessee from
1538 until his death in 1545.°/ Daunce's family had the
lease of the site until 1630, but the fact that the crown
retained ownership of the site until then may have acted
as a disincentive for them to carry out any major
conversion scheme, and it seems that throughout this
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period, as during the long ownership by the Catherall
family from the second quarter of the 1/th century to
c.1800,58 the buildings served as no more than a farmhouse
and associated farmbuildings.

According to the early 18th-century antiquaries, Browne
Willis and Edward Steele, the building then surviving
(which seems to be the same building drawn by Lysons a
century later) was constructed during the reign of Henry
VII,59 in which case its relatively recent date would have
made it particularly attractive for re-use. The lease to
Daunce in 1538 refers to the '"church, campanil(e) and
cemetery",60 while Willis's statement that the church
tower stood "ten foot high in the memory of man'" suggests
that at 1least parts of the church remained for a
considerable time after the Dissolution, even if in ruined
form. Whether or not it featured in any conversion scheme
at the site is impossible to say.

The building drawn by Lysons is shown in isolation and
it is not known how it related to the other former nunnery
buildings. It appears, however, to have been a domestic
building in origin and although a doorway and lancet
window shown in the drawing look earlier, there is no real
reason to deny Willis's and Steele's assertion that it was
late 15th or early 16th century in date. The V.C.H. is
apparently the earliest authority to identify the building
as the monastic refectory, but such a use would be
entirely consistent with its character.®l It is
conceivable therefore that the refectory was converted to
the parlour and hall of a new house, in which use the
surviving structure remained in Willis's time.

w R k%

The 1individual buildings selected for re-use at the
sites discussed above encompass the -fu}i- range of
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buildings commonly chosen for re-use. Perhaps not
surprisingly the most frequently re-used structures are
the refectory and monastic kitchen. The Kkitchen was
obviously just as essential in a post-Dissolution house as
in its monastic predecessor and thus the west claustral
ranges, which had housed the monastic kitchen and
associated offices, continued to serve this purpose at The
Biggin, Hitchin Priory, Ware and King's Langley, although
it is only at the latter site that clear physical evidence
for this survives.

At many former monastic sites the refectory, usually
sited on the first floor with an undercroft beneath, was
converted into the hall or other domestic apartments of a
new house. At none of the sites discussed in this chapter,
however, is there unequivocal evidence for the re-use of
the refectory as great hall and only at St Margaret's,
Nettleden is there any suggestion that this took place. At
The Biggin and Hitchin Priory, where the refectory seems
to have been situated in the north range, it appears that
the hall of the post-monastic house was in the former
church, and at Ware it seems that the old guest range was
used as the hall in preference to the refectory in the
south range. That the former refectory formed an important
part of the new house at Ware is suggested, however, by
the panelling of ¢.1600 recently discovered on its first
floor, although by this date it appears to have been
divided into a series of rooms.

The suggestion that the former church at Hitchin Priory
was converted into the hall of the Radcliffes' house is
based partly on the fact that it lay directly opposite the
north entrance range, which as we have seen had probably
housed the refectory on its first floor. At The Biggin the
apparent re-use of the church as first-floor hall 1is
harder to explain, as this lay at right-angles to the east
range (former dormitory) of what by the second half of the
l6th century had become the inner court of a double-
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courtyard house accessed from the east. It is perhaps the
panelled parlour of 1585 at the west end of this range
which provides the best evidence for this use.

Similarly, at Ware it is not immediately obvious why
the guest range, which projected at right-angles to the
west claustral range, was adapted as the hall of the house

created for the Byrch family, although here it is far from
clear where the entrance range stood, 1if indeed one
existed at all. At King's Langley the suggestion that the
principal surviving building was once the guest hall is
derived from the fact that it seems to have been the range
separating the inner and outer courts of the Dominican
friary. It has also been suggested that this range may
have been the refectory or '"house of office'" and stables,
while (as discussed above) it retains evidence for a
kitchen at its southern end.

