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Margery Ellen Brown

Aspects of Parliamentary Enclosure in Nottinghamshire

This study of Nottinghamshire parliamentary enclosure is concerned
chiefly with the practical administration of enclosure and its social
consequences rather than with post-enclosure agrarian improvements.
The considerable diversity to be found within the parliamentary
process has been stressed, especially with regard to the regulation of
the physical enclosure of land. All the acts and awards for
Nottinghamshire rural parishes have been examined, and the majority
of the awards analysed to illustrate the varied distribution of land.
The chronology and density of parliamentary enclosure in this county
have also been determined, but doubts are cast upon the feasibility of
relating the dates of acts to contemporary economic developments.

A survey of opposition to local enclosure has been undertaken,
and attention has been given to the possibility of enclosure-~related
employment and the probable condition of the landless labourer or
small owner. In addition, the accounts of overseers' of the poor have
been examined in an attempt to clarify the relationship between
enclosure and increased expenditure upon the poor. Results from this
investigation are inconclusive, but receipts from standard poor-rate
levies have revealed both the increased value of property at enclosure
and the fact that such enhanced valuation could be effective at an
early stage of the process.

Finally, the costs of a sample of Nottinghamshire enclosures have
been estimated, and although local evidence would appear to suggest
that basic fencing materials were cheaper than has sometimes been
supposed, it is concluded that general enclosure expenses have
prebably been underestimated. Attention has also been drawn to the
large allotments which were awarded in many parishes as compensation
for tithe. Thig diminution of the amount of land available for general
allocation is regarded as a further expense of enclosure for those
proprietors whose acreage was thereby reduced.
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Chapter One
Introduction

The enclosure of land has probably always provoked contemporary
comment since the day a fence was first erected around a primitive
farmer’s home close, until the planting of the last hedge under the
auspices of a General Act in the early years of the twentieth century,
or even later. That the topic sustains its attraction for modern
scholars, especially enclosure authorised by parliamentary act, is
evident from the number of dissertations upon the subject which
continue to be produced.! Counties of the midland region have heen
particularly fortunate in the amount of attention given to this phase
of their history. Nottinghamshire, however, has escaped such notice
and the present study has been undertaken in an attempt to rectify
this ommission.

An examination of parliamentary enclosure in Nottinghamshire would
seem to be overdue as the most comprehensive analysis of the subject
was published by J.D.Chambers some sixty years ago.? Subsequent

accounts have been confined to descriptions detailing the mechanics of

1 Unpublished theses include H.G.Hunt, ‘The parliamentary enclosure
movement in Leicestershire’ (University of London, 1958);
B.Loughborough, ‘Some geographical aspects of the enclosure of the
Vale of Pickering in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries’
(University of Hull, 1960); J.M.Martin, ‘Warwickshire and the
parliamentary enclosure movement’ (University of Birmingham, 1965);
J.A.Yelling, ‘Open field, enclosure and farm production in FEast
Worcestershire 1540-1870 (University of Birmingham, 1966); M.E.Turner,
‘Some social and economic considerations of parliamentary enclosure in
Buckinghamshire 1738-1865" (University of Sheffield, 1973);
J.M. Neeson, ‘Common  right and enclosure in eighteenth-century
Northamptonshire’ (University of Warwick, 1977); J.E.Crowther,
‘Parliamentary enclosure in Eastern Yorkshire 1725-1860° (University
of Hull, 1983). Abstracts from most of these have appeared in
historical journals together with such related papers as D.R.Mills,
‘Enclosure in Kesteven’, Ag. Hist. Rev,, VIII (1959); M.A.Havinden,
‘Agricultural progress in open-field Oxfordshire’, Ag. Hist. Rev., IX
(1961); S.A.Johnson, ‘Enclosure and changing agricultural landscapes
in Lindsey’', Ag. Hist. Rev., XI (1963). .

2 J.D.Chambers, Nottinghamshire in the Eighteenth Century (1932).
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enclosing individual parishes, or are part of more substantial studies
which explore the rdle of enclosure as a feature in the management of
large estates, or as concomitant to agricultural developments.! For
two places the late survival of open fields, rather than their
enclosure, has attracted special interest. Political and social issues
associated with the delay in enclosing Nottingham’s fields have long
exercised urban historians, while the continuing existence of a
residual open~field system at Laxton has ensured that this has become
the most thoroughly investigated of all our parishes.?

Given this dearth of more recent enclosure studies covering the
entire county, scholars are constrained to use J.D.Chambers' 1932
evaluation when examining Nottinghamshire within a national or
regional context. One would not wish to imply that Chambers’

conclusions were in any way unsound, but his investigations must have

1 Perfunctory accounts of enclosure appear in numerous parish
histories but more detailed examinations may be found in W.Smith, The
Enclosure of Norwell (Retford, 1968); A.C.Pickersgill (ed.), Carlton-
in-Lindrick 1760-1914 (Nottingham, 1980); P.Priestland (ed.),
Radcliffe-on-Trent 1710-1837 (Nottingham, 1984); J.Wood, Cotgrave,
Aspects of Life Iin the Seventeenth and FEighteenth Centuries
(Nottingham, 1987); P.Lyth (ed.), Farms and Fields of Southwell (2nd.
edn., Nottingham 1991). Examples of enclosure policy on local estates
will be found in G.E.Mingay, English landed Society In the Eighteenth
Century (1963); J.L.Purdum, ‘Profitability and timing of parliamentary
land enclosures’, Exploration in Economic History, XV (1978); S.Aley,
‘The Nottinghamshire landowners and their estates c.1660-1840’
(unpublished Ph.D. thesis, University of Nottingham, 1985). The
agrarian aspect of enclosure is addressed in D.V.Fowkes, 'The progress
of agrarian change in Nottinghamshire c.1720-1830" (unpublished Ph.D.
thesis, University of Liverpool, 1971), and A.C.Pickersgill, ‘The
agricultural revolution in Bassetlaw, Nottinghamshire' (unpublished
Ph.D. thesis, University of Nottingham, 1979).

2 J.D.Chambers, Modern Nottingham in the Making (1945); W.G.Hoskins,
The Making of the English Landscape (1855); R.A.Church, Economic and
Social Change iIn a Midland Town, Victorian Nottingham 1815-1800
(1966); M.I.Thomis, ‘'The politics of Nottingham enclosure’, Trans.
Thor. Soc., LXXI (1987), pp.90-96. Important studies of Laxton's
fields include C.8.0rwin & C.S.Orwin, The Open Fields (Oxford, 1938);
J.D.Chambers, Laxton: The Last English Open-Field Village (1964); and
the latest and most substantial examination of the subject -
J.V.Beckett, A4 History of Laxton: England’'s Last Open-Field Village
(Oxford, 1989).
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been circumscribed by the limited amount of material available in the
1920s and early-1930s. However, in this respect he did have one great
advantage over his contemporaries. W.E.Tate had just completed a
prolonged search for local enclosure records at the time, during which
he had traced the whereabouts of nearly all the awards for the county.
Tate compiled a parish-by-parish survey of Nottinghamshire enclosures
which was probably almost unique for any county at that period, and
which enabled Chambers to produce a much more thorough dissertation
upon the subject than would otherwise have been possible. This
calendar of enclosures was printed as an appendix to Nottinghamshire
in the Eighteenth Century and a revised and expanded version published
later by the Thoroton Society.! Even so, notwithstanding Tate’s co-
operation, Chambers would have been restricted in his research by the
dispersed nature of the records, and by the amount of time which he
could devote to a subject which formed only part of his exposition of
eighteenth~century Nottinghamshire.

The establishment, or expansion, of county record repositories
since the Second World War has enabled scholars to make detailed
analyses of the impact of parliamentary enclosure upon individual
counties, or smaller geographical units, in contrast to the broad
summaries of the process produced by earlier historians.? Several
important publications of the latter +type appeared during the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, possibly in response to the

agricultural depression of the period which may have revived

1 W.E.Tate, Parliamentary land enclosures in Nottinghamshire 1743-
1868, Thoroton Society Record Series, V (1935).

2 Details have been published for every parish enclosed by
parliamentary means in the old Lindsey division of Lincolnshire - E.&
R.C.Russell, Landscape Changes in South Humberside: The Enclosures of
Thirty-seven Parishes (Hull, 1982); Making New Landscapes in
Lincolnshire: The Enclosures of Thirty-four Parishes In Mid-Lindsey
(Lincoln, 19883); 0ld and New Landscapes in the Horncastle Area
(Lincoln, 1985).
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historians’ interest in rural questions. Prominent amongst these were
studies by T.E.Scrutton, who approached enclosure from the legal
angle, and G.Slater, W.Hasbach, E.C.K.Gonner and W.H.R.Curtler, all of
whom were concerned chiefly with its social implications.! However,
the most influential account of the effects of parliamentary enclosure
upon the poorer members of the rural community was undoubtedly that
presented by J.L. and B.Hammond in The Village Labourer, which was
first published in 1911 and is still surrounded by controversy. 2

These authors drew upon local examples to some extent, but they
tended to assume thalt enclosure would have been followed by similaf
consequences wherever it was carried out; an assumption which has been
proved untenable by more recent historians. As we have noted, since
the 1950s, the increased availability of comparable enclosure records
for specific localities has enabled comprehensive examinations of
separate counties and smaller districts to be undertaken. Naturally,
as the subject can be approached from a variety of viewpoints -~
social, demographic, agrarian, political or legal - the special
interests of each scholar is reflected in the prominence placed upon
different aspects of enclosure in each study. Also, the survival rate
of certain types of record is higher in some counties than in others;
for instance, it will be found that Nottinghamshire is particularly
deficient in accounts of expenses. Nevertheless, although the topical

emphasis may vary, a similarity will usually be found in the types of

1 T.E.Scrutton, Commons and Common Fields (Cambridge, 1887);
G.Slater, The English Peasantry and the Enclosure of the Common Fields
(1907); W.Hasbach, The History of the English Agricultural Labourer
(1908); A.H.Johnson, The Disappearance of the Small Landowner (Oxford,
19808); E.C.XK.Gonner, Common Land and Enclosure (1912); W.H.R.Curtler,
The Enclosure and Redistribution of Our Land (Oxford, 1920).

2 J.L. & B.Hammond, The Village Labourer 1760-1832 (1911). The most
recent review of enclosure sympathetic to the Hammonds' school of
thought may be found in K.D.M.Snell, Anmals of the Labouring FPoor
(Cambridge, 1985).
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material investigated, and in a general uniformity of presentation of
the findings. This compatibility of approach has resulted in a much
clearer understanding than was previously possible of the diversity
which could exist from place to place, both in the formal proceedings
of enclosure and in its sequel.

It is appreciated that a county is, in some respects,
unsatisfactory as a unit upon which to base a study of any agrarian
topic. Many county boundaries were formed without reference to natural
physical features, are usually irrelevant to agricultural land-use
within a region, and often encompass a microcosm of farming practices
allied to those of a much wider area. As early as the 1770s Arthur
Young ignored such boundaries when investigating the state of farming
in England and, a little later, William Marshall criticised members
of the Board of Agriculture for adherence to the county as a basis
for their series of General Views of Agriculture. He proceeded to
abstract the Board’s reports and to condense them into six volumes,
divided in accordance with soil types and agricultural regions.! More
recently, criticism of the county approach to agrarian studies has
again been voiced by F.M.L.Thompson in a review article, and a plea
has been made by M.E.Turner for the examination of enclosure to be
conducted within soil-type regions, rather than counties.?

Even so, Turner accepted that it is only by the detailed
examination of parliamentary enclosure in specific counties that

enough essential information will be assembled to enable reliable

1 W.Marshall, Review and Abstract of the County Reports tao the Board
of Agriculture; Northern Department, Western Department, Midland
Department, Fastern Department, Southern Department and Peninsular and
Sauthwestern Department, 6 Vols. (York, 1808-1817).

2 F.M.L.Thompson, reviewing P.J.Perry, British Farming Iin the Great
Depression, 1870-1914 (Newton Abbot, 1974) in Ag. Hist. Rev. XXV
1977), p. B87-68; M. E.Turner, English Parliamentary  Enclosure
(Folkestone, 1980), pp.20-22 & 172.
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assessments to be made on a wider scale. The value of such local post-
war studies may be judged from the number of comparative explorations
of individual themes (itemised in subsequent chapters) which have
resulted from the availability of similar data for different counties.
More general accounts of enclosure have also benefited, notably those
of W.E.Tate, J.E.Yelling and M.E.Turner, in which the results of the
authors’, and others’, research have been incorporated.! However, the
detailed investigation of parliamentary enclosure for the whole of
England is far from complete, there is still room for further work at
the local level and no excuse is proffered for yet another county
study.

Here, the plan adopted and the topics investigated are similar to
those of other researchers in the field, and the aim is to provide a
general survey of the incidence and extent of parliamentary enclosure
within Nottinghamshire comparable with those which have been completed
for other counties. To this end, the process is examined in detail
within a restricted area rather than related to broad themes covering
the whole country. The geographical area under consideration is the
historic county of Nottinghamshire: an area of some 540,000 acres of
land of which almost 186,000 acres, rather more than thirty-four per
cent, were enclosed as a result of one hundred and fifty-two
parliamentary acts obtained between 1759 and 1868. The location of all
places which received a mention in the county’s enclosure acts has
been plotted in Figure 1:2, and these are the enclosures with which we
are chiefly concerned, although an attempt has been made to establish

the dates of non-parliamentary enclosures.

1 W.E.Tate, The English Village Community and the Enclosure Movements
(1867); J.A.Yelling, Common Field and Enclosure in England 1450-1850
(1977); M.E.Turner, English Parliamentary Enclosure (Folkestone,
1980).
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Most research is, to a certain extent, source-driven, and the
present work is no exception. However, acts and awards provide an
unusually complete corpus of information which covers the whole
parliamentary enclosure period and furnishes a basic framework +to
which the less comprehensive, or more ephemeral records, can be
related. To this end, an examination has been made of all the
Nottinghamshire enclosure acts and awards, together with
commissioners’ minute books, solicitors’ papers, overseers of the poor
accounts, Parliamentary Reports, issues of the County newspaper
published between 1752 and 1820 and other relevant documents. The
collection of estate records held by the University of Nottingham
Manuscripts Department has also been consulted. Unfortunately, as
these records seldom relate to a whole parish they are less valuable
for a deneral study of this type than for the more specialised
investigations into estate economics and management, or rents and
tenure, for which they have been used extensively by such scholars as
G.E.Mingay, D.V.Fowkes, J.L.Purdum, S.Aley and A.C.Pickersgill.

One major class of documents, the land tax, has not been used to
any extent in this study, notwithstanding that a great deal of effort
has been expended by scholars in relating these returns to the
distribution of land and the numbers of small owners.! It is obvious
from the ongoing land-tax debate (considered more fully below) that
intrinsic difficulties in the interpretation of this source have yet

to be resclved, and any cursory examination possible here would

t A H.Johnson, The Disappearance of the Small Landowner (Oxford,
1909); H.L.Gray, ‘Yeoman farming in Oxfordshire from the sixteenth
century to the nineteenth’, Quarterly Journal of FEconomics, XXIV
(1910); E.Davies, ‘The small landowner, 1780-1832, in the light of the
land tax assessments’', FEcon. Hist. Rev., 1 (1927); J.D.Chambers,
‘Enclosure and the small landowner’, FEcon. Hist., Rev. X (1940);
J.D.Chambers, ‘Enclosure and labour supply in the Industrial
Revolution’, Econ. Hist. Rev., V (1953); H.G.Hunt, ‘Landownership and
enclosure, 1750~1830, Fcon. Hist., Rev., XI (1957-59).
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probably be of little value. These comments are not intended to negate
the importance of studies in which analyses of land tax returns in
conjunction with enclosure awards have been useful in providing
evidence not so much of the disappearance of small holdings but of a
general change in their ownership.! Yet, in the absence of detailed
information about each person involved in such transactions and the
use to which the land was put after enclosure, it is impossible to
determine whether these remained genuine small holdings or had been
acquired, possibly for building upon, by more substantial owners.

Returning to the area under review, Nottinghamshire, in common
with most other counties, has been affected by boundary changes which
have taken place from time to time, and which have resulted in the
loss, or gain, of territory. In fact, M.E.Turner noted that
Bartholomew's Survey Atlas of England and Wales (1903), gave three
estimated areas for each county.? Fortunately, modifications appear to
have been minor in this county during the period under investigation,
and the parishes depicted on the late nineteenth-century map
(Figure 1:1) are substantially those accepted as lying within
Nottinghamshire in the eighteenth century. Some uncertainty existed in
the northernmost tip of the county where Misson was described in its
enclosure act as being in Nottinghamshire and/or Lincolnshire. Also,
Finningley, which shared an act with two Yorkshire parishes, was
thought to have been partly in that county, but for the purposes of
the present study both Misson and Finningley have been regarded as

lying entirely within Nottinghamshire.

1 J.M.Martin, ‘The small landowner and parliamentary enclosure in
Warwickshire’, Ecen. Hist, Rev. , XXII (1971); M.E.Turner,
‘Parliamentary enclosure and landownership change in Buckinghamshire’,
Econ. Hist. Rev., XXVII (1975).

2 M.E.Turner, Parliamentary Enclosure in England (Folkestone, 19280),
P.29.
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Figure 1:2 Key

Parish Map No.
ALVERTON 93
ANNESLEY 106
ARNOLD 113
ASKHAM 37
ASLOCKTON 95
BALDERTON 83
BARNBY MOOR 20
BARTON-1n-FABIS 140
BASFORD 127
BATHLEY 75
BECK INGHAM 11
BEESTON 134
BESTHORPE 10
BILBOROUGH 126
BLEASBY 119
BLIDWORTH 101
BLYTH 14
BOUGHTON 45
BRAMCOTE 133
BRINSLEY 108
BROADHOLME 59
BULCOTE 122
BUNNY 146
BURTON JOYCE 121
CALVERTON 112
CARLTON 129
CARLTON-in- 19
LINDRICK

CARLTON-on~TRENT 69
CAUNTON 74
CAYTHORPE 124
CLARBOROUGH 24
CLAYWORTH 17
CLIPSTON 155
CODDINGTON 81
COTGRAVE 151
COSTOCK 147
CROMWELL 73
CROPWELL BISHOP 159
CROPWELL BUTLER 188
DUNHAM 39
EAST BRIDGFORD 89
EAST DRAYTON 38
EAST LEAKE 145
EAST MARKHAM 40
EAST RETFORD 27
EAST STOKE 84
EASTWOOD 109
EATON 32
EDINGLEY 103
EDWINSTOWE 60
EGMANTON 48
ELSTON 85
ELTON 98
EPPERSTONE 117
EVERTON 6
FARNDON 82

10

_Parishes Named in Enclosure Acts
Parish Map No. Parish Map
FARNSFIELD 102 OXTON
FINNINGLEY 1 PLUMTREE
FISKERTON 118 RADCLIFFE-on-
FLINTHAM 88 TRENT
GAMSTON 36 RADFORD
GEDLING 128 RAGNALL
GIRTON 55 RAMPTON
GOTHAM 142 RANSKILL
GRANBY 99 REMPSTONE
GRASSHORPE 52 RUDDINGTON
GREASLEY 110 SCAFTWORTH
GRINGLEY-on- ? SCARRINGTON
the-HILL SCREVETON
GUNTHORPE 123 SCROOBY
HALAM 104 SELSTON
HARBY 58 SKEGBY
HARWORTH 3 SNEINTON
HAWKSWORTH 91 SOUTH CLIFTON
HAYTON 23 SOUTH LEVERTON
HEADON-cum~UPTON 33 SPALFORD
HICKLING 160 STAPLEFORD
HOLME 1 STAUNTON
HUCKNALL TORKARD 111 STOKE BARDOLPH
KERSALL 66 STRELLEY
KEYWORTH 154 STURTON-1e~
KIRKBY~in- 100 STEEPLE
ASHFIELD STYRRUP
KIRTON 46 SUTTON-cum-1L.OUND
LAMBLEY 116 SUTTON-BONINGTON
LANEHAM 35 SUTTON-1n-
LENTON 136 ASHFIELD
LINBY 107 SUTTON-on~TRENT
LITTLEBOROUGH 26 SYERSTON
LOUND 21 THOROTON
LOWDHAM 120 TOLLERTON
MANSFIELD 65 TRESWELL
MANSFIELD- 62 TROWELL
WOODHOUSE TUXFORD
MATTERSEY 16  UPPER BROUGHTON
MISSON 2 UPTON
MISTERTON WALESBY
NEWARK 80 WALKERINGHAM
NORMANTON-OR-SOAR 144 WARSOP
NORMANTON-oOD~ 51 WELLOW
TRENT WESTON
NORTH CLIFTON 53 WEST MARKHAM
NORTH COLLINGHAM 1 WEST STOCKWITH
NORTH LEVERTON 28 WHATTON
NORTH MUSKHAM 76 WIDMERPOOL
NORTH WHEATLEY 18 WIGSLEY
NORWELL 72 WILFORD
NOTTINGHAM 137 WILLOUGHBY-On-
OLDCOTES 13 the-WOLDS
OLLERTON 44 WINTHORPE
ORSTON 96 WOODBOROUGH
OSSINGTON 67 WORKSOP

WYSALL

No.
114
153
150

136
41
34
16

148

141

94
90

105
63
138
54
29
56
132
87
130
126
25

12
22
143
64

638
86
92
152
30
131
47
161
79
42
10
61
49
50
43

97
156
57
139
157

78
118
31
149
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Parishes Named in Enclosure Acts
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15 17
14 21 Is
23
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33 15
36
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49
68
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65 74
77
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105 112 114
106 4oy 118 82 83
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110 115
109 85
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87
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135 130" 94 92, 03
131 138. o5 96
137
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98
133 97
134 158
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151
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146
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118

\44
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It should be noted that throughout this study the word ‘parish’ is
used to denote any parish, township, hamlet, village, tithing,
chapelry etc. for which discrete enclosure records exist. This follows
the usage outlined and justified in the General Inclosure Act of 1836
(6 & 7 W.IV, c.115). Ne.ver‘theless; accurate definition of parish area
presents a more serious problem than that of the county because total
acreages stated in acts and awards are often no more than vague
estimates. Indeed, until the Ordnance Survey Department instituted its
surveys in the nineteenth century, there was no universal method for
determining such acreages. For instance, some surveyors may have
inciuded areas of water in their calculations, others might only have
measured land. A further difficulty arises when a boundary was vague -
usually where an area of commonable wasteland was shared by two or
more parishes. In such cases there would probably have been no
necessity to define individual parish limits on this land until an
enclosure scheme brought it into private ownership, and we shall find
(Chapter 5) that parish boundaries were the cause of the majority of
Nottinghamshire’'s recorded enclosure disputes. Also, many acts
authorised enclosure commissioners to straighten and shorten parish
boundaries in order to reduce the length of fencing required, and for
convenience in dividing the land into viable allotments.