At The Biggin it appears that the east claustral range
was re-used in the mid- to 1late 16th-century house,
although its use was primarily confined to that of a
corridor gallery 1linking the principal first-floor
apartments of the north and south ranges. At Hitchin
Priory no early fabric survives in the east wing of the
house but the fact that the central courtyard follows the
dimensions of the monastic cloister shows that it must
have featured in the original conversion. Also at The
Priory, medieval fabric in the former service range which
runs at an oblique angle to the north-west of the cloister
indicates that this must have formed part of the medieval
friary. Its use in this period or in the 1l6th-century
house is unclear, but it may originally have been the
monastic cellarium.

Only at Hertford is there any suggestion that the
superior's lodging formed the nucleus of the post-
Dissolution house and even here the evidence 1s at best
tenuous, while the possibility at The Biggin of what may
have been the prior's house, attached to the south-west
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corner of the cloister, surviving to be remodelled in the
early 18th century is supported on even more fragmentary
evidence. Much more certain is the continuing use of the
gatehouse at King's Langley, the only example contained in
the Hertfordshire sample where the gatehouse is known to
have survived the Dissolution. Finally, at Royston 1it
appears that none of the domestic buildings survived to be
incorporated in the late 16th-century house built nearby
by Robert Chester, although the extremely limited extent
to which the 16th-century fabric is visible in the present
house makes it impossible to establish whether monastic
materials were re-used to a significant extent. If this
were the case, as the late 16th-century house was
essentially timber framed, re-use would seem to have been
confined to the timber work. Indeed, much of the priory
stonework was presumably re-used elsewhere following the
sale of the cloister as building materials to Thomas More
and John Newport in 1537. A similar fate would seem to
have befallen the non-claustral buildings at Hitchin
Priory when the house was sold to Sir Edward Watson and
Henry Herdson in 1546, as their chief interest in the site
seems to have been for its value as building materials.
At all the sites discussed above it must be emphasised
that the conclusions about which buildings were re-used
are based on either the evidence of the surviving
buildings themselves or documentary or pictorial evidence
often much later than the period with which we are
concerned. As a site such as St Margaret's, Nettleden
shows, the rate of decay could be very rapid, all above-
ground traces of what was a fairly substantial building
disappearing within the 19th century, and there 1is no
reason to suppose that a similar pattern of decay cannot
have occurred elsewhere between 1540 and 1600. Indeed, we
know that several of the houses considered in this chapter
were considerably larger in the second half of the 16th
century than they were subsequently to become. The late
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16th-century houses at The Biggin and Royston were of
double-courtyard plan and at Ware the west claustral range
not only formerly extended further to the north but to the
south of the cloister itself, suggesting that the monastic
infirmary may have survived the Dissolution to be
incorporated in the house created by the Byrch family.

At all of the sites considered in this chapter none of
the buildings selected for re-use seems to have been
earlier than the 14th century. The south and west
claustral ranges at Ware may date to shortly after the
foundation of the priory in 1338, although both seem to
have undergone some remodelling in the 15th century when
the guest range was added. The long rectangular building
at King's Langley is probably late 14th century in origin
but the gatehouse seems to be a 15th-century structure. At
The Biggin and Hitchin Priory, where all of the claustral
ranges and the church appear to have been re-used 1in the
conversions, the buildings seem to be essentially 15th
century. At Hertford the building known as The Priory is
unlikely to have been earlier than this and the structure
which survived into the early 19th century at ©§St
Margaret's, Nettleden was probably remodelled in c¢.1500.
It is only at Royston that there is no evidence for the
date of the claustral buildings and here, as we have seen,
it is more probable that the post-Dissolution house was
built on a new site, rather than that it incorporated any
of the conventual buildings.

We have varying degrees of information about the owners
and lessees of the ex-monastic property considered in this
chapter. As with the buildings themselves, this 1s so
varied in depth and quality that it makes comparisons
between sites difficult if not impossible. Nevertheless,

it is only by attempting to do this that any general
patterns or trends may emerge.