Under these circumstances the only uniform figures available are
those supplied by the Ordnance Survey Department, and these are most
readily accessible in the relevant volumes of the Victoria County
History. Such acreages for Nottinghamshire parishes have been employed
throughout the present study when calculating the proportion of parish
land subject to enclosure. Obviously, this is not an entirely
satisfactory solution to the problems outlined above; the Ordnance
Survey figures are anachronistic for eighteenth and early nineteenth-

century parishes, some of which, by the time of the survey, had been
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amalgamated, or separated, under later local~government
reorganisation. In the absence of other reliable sources these
acreages must serve, but it follows that, although the actual areas of
enclosure cited may be accepted as reasonably correct, detailed parish
percentages in some places might be only a fair approximation. This
problem diminishes when the concentration of enclosure is depicted
in breoad bands (Figure 4:5), where any minor differences which might
exist between total acreages at the time of enclosure and those of the
later survey would probably be absorbed.

Having accepted these limitations to the reliability of some of
the statistics, let us turn to a consideration of the documents used
in this study and their availability. Few difficulties are encountered
in the location of enclosure acts because multiple copies of these
were usually printed and it was common for them to be distributed to
all the principal persons involved in an enclosure. Quite often,
several copies of the same act will be found in the county record
office, while local libraries sometimes have bound volumes of
miscellaneous enclosure, turnpike and canal acts. These collections
generally date from the same period and originate with solicitors who
had acted as clerks to the commissioners of the various schemes.
Preambles to awards can also be useful where an act is not readily
available, as these sometimes contain a repetition of the act, or of
its main clauses. Indeed, this was one of the practices criticised as
contributing to the general cost of enclosure (Chapter 7).

The discovery of awards may pose more problems, although, since
the publication of the Domesday of English Enclosure Acts and Awards
the historian’'s task has been made much easier.! Indeed, it is ironic

that, in 1978 (the year of publication of the Domesday) J.Chapman

1 M.E.Turner (ed.), W.E.Tate, A Domesday of English Enclosure Acts
and Awards (Reading, 1978).
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could write ‘Any attempt to produce a comprehensive picture of, for
example, a county involves the initial practical problem of
discovering the whereabouts of all the awards, for no unified system
exists for their preservation.’! Perhaps Dr Chapman was unfortunate in
the areas he chose to investigate (Mommouthshire and West Sussex) as
W.E.Tate had published lists of acts and awards for twenty-seven
counties, including Sussex, by 1951. If those which he prepared for
the other twenty-six counties bore any resemblance to his catalogue
for Nottinghamshire, few awards had not been traced by that date. The
location of only sixteen of this county’s awards was unknown in 1932,
all of which had come to light in one form or another by the time the
Domesday was compiled, and, from a glance through the pages of that
publication, very few awards would appear to be unavailable in other
counties.

Of course, some of those listed are copies, but, considering that
the Local Government Act of 1894 (56 & 57 Vic. c¢.73) authorised parish
councils to take custody of enclosure awards, it is remarkable that so
many of the originals have survived. County councils were supposed to
ensure that local records were properly preserved, yet their welfare
often depended upon the degree of interest shown by the incumbent,
churchwardens or parish clerk. Documents might be stored in the parish
chest, in the vestry or belfry of the church or in the house of one of
the parish officials, and, unless a county council took its
responsibilities seriously, dilapidations or loss could occur. Because
enclosure awards continue to provide legal evidence for the course of

roads and rights of way, and for the ownership of boundary fences,

1 J.Chapman, ‘Some problems in the interpretation of enclosure
awards’, Ag. Hist. Rev., XXVI (1978), p.108.
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they were probably less likely to disappear than some other local
records, but the state of their conservation has not always been of
particular concern within the parish.

For students of enclosure in Nottinghamshire, therefore, it was
providential that a pre-war Clerk of the Peace not only enquired into
the safe-keeping of the awards, but offered each parish authority a
large, bound, typewritten copy in exchange for the original. Many
parish councils accepted this offer, probably because awards tended to
be written on rolls of large sheets of parchment which were awkward to
store and sometimes difficult to decipher. These originals were then
deposited in the Clerk's office and eventually became the foundation
of the Archives Office collection of enclosure records. Latterly,
renewed concern with the preservation of historical documents has
resulted in the majority of the typed parish copies also finding
their way to the Archives Office. The location of only fifteen
original Nottinghamshire awards is not stated in the Domesday of
English Enclosure Acts and Awards and five of these were made under
General Enclosure Acts from 1845 onwards. Most of the other original
awards have been deposited in the County Archives Office as have the
enrolled copies and the typed parish copies, so at least one award is
available for all this county’s enclosures and for many there are two
or three, but Nottinghamshire may be particularly fortunate in this
respect.

In contrast to the generally high level of preservation of acts
and awards, the survival of other enclosure records is much more
arbitrary as there was no obligation for commissioners or solicitors
to preserve their working papers after the award had been enrolled.
However, many more commnissioners’ minute books exist than was
previously thought and there is no reason to suppose that further

examples of these and other relevant documents will not be found.
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Only two local minute books were discovered by W.E.Tate in the 1830s
but the Nottinghamshire Archives Office now has about twenty, and,
according to a list recently compiled by M.E.Turner and T.Wray, two
more are held in repositories outside the county.! This latter survey
lists only six minute books in the keeping of the Nottinghamshire
Archives Office, but the +two books recorded as being in Nottingham
City Library and the one at Reading University Library have been
transferred to this office, and, as noted above, several more have
also been discovered.

In fact, commissioners’ minute books are not always of great
interest if they merely record the dates of meetings, give the names
of commissioners attending and state that they ‘proceeded further with
the execution of the act’. The correspondence and notes of
commissioners’ clerks are usually more rewarding because the clerk was
frequently involved throughout an enclosure, from before the first
public meeting was held until after the award was signed. These
records are particularly useful where they reveal disputes or
manoeuvres behind the scenes which were never regdistered in the
official enclosure minutes. Private papers are often equally valuable
in this respect, especially if a landowner was negotiating some kind
of concession in exchange for his consent to the enclosure bill.
Private maps or surveys can also provide a clue to the date at which a
principal landowner was contemplating enclosure. Unfortunately, such
records tend to be submerged in miscellaneous collections emanating

from the same person or family, and the complete examination of an

1 W.E.Tate, ‘A Nottinghamshire enclosure commissioner’s minute book’,
Trans. Thor. Soc. XLI (1937), p.83. M.E.Turner & T.Wray, ‘A survey of
sources for parliamentary enclosure: the House of Commons Journal and
commissioners’ working papers’, Archives, XIX (1881), p.278.
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archive is often too time-consuming to be embarked upon for a general
study of this type, but, nevertheless, a certain amount of relevant
material has been found.

A search of newspaper files is also time-consuming, but the effort
is generally worthwhile because one can be reascnably sure that they
will contain some information with regard to enclosure, particularly
after the mid-1770s. This complements other enclosure records, and the
whole formal progress of an enclosure can often be charted in the
local newspaper, from the advertisement of the first public meeting to
the final notice of the reading and signing of the award, Not that
enclosure meetings were inevitably followed by application for an act.
Many parishes were only enclosed several years after a petition had
been considered, and newspaper notices may provide the only clue to
the earlier date at which a scheme had been contemplated (Chapter 4).

In addition to enclosure notices, newspapers sometimes contain
contemporary comments on the benefits or disadvantages of the process,
and these can be enlightening, although one must always remember that
the writers of editorials or letters in the eighteenth or nineteenth
centuries could be as biased in their views as their modern
counterparts. The following, rather rueful, comment on  the
improvements to livestock <(often cited as a desirable product of
enclosure) was published in the Nottingham Journal, 28 November 1801:
‘It is a serious question whether agricultural societies and noble
graziers, notwithstanding their patriotic intentions, have conferred
any benefit on the country? If they have improved the breed of our
cattle it 1is evident that high-born mutton is high-priced in
proportion; and if our wool is improved in quality and quantity, a

blanket and a coat are becoming dearer in proportion. A few years ago,
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when we devoured plebeian beef, a man as ill-born as itself might get
a stealt of it; but now that every sirloin has its pedigree the vulgar
have not courage enough to sit down before it.’

The county newspaper has also provided details of local market
prices of wheat and the statutory weight of the penny loaf for part of
the enclosure period (Appendices C & D). These statistics are not
complete and have not been integrated into the present discussion, but
they are useful, especially the Bread Assize figures, as illustrative
of the extent to which poor harvests and war-time inflation could
affect local prices and, hence, the welfare of poorer members of the
comnunity. This leads to another, often unsatisfactory, source - the
records of overseers of the poor. It will be found that these are not
easy to use because there are many variables both in the amount of
detail given and in the items which were considered to have been the
overseer’'s responsibility. Accounts survive for many Nottinghamshire
parishes but few cover a long enough consecutive period to be of great
value, and even fewer relate to the years of an enclosure. However, in
a limited number of cases where overseers' records do coincide with an
enclosure they have proved particularly enlightening, not so much by
providing evidence of increased expenditure but by illustrating the
enhanced value of enclosed land. Proprietors frequently took
possession of their allotments long before the relevant award was
signed (Table 4:3), and, from details of the sums of money raised by
a standard poor-rate levy, before and after enclosure, it would seem
that such land was revalued from around the date at which it was
allotted rather than upon completion of the enclosure process

Another group of documents which have been sampled rather than
comprehensively analysed, are glebe terriers. These records can

sometimes provide a rough dating for enclosures which were
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accomplished without an act. Such enclosures do not really fall within
the bounds of this enquiry, but are of particular interest if they
were taking place concurrently with those authorised by Parliament;
especially as it has been sugdested that the limit of enclosure by
agreement had been reached by c.1760.1 Glebe terriers were resorted
to because while W.E.Tate provided dates for the majority of non-
parliamentary enclosures in an appendix to J.D.Chambers’
Nottinghamshire in the Eighteenth Century, he did not reveal the
source of his information and some of it is unreliable.

Although a selection of glebe terriers spanning a period from the
late-seventeenth century to the early nineteenth is available for the
majority of local ecclesiastical parishes, it is not always possible
to date the period of an enclosure with any degree of accuracy. In the
first place, ecclesiastical and civil parish boundaries do not always
coincide, so no terriers will be found for some places. Furthermore, a
number of livings had no glebe land attached to them, and several
parishes were enclosed before the date of their first extant terrier,
also, the numbers for individual places vary and they are of little
use if they cover a very short period, or if the time-span between
them is long.

It is important to find as wide a range of terriers as possible
for a parish because they were often copied verbatim for many years,
so it becomes crucial to find the earliest date at which any
information first appeared. Glebe land described as ‘lately enclosed’,

or ‘awarded at the late enclosure of the fields,’ could have been so

1 J.R.Wordie, ‘The chronology of Engish enclosure, 1500-1914°', Econ.
Hist, Rev., XXVI (1983), p.487; J.V.Beckett, The Aristocracy in
England 1660-1914 (1988), p.173.
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described in terriers for the previcus fifty years or more. For
instance, at Bilsthorpe the rector was entitled to ‘gates’ in the
Town's Meadow before it was enclosed and these were duly noted in the
terrier for 1764. By 1770 the rector’s gates had been converted to
closes and a tlerrier of that date recorded ‘the Town's Meadow now
enclosed’. From another source we know that the lord of the manor and
the rector agreed to enclose the common in 1776.! When the next
terrier was produced in 1777 all the glebe land was described as
closes, vet, as late as 1817 we still find the words ‘the Town's
Meadow now enclosed’. The first mention of the enclosure of land is
likely to be a reasonable guide because the difference in value of
open and enclosed glebe land usually led to a revision of its
description in the first terrier produced after an enclosure. This
does not mean that the actual year of enclosure can be pinpointed, but
it can be deduced as lying within the period between the last terrier
in which the location of lands in the open fields was described and
the first in which the enclosure was noted.

The sample of terriers examined, together with relevant surveys
and plans, would appear to confirm that parishes which retained open
land until 1700 could have it enclosed at various dates throughout the
eighteenth century, or even during the early decades of the
nineteenth, whether they obtained an act or not. At Bole one open
arable field would appear still to have been in existence in 1864, as
a glebe terrier of that date describes one acre of arable land
attached to the office of town clerk as ‘lying in the unenclosed

Stubbing Field’'.2 Where the period or date of a non-parliamentary

1 N.A.O. DD.BO. 2-4.

2 N.A.O. DR.1/8/2/1 Bole.
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enclosure has been established with a degree of accuracy it appears in
Table 6:1b, but the chronology of this type of enclosure in
Nottinghamshire obviously requires further investigation.

Returning to the general plan of the present study; as indicated
above, this follows the majority of other county enclosure histories
although the emphasis placed on various aspects may differ. In Chapter
Two the soil regions of the area are defined and an attempt has been
made to distinguish improvements in land use which could be clearly
linked to enclosure. This is often difficult to determine because the
apen fields were not always as static as might be imagined, especially
by the eighteenth century, and enclosure constituted only a small
segment of a parish’s agrarian history. Multiple fields existed in
several places at the date of enclosure, and in a few cases there is
evidence of land being reorganised to produce extra fields, but the
process could work the opposite way, with the number of fields
becoming reduced. For example, Orston had five arable fields in 1850
but only three remained in 1793, and Cotgrave’s nine arable fields of
1740 had been reduced to five by 1780.! Even where a regular three- or
four-field system was usual, land could be taken out of the fields
temporarily to enable special crops to be grown, generally seéds or
turnips. Also, in many places, piecemeal enclosure had been taking
place over a long period and the acreage of land remaining to be
enclosed by act was sometimes not very significant.

Chapter Three has been devoted to an enquiry into the process of
obtaining an enclosure act, the practical issues which had; to be

resolved at enclosure, and the way in which the provisions of the acts

1 D.V.Fowkes, ‘The progress of agrarian change in Nottinghamshire
c.1720~-1830" (unpublished Ph.D. thesis, University of Liverpool,
1971), p.373.
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were carried into execution. Not surprisingly, given the eighteenth-
century conception of patronage and noblesse oblige, it will be found
that Members of Parliament who presented enclosure bills often had
connections with a chief landowner involved. In some cases, too,
despite the convention debarring persons from acting in the execution
of an enclosure in which they had a personal interest, commissioners
had either family or professional relationships with principal
proprietors. Also, from a detailed examination of Nottinghamshire acts
and awards it has become. evident that directives contained in the
former could be circumvented. The statutory clauses most commonly
ignored were the ones which required an award to be executed within a
certain periocd, and those which made provision for the enclosure
accounts to be deposited with the award.

One other feature which emerges from an examination of the
commissioners, is that, after the initial enclosures by act, which
were generally executed by local farmers and landowners (similarly to
earlier agreements), there was a period in which professional
commissioners from counties more advanced in the parliamentary process
were often named. These were usually teamed with one or more local
commissioners in the 1760s and 1770s, but, by the 1790s, commissions
consisted almost exclusively of those from Nottinghamshire, the
exceptions being for enclosures in which a landowner from another
county was interested and who appeointed his own representative

However, perhaps the most noticeable aspect of the practical side
of enclosure is the speed with which allotments were usually staked
out and allotted - sometimes only months after an act had been
obtained, and years before the award was signed. This is a fact which
must be remembered when considering the amount of agricultural
dislocation which was likely to have occurred during an enclosure. It

has been suddgested that where a long period elapsed between the date
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of an enclosure act and that of the award common~right owners could
have been kept waiting many years before they knew the outcome of
their claims.! No evidence of such delay has been found locally.
Claims were usually decided at an early meeting of the commissioners
and lists of those to be allowed or disallowed made available
immediately. At this stage, an acreage may not have been mentioned
unless it had been specified in the act but a claimant would have
been aware whether his claim had been approved or not and could have
sold it if he wished. Another feature which is not always taken into
account is the length of time which might be allowed for constructing
fences, this could be as much as eighteen months after the execution
of the award, and sometimes years after the allotments had been
entered.

Chapter Four is concerned with the chronology of acts and awards;
probably the only aspect of parliamentary enclosure for which an
unproblematic factual account can be given. For Nottinghamshire all
except four of the dates provided by W.E.Tate in the Domesday of
English Acts and Awards are correct; the exceptions being the four
awards which should read Lambley 1797, Caunton 1799, West Markham 1812
and Kirkby-in-Ashfield 1803. With regard to enclosures which were
authorised under retrospective General Acts from 1838 onwards,
however, the date of the original meeting of proprietors to sign the
agreement has been accepted in this study as the operative date in
each case, rather than that of the General Act under which enclosure
was being effected.

Between 1759 and 1826, one hundred and twenty-nine enclosure acts
were passed for Nottinghamshire, and from 1836 to 1888 a further

twenty—-three enclosures were sanctioned in association with General

1 A.J.Peacock, Bread or Blood (1965), p.17.
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Inclosure Acts. As mentioned above, the total area of land enclosed by
means of these acts was around one hundred and eighty-six thousand
acres; more than thirty-four per cent of the county acreage. The
annual incidence of all the acts has been plotted (Figure 4:1) and the
employment of yearly figures, rather than the more usual quinquennial,
has enabled the main phases of parliamentary enclosure within the
county to be clearly defined. This has also exposed individual years
of intensive enclosure activity, or lack of activity, which are masked
if a longer time-span is used. For instance, although a record number
of enclosure acts were passed for the country as a whole in 1801, not
one was solicited for Nottinghamshire in that year, but this fact is
completely obliterated if the acts are represented on a five-year
basis. The acreages enclosed have also been tabulated with respect
both to the annual incidence of acts and to the five main phases of
Nottinghamshire enclosure.

Enclosures within each phase have been examined in an attempt to
isolate a common factor which would account for acts being solicited
for any group of parishes at a particular period. On the whole, little
similarity can be seen with regard to soil-type, density of ownership
or ‘the percentage of land remaining open. Nor do Nottinghamshire
parliamentary enclosures appear to have spread in any particular
pattern, either as a result of propinquity to earlier enclosed
parishes or in relation to major highways. A general characteristic
which may be noted is that parishes in the Vale of Belvoir and upon
the Nottinghamshire Wolds were all enclosed by 1810, but that process
was taking place for almost fifty years. Otherwise, a few prominent
owners, or lords of manors, would appear to have decided to enclose
all the parishes in which they had a principal interest, and several

instances of this are cited in Chapter Four.
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In Chapter Five we try to assess the strength and extent of local
opposition to parliamentary enclosure, which, judging from the
evidence of official figures which registered the degree of approval
for this county’s enclosure bills, would appear ta have been weak.
Although many bills did not attract unanimous approval, few of their
promoters had any difficulty in obtaining the required legal
proportion of consent, nor is it easy to find evidence of physical
resistance to the enclosure process. Nevertheless, the number of
enclosure schemes which were projected but only reached fruition years
later (Table 4:3), or bills which were abandoned after a first reading
in the House of Commons, may be an indication of a more powerful and
extensive underlying resistance to the process. Such opposition need
not have originated from ordinary proprietors as, no doubt, the
rapacity of tithe-owners or lords of manors could have been
responsible for the delay of some projects if their claims for
compensation in lieu of tithes or rights were unreasonable.

Chapter Six is devoted to an enquiry into the social effects of
parliamentary enclosure, which will be found not easy to distinguish
from other causes of local unemployment and impoverishment. Early
enclosure has often been equated with the conversion of arable land to
pasture and a consequent increase in livestock population at the
expense of the human. Whether later enclosures, especially those of
the parliamentary era, were equally conducive to rural depopulation
and distress has yet to be determined, despite the considerable
interest which this question has aroused during the past few decades.
Records of how newly-enclosed land was utilised after it passed into
private ownership are rare, but in some parts of +this county no
variations were introduced in either crops or rotations after
enclosure. At all events, by the second half of the eighteenth

century, any local wholesale change to pastoral farming would appear
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to have been unlikely except in areas close to towns where an
increased demand would have ensured a market for dairy products and
meat. Indeed, in 1787 a correspondent +to the local newspaper
attributed the dearness of provisions to the encouragement of corn
exports; complaining that although cattle were fed near towns, few
were being reared on the more remote farms because it was more
profitable to turn the land to corn production for export.?

Loss of common-right was the other aspect of enclosure which has
been regarded as damaging to the welfare of the poorer members of a
community. The ownership of common-right and the way in which this was
compensation is discussed in Chapter Six, where the numbers of small
allotments awarded in enclosures which were initiated before 1814 are
Jjuxtaposed with the proportions of parish poor in 1815. No clear link
is revealed between the two and although Nottinghamshire was certainly
as subject to unemployment and high poor rates at various times as
many other parts of the country, it has proved impossible to relate
these problems unequivocally to enclosure. A comparison of
contemporaneous overseers’ accounts has revealed that similar trends
in expenditure upon the poor were often present in enclosing parishes
and in those places unaffected by the enclosure process at the time.
However, the number of parishes for which suitable accounts have been
found is very small, and they are neither representative of the
whole county nor of all the phases of parliamentary enclosure. Also a
great deal more information is required about the landowners, the
persons receiving poor-relief, and the degree of industrialisation in

a parish before a firm conclusion can be reached.

1 Nottingham Journal, T.11.1767.
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Another factor of enclosure which has been regarded as detrimental
to the small owner is the expense, and a great deal of speculation
about the cost of fencing has been entered into. In Chapter Seven the
few extant accounts of local enclosure expenditure have been
investigated to try to determine the costs of the various constituents
of enclosure, and from this it appears likely that the fencing of
allotments was the least of the expences associated with the process.
Average acreage costs for individual parishes and for the whole
county have been compared with similar ones elsewhere. Land allotted
in compensation for tithe has also been considered as a factor in the
cost of enclosure. This seems reasonable because tithe allotments
often constituted a considerable proportion of the acreage awarded
(Table 7:5) and, apart from being ring-fenced at the expense of the
other proprietors, diminished the amount of land available for general
distribution.

Finally, it has proved possible to present an analysis of a
substantial number of Nottinghamshire enclosure awards in the form of
Appendices A & B, These representations have revealed interesting
landholding patterns, but it will become apparent in ensuing chapters
that, given the complexity of ownership in some places, it would be
unwise to accept them as a definitive illustration of the social

gtructure of landownership in every parish.
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CHAPTER TWO
Geological Stucture, Soils and Traditional Farming

We have already commented upon the artificiality of county boundaries
and, from the size, shape and dgeological composition of
Nottinghamshire, it will be apparent that this county’s agriculture
cannot be isolated from that of its neighbours. Nottinghamshire is
roughly oval in form, about fifty-three miles long and twenty-three
miles at its greatest width. It is surrounded by Yorkshire on the
north-west, Leicestershire in the south, Derbyshire to the west and
Lincolnshire to the east and north-east, and, in common with most
other counties, contains soils of considerable variety. This diversity
is largely determined by the underlying geclogical structure of the
land which here consists of a relatively simple arrangement of strata
with parallel, quite distinct, bands of rock running roughly from
north to south, the more easterly zones curving towards the south-west
(Figure 2:1).! Soils associated with these rocks range from light sand
to strong clay and generally lie where they were formed, their
distribution corresponding broadly with the boundaries of geological
districts. That these geological divisions were appreciated in the
eighteenth century may be seen from a comparison of Robert Lowe’'s map
of soil districts (Figure 2:2) with the simplified version of the
modern geological map (Figure 2:1).