At Royston, Robert Chester having rented the house
following its closure in 1537 bought the site in 1540.
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Born in 1510 of a Hertfordshire family, Chester had first
found favour at court as a gentleman usher of the king's
chamber.®2 In 1544 he was at Calais with 25 archers, who

formed Henry's bodyguard when he departed for the siege of
Boulogne.63 Chester was knighted in 1551 and was made
sheriff of Essex and Hertfordshire in 1565.9% He died in
1574 to be succeeded by his son, Edward. It is likely that
the second major phase of 16th-century remodelling at
Royston did not occur until after 1586 when Chester's
grandson, another Robert, came into possession on reaching
the age of 21,62 A distinguished poet, whose works include
Love's Martyr (1601), Robert was sheriff of Hertfordshire
in 1599,66 the separate office of sheriff for each county
having been created in 1567,67 and was sufficiently
prominent in court circles to have entertained James I at
Royston in 1603, shortly after which he was knighted.68
Ralph Radcliffe bought Hitchin Priory in 1553.
Radcliffe came from a Lancashire family and was born 1in
1519. He was a scholar of Jesus College, Cambridge and was
best known as a scholar and playwright. He died in 1539
after which his son, also Ralph (1543-1621), seems to have
taken over at The Priory.69 Very little is known of this
Ralph save that he was a bencher of the Inner Temple.70
Much more is known of Anthony Denny who bought the site of
Hertford Priory on its suppression in 1538 but as it seems
unlikely that he carried out much work at Hertford and was
more active at Cheshunt, his career 1is considered 1in
Chapter 3. Denny was succeeded on his death in 1549 by his
son, Henry, and it seems that both Hertford and Cheshunt
passed to him. Henry died in 1574 but it is not clear
whether the Edward Denny who granted Hertford Priory to
Thomas Docwra in 1578 was Henry's son, Edward, or Edward,
fifth son of Sir Anthony.71 This, however, 1is largely
irrelevant here as it appears most 1likely that the
remodelling of Priory House before it finally left the
ownership of the Denny family in 1587 was carried out
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chiefly at the expense of tenants whose names are no
longer known.

Robert Byrch had the lease of Ware Priory from its
suppression in 1538 and in 1544 the site was bought from
the crown by Thomas Byrch. In this grant Byrch 1is
described as a "yeoman of the crown'" but, apart from the
fact that he seems to have been a scrivener and accountant
and presumably servant of the crown, nothing more is known
of him or his descendants who continued to own the house
until 1628.

John Cocks was granted The Biggin in 1544, but although
he was to serve as Sheriff of Hertfordshire and Essex in
1548 and was the recipient of many former monastic lands
in both counties,72 he seems to have had little interest
in the buildings there. It is not known how or when the
property was conveyed to William Croocar beyond the
possibility that he acquired it through his wife, Luce,
whose mother, Mary, was married to Thomas Parrys, who
seems to have had an interest in the former priory lands
in the 1550s and to be synonymous with the bailiff to the
crown at Hitchin Priory before 1546.73 Although Croocar
left the house to his sons, Thomas and William, in his
will of 1570, Mary Parrys, ''widow", was paying rent for
The Biggin as late as c.1578.7% Her occupation of the
buildings may have been the reason why the second William
Croocar waited until the 1580s before carrying out the
remodelling works suggested by the date '1585" inscribed
in the panelling in one of the rooms. Nothing further is
known of the Croocar or Parrys families, while all that is
known of Robert Snagge who owned the house between c¢.1587
and his death in 1606 is that he was a lawyer and second
son of Thomas Snagge of Letchworth Hall./

The post-Dissolution career of Richard Ingworth as
suffragan bishop of Dover is well known but there is
little evidence that he carried out major conversion works
at King's Langley. Much is also known of the Russell
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family, earls of Bedford, who held the property between
1546 and 1556 and again between 1574 and 1607. However,

none of the earls seems to have had a direct interest in
the house and the low-key conversion scheme there is
unlikely to have been due to their personal involvement. A
similar situation would have applied at St Margaret's,
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