Exceptions to the broad distribution of soils occur chiefly in
alluvial river valleys and in small tracts of marsh, but further local
modifications are also found, especially at the foot of escarpments

where an accumulation of material is deposited by the action of

1 L.Dudley Stamp (ed.), The Land of Britain: Report of the land
Utilisation Survey, part 60, K.C.Edwards, Nottinghamshire, (1944), p.
420,
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surface drainage on steep slopes. Two areas may be mentioned in this
context: a narrow strip of transitional land in the centre of the
county where loam is stiffened by an admixture of Keuper Clay, and the
eastern fringe of the coal measures, where native clay is overlain by
a topsoil of sand from the Bunter formation. Another atypical area is
found on the east banlk of the Trent, in a tongue of land consisting
of Lower Lias Clay intermixed with river sand and gravel, and almost
submerged under blown sand. Also, because the strata shelve towards
the east the depth of different types of soil varies as each band of
rock is succeeded by the next. This is best illustrated by the
coalfield which is near the surface on the Derbyshire border but
gradually becomes more deeply concealed eastwards across the county.
Nevertheless, the simplified geological map (Figure 2:1) may be taken
as a guide to the location of principal soil-types.

Reference to this map will show that although Nottinghamshire can
be divided into several well-defined geological districts, two, those
of the Keuper Marl and the Bunter Sandstone (now often named Sherwood
Forest Sandstone), are the most extensive. These formations give rise
to soil-types of marked contrast which provide the bases for the major
agrarian regions; one fertile, the other, in its unimproved state,
semi~fertile or infertile. An imaginary line drawn from Retford to
Nottingham roughly delineates the boundary between the regions, the
naturally fertile land lying to the east and south, the semi-
fertile to the west.! In general this division provides an adequate
guide to the fundamental difference in the county's agriculture, but
farming innovations, or economic pressure, might modify the area under

cultivation at any time.

1 R.W.Corringham, ‘'The agriculture of Nottinghamshire', Journal of
the Royal Agricultural Society, VI (1845), p.1.
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Figure 2 ;2
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A further result of this geological conformation was that, until
relatively recently, the spur of Bunter Sandstone formed a semi-
gterile barrier stretching about three—quarters of the length of the
county, from just north of Nottingham to beyond the Yorkshire border.
This district remained largely unexploited until the development of
mining techniques and boring equipment capable of tapping both the
coalfield and the reservoir of water which lay under the sands.
Consequently, no settlement of any magnitude was established in the
central area of the county and the market towns were situated towards
its extremities; Nottingham in the south, Mansfield near the
Derbyshire border in the west, Retford on the north-eastern edge of
the sands and Newark a few miles frém the boundary with Lincolnshire.
These towns served their localities in Nottinghamshire but three of
them were also important market centres for growers and buyers from
further afield. Nottingham drew traders from a wide area, and the new
cattle market, founded in the 1760s, attracted buyers from Derbyshire
and Lancashire.! Mansfield served as a centre for parts of Derbyshire,
while farmers from west of the Lincolnshire Heath used Newark as their
local market.

On the other hand, the elongated shape of Nottinghamshire, the
location of Nottingham in the south-western section, and the dispersed
situation of the other chief market towns resulted in some commmities
associating themselves with centres in neighbouring counties.
Inhabitants of parishes in the southern part of this county were
nearer Loughborough than Nottingham and those in the north-west of
Nottinghamshire traded, and often locked for employment, in the
Yorkshire towns of Sheffield or Doncaster. Also, although situated on
the Lincolnshire bank of the Trent, Gainsborough would have been more

i Nottingham Journal, 22.7.1762.
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easily accessible than Retford for farmers from north-eastern
Nottinghamshire, especially where they were able to use the river for
transport. Indeed, if local newspaper coverage can be accepted as
evidence of the importance of a place to that paper’s catchment area,
Gainsborough ought to be included in the 1list of Nottinghamshire
market towns. Prices for grain at Gainsborough market were given equal
prominence in the Nottingham Journal with those of Newark, and greater
prominence than those of Nottingham, Mansfield or Retford.

Apart from its importance as an agricultural market centre,
Gainsborough was also the inland port at which foreign timber,
building materials such as Westmorland slate, and luxury goods from
London were transferred from coasters to lighter vessels for transport
up the Trent to Newark, Nottingham and beyond. This was a two-way
traffic with merchandise from Nottinghamshire, Derbyshire and
Staffordshire being transhipped round the coast from Gainsborough to
London. The importance of water transport is highlighted by
descriptions of the notoriously bad state of roads in the eighteenth
century, and 1later. Locally, in 1787, the road from the new
Gainsborough Bridge to Retford was reported, to be ‘ruinocus and
subject to great floods’, and as late as the mid-nineteenth century it
was said of the road between Newark and Gainsborough that ‘twenty-five
miles of such road cannot be found in all England’.!

It is scometimes sugdested that improved roads helped to advance
enclosure during the eighteenth century but this theory has not been
fully investigated. From a brief examination of the progress of
turnpikes and enclosure in Nottinghamshire no particular relaticnship
between the two processes is revealed, but this is not surprising when
one considers that turnpikes were seldom new roads but generally

1 I.Beckwith, The History of Transport and Travel in Gainsborough
(Gainsborough, 1971), pp.7 & 9.
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followed existing roads or tracks. Also, like the enclosure acts
themselves, turnpike roads were not the result of an organised system
introduced by central government, but were piecemeal improvements of
stretches of highway entered into as a commercial venture by groups
of, usually, local persons.

Turnpike acts were solicited for parts of Nottinghamshire roads
during the century 1725-1826, many of which were for very short
mileages within this county d(only two being for lengths of twenty
miles or more), and the greater number were obtained before 1765.
These earlier acts were mostly for roads upon the clays, where both
the construction and upkeep were particularly difficult, and the later
acts for the more easily maintained roads across the sands. However,
considerable lengths of important road could escape the Turnpike
Trustees completely, for example, the Fosse Way from near Bingham to
the Leicestershire boundary and from Newark +tco the boundary with
Lincalnshire was never turnpiked. Moreover, the turnpiking of a
section of road did not automatically ensure that it would become of
high guality very quickly; many intermediate renewal acts had to be
solicited and progress was often slow. About half a century after the
Nottingham to Loughborough road had been turnpiked William Marshall
wrote that the part of it between Trent Bridge (Nottingham) and the
top of Bunny Hill ‘may, without prejudice, be deemed one of the worst
kept roads in the kingdom’.!

This question of the importance of rocads to the spread of
enclosure needs further research, and it may be that close links
between the two can be shown in some parts of country although there

is no evidence of enclosure following the main highways in this

1 W.Marshall, Rural Econamy of the Midland Counties (1780), 1, p.87.
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county. Here, the geographical situation of market centres which
served Nottinghamshire farmers would have given them the opportunity
of discussing techniques with contemporaries from a fairly wide area
and, probably, of observing the gquality of improved strains of
livestock and crops. However, the adoption of agricultural innovations
did not depend solely upon an awareness of farming developments,
and we shall find that parts of this county remained virtually
unaffected by agricultural improvements until the 1830s. The nature of
landownership and tenure were contributory factors in the pace of
agrarian change but difficulties of cultivation inherent in some soils
should not be forgotten. In fact, before any assessment of
agricultural progress during the parliamentary enclosure period can be
attempted, a further description of the chief soil types available in
the county is necessary.

It has been noted that Nottinghamshire’s soils fall into two
distinct groups according to their natural fertility. Those of the
larger, fertile, region are derived from the expanse of Keuper Marl
(almost forty per cent of the county area), alluvium of the river
valleys, and Lias and Boulder Clays aof the Vale of Belvoir and
Nottinghamshire Wolds respectively. To these is added a small area of
marsh, situated at the extreme northern tip of the county, where peat
resting upon a foundation of clay produces rich soils comparable to
those of the fens. In other parts of the marsh the peat is underlain
with a bedrock of porous sandstone which results in a poor dry soil
devoid of moisture and nutrients. The whole of the fertile region
accounts for about sixty-five per cent of the county’'s surface area
and may be subdivided to differentiate between traditional pastoral
and arable farming districts; such distinction, however, becomes
blurred in the light of changes in land use to accommodate agrarian

reforms and market trends.
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Soils of the semi-fertile part of the county include inhospitable
cold clays related to the coal measures along the Derbyshire border,
and sand so fine that in a dry season it may be blown across the
surface of the earth, taking small seeds with it, or scytheing off the
tops of growing crops. An area of Magnesian Limestone along the
western edge of the county is also often included in the semi~fertile
region, although where an adequate depth of topsoil occurs this land
is reascnably fertile and will produce fairly good yields of grain.
The region is characterised, however, by some two hundred and forty
square miles of Bunter Sandstone, to the west of the Keuper Marl,
which produces soils composed of sand or pebbles, and was designated
by J.D.Chambers as ‘natural waste’. Much of this land is dry,
permeable and sterile but its fertility varies according to the amount
of coarse material present. Where the sand is fine-grained, e.g.
between Worksop and Bawtry, it is slightly more moisture retentive
and, although still subject to ﬂrought, is considered superior to that
of the rest of the Bunter district. Aerial photographs of crop marks
indicate that this area of the sands had been cultivated at an early
date, possibly Roman or pre-Roman, but it is conjectured that much of
the land later reverted to forest.?!

The greater part of the district consists of very porous course
gsandstone, averaging five-hundred feet in thickness, which acts as a
filter and sponge for water. Because this sandstone rests upon a bed
of impermeable clay a 'vast underground reservoir of water is formed
which seeps out around the sides of hills but leaves the supply of
available moisture above the water table extremely limited. As the
water in the heart of the sands is also at too great a depth to be
tapped by means of conventional wells, it is not surprising that

! D.N.Riley, Early Landscapes from the Air (Sheffield, 1980), pp.2 &
71.
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settlements here were small and widely spaced. This does not mean that
parish areas were small; even on the simple parish map (Figure 1:1)
the location of the sands and, indeed, the semi-fertile region in
general, may be deduced from the preponderance of large parishes in
the western part of the county., By contrast, relatively small parishes
predominate in the fertile south and east, especially in the river
valleys where villages are in close proximity.

Given this dichotomy in mnatural soil fertilty, it 1is not
surprising to find that customary farming practice, and the pace and
extent of agrarian innovation, differed between the regions designated
as fertile and semi-fertile., What is remarkable is that the semi-
fertile forest sand district should have been the one which was
subject to the most revolutionary developments, while advances upon
much of the more fertile land were often slow. This distinction in
agricultural progress was to a great extent a reflection of the
hisgtory of the two regions and their type of landownership in the
eighteenth century. The forest district had long been divided into
large units, either monastic estates or royal hunting parks, and by
1720 practically the whole of these had been acquired by members of
the nobility or gentry; a fact which led to a great deal of the area
becoming widely known as ‘The Dukeries’ (Figure 2:3). These landowners
held land in other parts of the country and also had widespread family
connections upon whose agrarian experience they could draw.
Furthermore, some had been in exile abroad during Civil War, and the
Duke of Portland was a descendant of an aristocratic Dutch family, so
many of the prominent Nottinghamshire landowners would praobably have
been conversant with up-to-date agricultural developments on the

continent.
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Under such circumstances, and given that they would have had
access to capital for the financing of their undertakings, the owners
of the great estates were in a good position to become leaders in
agrarian innovation. These proprietors also had the advantage of being
in complete control of their property and could introduce sweeping
changes at will. For example, by 1732 Thorsby contained only the seat
of the owner (the Duke of Kingston) together with the houses of estate
workers, and accounts belonging to that year record that the ‘vill’
had been eliminated.! The fertile region, on the other hand, tended
to be more thickly populated, and, notwithstanding that most
parishes were dominated by one or two prominent owners, a variety of
rights and interests often had to be reconciled before any major
agricultural reorganisation could take place. Of course, such
reorganisation in much of the county was synonymous with enclosure,
and, before trying to assess the degree to which the parliamentary
process assisted the introduction of new crops and rotations, a brief
survey of pre-parliamentary enclosure within the county will be
useful.

In common with the rest of the midlands, Nottinghamshire was
affected by the general trend away from arable husbandry during
various periods when animal products had become more profitable than
grain. The most often cited example is the favourable late-medieval
market for wool which encouraged landowners to enclose previously
tilled land and to turn it over to the production of grass. Such a
dislocation of the accustomed systems of cultivation is regarded as a

main cause of the desertion of villages in many places, although

1 N.U.L. Manvers Ma.4367.
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J.A.Yelling pointed out that large-scale production of wool in Norfolk
was achieved by a fold-course system of sheep and corn which did not
require enclosure.! Nevertheless, the desire of graziers to expand
their sheep flocks was usually advanced by contemporary complainants
as the reason for illegal enclosure and loss of tillage. However,
this county seems to have escaped the most severe effects of early
pastoral enclosure, probably because much of that conducted locally
was by the religious houses in the sparsely populated forest district,
or in their manors along the forest fringe. Here, the usual complaint
was of loss of common rather than loss of tillage, and physical
opposition from wronged commoners sometimes resulted.

By the closing years of the fifteenth century, the conversion of
arable land to pasture had become so wholesale in parts of the country
that concern about its effects upon the rural population led to the
insgtitution of commissions to enquire into the extent of depopulating
enclosure. Again, the scale of fifteenth and early-sixteenth century
enclosure within Nottinghamshire appears to have been more modest than
in most of the other counties for which returns are available. In 1517
the amount of illegal enclosure reported from this county totalled
rather less than 2,500 acres, thirty per cent of which had been for
the establishment of parks used for the preservation and hunting of
game. 2 These emparkments involved considerable amounts of land, in
contrast to most of the enclosures which were designed to increase the
area of pasture. Even so, six pastoral enclosures of substantial
acreages were also presented to the Commission; Thorpe-in-the-Glebe,

Costock and Kingston-on-Soar in the natural pasture area bordering

1 J.,A.Yelling, Common Field and Enclosure In England 1450-1850
(1977), p.182.

2 1.S.Leadham, The Domesday of Inclosures for Nottinghamshire,
Thoroton Society Record Series, II (1904), p.2.
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lLeicestershire, Wiverton and Whatton further north in the Vale of
Belvoir, and Holme Pierrepont in the Trent Valley.

Thorpe~-in~the~Glebe and Wiverton became classic deserted medieval
village sites but the others survived. The enclosures of Kingston-on-
Soar and Holme Pierrepont were completed without recourse to
Parliament, while Costock and Whatton retained forty-one per cent and
eighty-nine per cent respectively of their parish areas to be enclosed
by act (Appendix A). All the other reported pastoral enclosures of
the pericd were of less than thirty acres, the majority of less than
ten acres, and, as might be expeclted, were situated either in the
natural pasture district, or where soils were equally suitable» for
tillage or grass.! Of course, there were other villages which
disappeared but did not come under official scrutiny, especially if
they had decayed so far that any displacement of population was
negligible. One such was Newbold, on the border of the Wolds and the
Vale of Belvoir between Colston Basset and Kinoulton, both of which
were enclosed in the sixteenth or early seventeenth centuries and had
tilled land converted to grass. From records of a reassessment of
tithes of Newbold in the early-seventeenth century it would appear
that this village been reduced to twoe houses and two churches by
1610.2 However, the site would appear to have been partially re-
populated to become part of Kinoulton village, where both Thoroton, in
the 1870s, and Throsby, at the end of the eighteenth century, found
one church called ‘Newbold Chapel’ in the village and another church

isolated upon the Wolds outside Kinoulton.3

v Ibid., pp. 58-69.
2 N.A.O. DD.TB. 3/2/1-18.

3 R.Thoroton, The Antiquities of Nottinghamshire (1677, J.Throsby's
edition, Nottingham, 1790-98, reprinted Wakefield, 1972), I, p.156.




42

It is not known how many other enclosures went unrecorded but a
large number, legal or otherwise, must have been carried out before
this county’s first enclosure act was solicited in 1759, and others
were accomplished during the parliamentary period without official
sanction. Between  thirty-four and thirty-five per cent of
Nottinghamshire was enclosed under the auspices of Parliament
(Chapter 4), and, even allowing for areas of water and for land which
has remained open, it is possible that about sixty per cent of the
total county area was enclosed by other means. The grealt parks on the
forest sands would fall into this ecategory, with the major part of
enclosure there taking place during the eighteenth century, either as
an extension of that already established or by royal assent. One
example of the latter was the agreement in 1708 between the Duke of
Newcastle and Queen Anne for the enclosure and planting of four
thousand acres of forest at Clumber. This estate was to remain the
property of the Queen during her lifetime, the Duke to be paid for his
stewardship, and then revert entirely to the Duke after her death.?

Another result of the development of the parks could be the
removal of a village, as noted above at Thorsby. This would appear
also to have happened at Budby in the 1740s when twenty-one farms were
consolidated into eight as part of the expansion of the Thorsby
estate,?2 but Budby was later rebuilt as a model village by Earl
Manvers in 1807. At Carburton, too, a plan of 1815 depicts a village
of twenty-one houses with the usual cultivated ‘infield’ of forest
parishes and large areas of breckland and outlying woodland. By the

1790s, according to Throsby, the settlement contained some three

t  J.D.Chambers, Nottinghamshire in the FEighteenth Century (1932),
p. 183.

Z N.U.L. Manvers Ma.S.21-2.
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farmhouses, and an aerial photograph of Carburton taken in 1969 shows
only the church and churchyard and five other buildings which look as
though they may form a single farmstead.!

Such parishes, or rather townships or chapelies, associated with
the forest estates remained sparsely populated until the owners of
these estates allowed mining companies to exploit the hidden coalfield
in the twentieth century. Just how restricted settlement was upon the
estates and in their satelite villages may be seen from the census
returns for 1901i. Thorsby seems not to have been enumerated separately
but Welbeck, with an acreage of nearly two thousand eight hundred
acres of land, had a population of ninety-seven. Over two thousand
acres at Budby was populated by one hundred and twenty persons;
Carburton with slightly more land had a population of one hundred and
forty-eight; Clipston contained more than four thousand acres
populated by two hundred and seventy-three persons; Rufford, with
almost ten thousand acres of land returned a population of three
hundred and forty-three and about eighteen hundred acres at
Perlethorpe was populated by one hundred and fifty-eight persons.

It is unlikely that many people were displaced by forest
enclogures during the eighteenth century, because it would seem that
the villages had never been large and the estates maintained a
considerable workforce of agricultural workers and craftsmen. The
greatest change would most likely have been in the status of workers
who were partially independent before the forest was improved and
became completely subservient to the landlord after enclosure. This

may have happened with the engrossment of farms at Budby, mentioned

1 R.Thoroton, The Antiquities of Nottinghamshire (1877, J.Throsby’s
edition, Nottingham, 1790-96, reprinted Wakefield, 1972), III, p.346;
M.W.Beresford & J.K.S.St Joseph, Medieval England, An Arial Survey,
(second edition, Cambridge, 1979) pp.46-47.
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above, where the original twenty-one small farms had been partly
freehold and partly copyhold but the eight large farms which resulted
from the amalgamation were held under lease.

A great deal of the other non-parliamentary enclosure in
Nottinghamshire 1is believed to have taken place in the seventeenth
century and would appear to have consisted of quite small individual
acreages, in contrast to contemporary Leicestershire enclosures where
whole parishes were usually involved.! Consequently, notwithstanding
Robert Thoroton’'s view that enclosure inevitably resulted in serious
depopulation and decay of tillage (Chapter 6), the complete loss of
Nottinghamshire villages was comparatively rare. Many contracted in
size, or, like Kingston-on-Socar and Holme-Pierrepont, where enclosure
appears to have been completed in the sixteenth century, remained
small. Other villages migrated from the site of +the original
settlement, but the majority survived and some were regenerated at a
later date. Nor was every enclosure which extended the area of
grassland forced upon local communities., We shall find several
instances of such schemes which involved the agreement of the
proprietors and which were carried out in a similar way to those
authorised by Parliament (Chapter 4).

While the enclosure process may not be considered to have been an
agricultural improvement in itself, it could provide an opportunity
for the introduction of different crops or for the more efficient
management of land. Yet, on returning to the parliamentary enclosure
period in Nottinghamshire, although by far the greater number of acts

were obtained for parishes in the fertile region, the most spectacular

1 E.M.Leonard, ‘The inclosure of common fields in the seventeenth
century’, Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, XIX (1805),
p. 122,
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contemporary innovations were centred upon the forest sands where
enclosure was generally undertaken privately by individual large
landowners. Not that all eighteenth and early nineteenth-century
farming in this district was equally revolutionary; examples of both
the most advanced and, possibly, the most primitive types of
cultivation could be found. Nevertheless, despite wide interest in the
countsf's farming which resulted in the reading of several papers
before the Royal Agricultural Society of England in the mid-nineteenth
century, the forest sands is the only part of Nottinghamshire which
receives mention in general histories of agriculture. It is perhaps
fitting therefore, that developments here should be examined before
any attempt is made to gauge the influence of enclosure upon farming
practice in other districts.

We have noted that the major part of the semi-fertile region
consists of soils of the Bunter Sandstone ~ a district which
originally formed part of the royal forest of Sherwood. Conventional
large open arable fields were rare on the forest sands partly because
the land was too poor to support normal rotations, and partly because
the forest laws and customs had long been concerned with the
preservation of game and hunting rights. Parishes here usually
contained a small village and an area of permanently cultivated land
used for arable, meadow and pasture, sometimes supplemented by an
insignificant amount of meadow alongside a stream - at Edwinstowe this
was so limited that access with a cart was difficult.! The occupied
land was surrounded by an extensive area of unenclosed forest

sheepwalk and farmers relied upon a system of temporary enclosures

1 N.U.L. Manvers 4367.
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from this waste to provide supplementary tillage. These ‘brecks’ were
cultivated continuously for a few years until the so0il became
exhausted, whereupon fresh enclosures would ke taken in and the old
ones left to turf down and return to sheepwalk. This style of farming
was suitable for a district which contained abundant waste, but Arthur
Young, visiting the area in the 1770s, was very critical of such an
uneconomic method of land-use, believing the Nottinghemshire forest
sands to be as capable of permanent improvement as poor soils in other
parts of the country.?!

Young’'s strictures upon the general lack of initiative exhibited
by smaller farmers in the district were probably well founded, but
they may not have had either the means or the inclination for change,
and might have been content to follow the traditional breck system of
cultivation while the sheepwalks remained unenclosed. In contrast,
large owners in the area were increasingly engaged in developing
their land in accordance with the most advanced methods. Widespread
felling of trees had taken place during the Civil War, and
renunciation of most of the Crown’'s forest rights by the early decades
aof the eighteenth century left the way clear for owners of forest
estates to embark upon a programme of improvements. The numhers of
deer were reduced and sheepwalks ploughed, waste land was enclosed
and cultivated, breeds of sheep and cattle were improved by the
purchase of champion rams and bulls from other parts of the country
and high quality farmhouses and agricultural buildings were erected.
Extensive areas of the estates were also replanted with trees

throughout the eighteenth century, both for ornamental purposes in the

1 A.Young, A Farmer's Tour Through the Fast of England (1771), 1I,
p. 427,
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formal ©parks and as a commercial venture, and timber became of
increasing economic importance when, in the mid-nineteenth century,
large quantities were needed for pit-props and railway sleepers.!

This is not the place to explore agrarian developments on the
forest sands in detail, that has been done by agriculturalists and
agriocultural historians throughout the last two hundred years, several
of whom have already been cited. Root-crops and clover were probably
the key ingredients for reforming farming on the sands and the problem
of producing sufficient manure in the absence of little permanent
rasture was overcome on the home farms of the large estates by the
adoption of a form of convertible husbandry, linked with the intensive
winter feeding of cattle. This system was so successful that, some two
hundred years later, at least one prosperous farmer was still managing
his sand-land farm in the same way.?2

In short, the introduction of roots and seeds, together with
improved breeds of sheep and cattle, resulted in a higher density of
livestock being accommodated and an increase in grain production. By
the 1770s the traditional crops of rye with occasional barley and ocals
had been replaced by a three course rotation of turnips, barley and
seeds, and this in turn was superseded in the early nineteenth century
by a basic four-course rotation of wheat, barley, turnips and seeds.
The presence of wheat in regular rotations was a reflection of
improvements in both cultivation and fertilisation (chiefly lime and,

later, bonemeal), although the average yields were never as high as

1 D.V.Fowkes, ‘Nottinghamshire parks in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries’, Trans. Thor. Soc., LXXI (1967), pp.74-5.

2 (C.D.Edgar, ‘Joseph Camm M.B.E., 1883-1959°, Aspects of
Nottinghamshire Agricultural History (Ely, 1989), pp.46-48.
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in the more fertile part of the county. At the same time, large areas
were devoted to temporary grasses which offset the lack of good
permanent natural meadow and pasture.

Dairying in the forest district remained generally a purely
subsistence activity with only one or two cows being kept even on
large farms. The home farm at Welbeck was the exception with its dairy
herd and substantial sales of milk and butter. Sheep and fat cattle
returned the most consistent profit upon the howme farms from mid-
eighteenth century until around 1830, but grain, especially barley,
was also marketed. One specialised crop, introduced successfully at
Rufford in the 1730s, was hops, and this developed into a very
important cash crop on that estate towards the end of the eighteenth
century despite the high cost of production.

Turnips were referred to at Rufford in 1712, and detailed accounts
from the Welbeck estate office reveal that they had been cultivated
there in the 1720s.! However, neither turnips nor seeds were
completely unknown crops in Nottinghamshire when introduced on these
estates. A compounded tithe of three shillings and fourpence had been
levied on turnips by the rector of Clayworth as early as 1678, and in
1691 the Rector himself sowed turnips in a close. Rape was tithed in
the same parish in 1686 and clover in 1700, while tithes of turnips
were recorded at Bulwell in 1714, Epperstone in 1725 and Arnold in

1726. 2

1 N.A.O. DD.FO. 1/186

2 B.Gill & E.L.Guildford (eds.), The Rector's Book of Clayworth
Nottinghamshire, 1672-1701 (Nottingham, 1910), pp.28 & 97. N.A.O. DR.
1/3/2/1 (Bulwell); N.A.O. PR.6382; N.A.O. DR. 1/3/2/1 (Arnold).
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Nevertheless, it was the sweeping changes on the forest sands
rather than more modest experiments carried out elsewhere which caught
the imagination of observers, although the improvements took time to
achieve and not all estates were evolving at the same rate. TFor
instance, the programme at Welbeck was well advanced by 1725 but the
Duke of Norfolk's adjoining Worksop Manor Park was described as ‘a
great compass of ground covered with furze and broom’.! Also, the
enclosure in 1708 of scrub woodland and heather to form Clumber Park
(mentioned above) did not result in any notable change in its use as a
hunting park until the Duke of Newcastle came into residence around
1760. During the next few years a new mansion was built, lakes formed,
plantations laid out and about two thousand acres of land put into a
continuous state of husbandry while maintaining between three and four
thousand sheep. 2 Around the same time, some two thousand acres of land
at Welbeck had been converted into tillage and plantations, and there
had been a gradual increase in the acreages of the home farms at
Worksop, Rufford and Thorsby.

Earlier visitors to this district had been critical of the
destruction of the ancient forest; in the 1670s Robert Thoroton found
‘the pleasant and glorious condition of the forest wonderfully
declined’, and Daniel Defoe, writing some fifty years later, still

described the area as ‘given up to waste'.3 By the 1790s the wholesale

1 Historic Manuscripts Commission, Portland Manuscripts, VI, p.83.

2 R.Lowe, A General View of the Agriculture of Nottinghamshire
(1798), pp.9-10.

3 R.Thoroton, The Antiquities of Nottinghamshire (1677, J.Throsby's
edition, Nottingham, 1790-96, reprinted Wakefield, 1972), II, p.161;
Daniel Defoe, A Tour Through the Whole Island of Britain (1724-6,
Harmondsworth, 19871), p.455.
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development of the forest was well advanced but John Throsby was
ambivalent in his attitude towards the changes which had taken place;
while commending the new farmhouses and crops of corn, he regretted
the loss of ‘the grand and majestic scenes of nature’ and their
replacement by a landscape ‘divided by stumpy fences and hedgerows’.?!
Other visitors, with a less romantic attitude towards the forest, and
a more professional interest in agrarian matters, displayed nothing
but admiration for the way in which such poor land had been brought
into cultivation. Only the extent and timing of the major improvements
were disputed, and Robert Lowe, writing towards the end of the
eighteenth century, thought these had been achieved since mid-century.
He was enthusiastic about the recent great changes which had been
wrought by gdentlemen and substantial farmers, and was optimistic that
their example would spread to the ‘inferior orders’.2 However,
R.W.Corringham, author of a survey in the 1840s, was sceptical and
believed the whole forest district to have remained a vast sterile
waste until the beginning of the nineteenth century, after which he
considered that no county or district in England had undergone a
greater change for the hetter.3 This latter sentiment was endorsed by
J.Caird when he described the Duke of Portland’'s water meadows at

Clipstone as ‘the most gigantic improvement of its kind in England’. 4

1 R.Thoroton, The Antiquities of Nottinghamshire (1877, J.Throsby's
edition, Nottingham, 1790-98, reprinted Wakefield, 1972), 1I, p.157.

2 R.lLowe, A General View of the Agriculture of Nottinghamshire
(1798), pp.9 & 144.

3 R.W.Corringham, ‘The agriculture of Nottinghamshire', Journal of
the Royal Agricultural Society, VI (1845).

4 J.Caird, English Agriculture 1850-51 (1852), p.205.
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These meadows had been created between 1817 and 1837 as part of a
scheme to convert a tract of more than fifteen hundred acres of rabbit
warren, scrub, boggy waste and sheepwalk into a model farm.!

Given the natural disadvantages of the forest sands, it is
understandable that the successful long-term developments within the
Dukeries estates should have impressed agriculturalists to such an
extent. Even so, while the great estates became the show-places of the
county, farming in this district was still precarious for those of
more slender assets, especially in years of low rainfall. Around the
same time that Robert Lowe was extolling the agrarian advances made in
the area, John Throsby reported that a dry summer could result in the
quantity of corn harvested scarcely equalling the amount sown.?2? This
situation was not to change; rainfall, or irrigation, was so intrinsic
to the cultivation of sand~land farms that during the drought of 1935
conditions were almost identical to those described in the eighteenth
century. 3

The Dukeries were not the only large estates on the forest sands;
Newstead was owned by Lord Byron, Annesley by the Charworth family and
Bestwood by the Duke of St.Albans. These estates differed from those
of the Dukeries in that their owners appear not to have initiated any
sweeping agricultural reforms, and piecemeal enclosure seems to have
been carried out away from the principal seats and their adjoining

parkland from, at least, the late-seventeenth century. Robert Thoroton

1 D.V.Fowkes, ‘Nottinghamshire parks in the eighteenth century’,
Trans., Thor. Soc., LXXI (1967), p.85.

2 R, Thoroton, The Antiguities of Nottinghamshire (1677, J.Throsby’s
edition, Nottingham, 1790~96, reprinted Wakefield 1972), II, p.158.

3 L.Dudley Stamp (ed.), The Land of Britain: Report of the land
Utilisation Survey, part 60, K.C.Edwards, Nottinghamshire, (1944),
p.538; quoting S.M.Makings, Farming Forest Sands (Sutton Bonington,
1936).
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found part of Bestwood parcelled into little closes and much of the
park ploughed since the Civil War, while some hundred and twenty years
later John Throsby wrote that the whole park had been thrown into
farms.! The latter statement was an exaggeration as a considerable
area of Bestwood remained parkland into the twentieth century,
probably because much of the so0il was the poorest kind of forest sand.
In fact, an organised effort had been made to cultivate a large part
of this estate, when, in the 1770s, the lessee of the Duke of
S8t.Albans introduced his own labourers from Norfolk to work the land
under their usual four-course rotation. However, by 1825 wheat had
been largely dropped from rotations and the usual crops here were
barley, seeds and turnips.?2

Farmers in parishes upon the forest margins enjoyed more varied
soils and were able to combine conventicnal open-field and breck
systems of oultivation, but several places along the western fringe
seem never to have had regular open fields. One exception was Warsop,
where seven open arable fields would appear to have existed in 1722.3
Nevertheless, considerable piecemeal enclosure must have taken place
before an act was obtained for this parish in 1818, by which time
only three hundred and forty acres of field-land remained to be
enclosed. Open fields were more usual in parishes on the eastern edge
of the forest, although in many places these had been enclosed by

agreement before 1760 so any acts obtained were generally for the

1 R.Thoroton, The Antiquities of Nottinghamshire (1877, J.Throsby’s
edition, Nottingham, 1790-96, reprinted Wakefield 1972), II, pp.279-
80.

2 N.A.0. DD.E. 31i/1.

3 N.A.O. DD.FW. 118,
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enclosure of common or waste, as at Ollerton. The neighbouring parish
of Walesby, while containing areas of ‘breckland’, was more like a
normal open-field parish in that it had six fields (three sand and
three clay) and retained between five and six hundred acres of open
arable, along with some three hundred acres of other open land, until
enclosed by an act of 1821 (Chapter 4).

Most of the open arable fields along the southern extremity of the
forest border had also been enclosed before the era of parliamentary
enclosure, but agriculture here had to face competition for land from
industry and housing. Parishes such as Basford, Lenton and Radford
were undergoing rapid industrialisation in the eighteenth century and
their proximity to Nottingham, where the opportunity for expansion was
limited, ensured that land became increasingly valuable for building
(Chapter 6). This was true of the other two principal semi-fertile
areas, the lime and coal districts to the west of the forest. Soils of
the Magnesian Limestone were capable of a degree of successful arable
cultivation but the limestone quarried in this district was important
both for building purposes and, in its prepared state, as the most
popular fertiliser. The stiff clay of the coal measures, on the other
hand, was difficult to drain and the traditional rotation there was
oats, bare fallow and wheat.! A certain amount of dairying was
developed to take advantage of the needs of the expanding population,
but farms in this district were generally very small and many farmers
probably combined this occupation with work in the cotton or coal
industries; as was still common in the 1930s at Brinsley, Eastwood and

Selston, where many farms were miners’ part-time holdings.?

1 N.A.0. M.483.

2 L.Dudley Stamp (ed.), The Land of Britain,: Report of the land
Utilisation Survey, part 60, X,C.Edwards, Nottinghamshire, (1944).
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Indeed, the marginal value of the soils throughout much of the
semi-fertile region was such that it would probably have been
necessary for the generality of small farmers to find supplementary
part-time or seasonal employment. In +the forest district the
development of the large estates must have provided opportunities for
casual labour, especially when projects were in hand for clearing the
scrub, or for landscaping and planting. As noted above, the population
of the estate villages was very small and, presumably, was kept very
small intentionally, so it would seem inevitable that outside help
would have been required. Certainly, the estates of Clumber, Thoresby,
Rufford and Welbeck were major employers of outside labour in the
mid-nineteenth century (Chapter 6). Also, even when the improvement
of the forest was at its most advanced, certain areas were not worth
cultivating or planting and the natural underwood from these would
have furnished material for such articles as hurdles, crates and
besoms.

On reverting to the fertile region, the most prominent district
will be seen to be the Keuper Marl (Figure 2:1). The soil of this
district is usually described as clay, but is actually composed of
sand particles so minute that they produce a fairly heavy red clay-
loam, lighter in texture than the Lias and Boulder Clays but
possessing some of their physical properties. Considerable variation
in the strength of the Keuper soils occurs, some areas having free-
working loams, and others having stiff land with the characteristics
of true clay. Difficulties in tillage can result if the heavier soil
becomes wet and sticky in winter or hard and sun-cracked in summer,
but it is fertile and, given adequate drainage, is capable of highly

successful cultivation. Similar problems are not encountered on the
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edge of the Keuper district where the soil arises from the
‘waterstones’, or Keuper Sandstone. This medium-light, friable,
readily-drained land has been described as some of the best arable
land in the county, but it can also be adapted to pasture, or for
growing market garden produce and fruit.

In its unimproved state the heavier soil is unsuitable for the
cultivation of turnips and sainfoin but was considered to be good
wheat and bean land. It would also support mixed farming, although
sheep were in danger of contracting liver fluke where drainage was
poor. In fact, drainage was considered to be the most significant
improvement which could he made to this land, and Robert Lowe noted
that enclosure bills in the 1790s often ordered the commissioners to
set out drains and to make provision for their future upkeep.!?
Nevertheless, although turnips were being grown successfully on well-
drained Keuper soils by the 1850s,2 farming advances in this district
certainly do not support J.D.Chambers’ assertion that ‘In the
eighteenth century most of the county's agriculture was of a
revolutionary kind and affected the majority of the inhabitants’.?

In his study of agrarian change in Nottinghamshire, D.V.Fowkes
found that, before the 1830s, farming on the Keuper Clay was
characterised by slow, imperceptible changes rather than by any
revolutionary innovations. The traditional clayland rotation of wheat-
beans—fallow remained widespread, especially in the more northerly

part of the district, until well into the nineteenth century.

1 R.Lowe, A General View of the Agriculture of Nottinghamshire
(1798).

2 J.Caird, English Agriculture 1850-51 (1852), p.208.

3 J.D.Chambers, Nottinghamshire in the Eighteenth Century (1932),
p. 137.
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Furthermore, farmers in this area did not always take advantage of
freedom of cropping after enclosure, but continued with the open~field
rotations in their closes. D.V.Fowkes concluded that this could have
have been because the soil was fertile enough to keep producing
reasonable crops of corn with a minimum outlay of capital.! However,
cropping was not stereotyped across the whole district and Lowe noted
that the cultivation of enclosed fields was sometimes extended to a
five~course rotation of fallow, beans, barley, clover and wheat. The
one special crop grown was hops, which were cultivated in many
parishes between Retford and Southwell until well into the nineteenth
century. These North Clay hops were stronger than the Kentish variety
and were produced and used within a very confined area, being
marketed at Retford, Tuxford, Ollerton and Southwell and utilised by
the Newark breweries. Robert Lowe estimated that hops occupied a total
of more than a thousand acres, although individual acreages were
small.

A lack of initiative on the part of farmers in this district may
not have been due entirely to indifference, but rather to their
inability, or unwillingness, to finance improvements. Capital
investment in drainage would probably have been the chief obstacle to
progress for small proprietors and tenants on the heavier land, and
one reason for the persistence of traditional rotations there. William
Calvert, writing in 1794, observed no general wish for improvement in
his neighbourhood (Darlton), and attributed this attitude of the
farmers partly to the prevalence of yearly tenure in the area. He

regarded bad husbandry, illustrated by neglect of hedges, ditches,

1 D.,V.Fowkes, ‘The progress of agrarian change in Nottinghamshire
¢, 1720-1630 (Unpublished Ph.D. thegis, University of Liverpool, 1971).
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weeding and fallowing, as both a cause and a consequence of annual
leases. These, he believed, allowed landowners to increase rents if
they suspected a tenant of making a profit, and encouraged tenants to
impoverish land while in short-term occcupation. William Calvert also
deprecated the cultivation of hops on the grounds that the large
quantities of manure required for this crop could have been better
used in general improvement of the fertilility of the land.!

Neither Calvert’'s contemporary, Robert Lowe, nor most of the more
recent commentators have shared his pessimistic view of the effect of
annual leases upon farming practice. In fact, by the later eighteenth
century tenancy by annual agreement was common throughout the East
Midlands; probably because it enabled adjustments in rent to be made
almost concurrently with changes in agricultural costs and profits. On
the clays, moreover, such tenure was thought to have been particularly
secure because the unsuitability of the soil for convertible husbandry
made it umattractive to more enterprising farmers.? Even so, where
landowners were not prepared lto invest in improvements, tenants
holding their farms from year to year could have been reluctant to
embark upon projects from which they might never benefit.

Farming on the Keuper soils did catch up with that of the rest of
the county in the mid-nineteenth century, probably partly as a result
of the removal of tax from drainage tiles after 1828, but even in the
eighteenth century there were differences in the way land was managed.
Some parishes in this district had been enclosed by agreement, some

retained a considerable acreage of open~field arable land to be

1 Letter from William Calvert in R.Lowe, A General View of the
Agriculture of Nottinghamshire (1797), p.159.

2 G.E.Mingay in J.Thirsk (ed.) The Agrarian History of England and
Wales, V (Cambridge, 1984), p.117.
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enclosed by act, and others had experienced a substantial amount of
piecemeal enclosure over a long period. On the whole, acts for the
more southerly pariéhes of the Keuper Marl were procurred earlier than
for parishes further north, and practically all those south of Newark
had been enclosed by 1800. One reason for this difference in timing
may have been that the more northerly parishes, except those in the
vicinity of Newark, were largely uninfluenced by the growing urban
population, whereas parishes further south came within the orbit of
Nottingham. Another factor was the more varied soils which were
present in some of the south clay parishes where they were situated
partly upon the EKeuper Marl and partly upon lighter, sandier soil
which allowed more flexibility in cropping than in parishes wholly
upon the clay. In fact little experimentation appears to have been
introduced into the open fields in this area but after enclosure mixed
farming similar to that of the Trent Valley became usual.

On turning to the alluvial valleys of the rivers Trent and Soar
and their tributaries, the physical characteristics of top-soils
depend to a large extent upon the provenance of the water-borne
material of which they are composed. Gravel is also distributed widely
thoughout the district and, while this ensures free drainage and ease
of working, it can result in impoverishment of the soil. Much of the
river-valley land is naturally rich and will support both permanent
grass and arable cultivation but, where the loam contains a high
proportion of gravel it does not retain moisture and regular
applications of manure are necessary to provide bulk, and to offset
the effects of leaching. Many parishes in the Trent Valley, especially
below Newark, are of an elongated shape to take advantage of the
different types of land available. This included meadow and pasture on

the low ground borderihg the river, the site of the settlement and
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arable fields on slightly higher ground (the fields sometimes named
according to the relative strength of the soil as ‘sand’ or ‘clay’),
and a tract of rough grazing, or common.

The situation of land and its susceptibility to inundation, or
water~logging, would have been of vital importance for land-use before
the erection of flood-banks and the intrcduction of modern dredging
equipment. Periodic serious floods occurred in the Trent Valley
throughout the eighteenth century, the most notable probably being
those of 1770, when the Fossdyke embankment on the Lincolnshire side

of the river was breached, and 1795, when the Valley was described in
the Nottingham Journal as presenting 'a scene of desolation’. Despite

several drainage and embanking schemes carried out during the late-—

eighteenth and early-nineteenth centuries, thousands of acres of hay

and corn were again under water on the Nottinghamshire side of the
river in 1837, and the problem had yet to be solved in the lower
reaches of the river as late as 1910.1

A  certain degree of flooding, at the right time of year, was
beneficial to meadowland and produced very rich grass, but it could be
disastrous for arable crops and hay. Also, river-valley soils were
generally adaptable and could accommodate the new crops which were
becoming more widely available during the second half of the
eighteenth century. Robert Lowe, writing in the 1780s, attributed the
improvement of previously low-value, light Trent-bank land to the
effective introduction of turnips and clover into rotations during the
previous thirty years.? As in the sand district, with improved

rotations and better fertilisation of the land, the cultivation of rye

1 H.Chadwick, The History of Dunham-on-Trent with Ragnall, Darlton,
Wimpton and Kingshaugh (Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1924), p.97.

2 R.Lowe, A General View of the Agriculture of Nottinghamshire
(1798>, pp.28-9.
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was discontinued. A certain amount of wheat was grown but parts of the
Trent Valley became known particularly for fine craps of barley.

Mixed farming was probably still the most usual type of husbandry
in the greater part of the river valleys, often incorporating a
considerable amount of fattening of livestock, and some places became
noted for horse-breeding. However, the soils were capable of varied
types of land-use, particularly along the Trent, and the increase in
urban population towards the end of the eighteenth century provided an
incentive for farmers within reach of towns to specialise in market
gardening or dairying (Chapters 4 & 6). Some sheep-farming similar
to that of Leicestershire was also to be found along the Soar, in the
far south of Nottinghamshire. Several parishes in this area were in
the hands of one, or two, proprietors, some of whom also held estates
in Leicestershire, and Throsby noted the presence of a number of
‘capital ram breeders’.!

The other district of any size in the fertile region comprises the
genuine clay of the Vale of Belvoir and the Nottinghamshire Wolds ~
stiff soil, difficult to work and naturally predisposed to pastoral
farming. The Lias Clay of the Vale of Belvoir was the basis for the
celebrated grazing district on the Leicestershire side of the county
boundary and early enclosure in the Nottinghamshire portion of the
Vale also appears to have been followed by conversion to pasture.
Nevertheless, parishes in the Vale and on the Wolds which escaped pre-
parliamentary enclosure were not greatly affected by piecemeal
enclosure (Figure 4:5). Portions of land were abstracted from the open
arable fields in several places (e.g. Hickling, Thoroton, Ruddington)

to form a new pasture field (Chapter 4), but these fields remained

! R.Thoroton, The Antiguities of Nottinghamshire (1677, J.Throsby’s
edition, Nottingham, 1790-96, reprinted Wakefield 1972), I, Rushcliffe
Hundred.
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part of the agricultural system of the parish and were divided and
allotted along with the rest of the open land at enclosure.

Also, in contrast to the seventeenth and early-eighteenth century
enclosures, by the second half of the eighteenth century, when the
majority of parliamentary acts were obtained for Vale parishes,
enclosure seems to have resulted in the creation of mixed farms.
Perhaps the disadvantages of high costs of ploughing the heavy land,
and the necessity for a bare fallow, were made worthwhile by
favourable grain prices during this period. Certainly, grain
production would appear to have been well established by the 1770s
and 1780s, when the Nottingham Journal usually cited the state of
harvest in the Vale of Belvoir as an indication of the yields which
might be expected in the rest of the county. Lowe also remarked that a
mixture of arable and pasture was almost universal on enclosed farms
here in the 1790s, and a slightly later writer described the Vale as
presenting ‘a scene of cultivation perhaps equal to any other in the
kingdom’. 1

The Boulder Clay of the Wolds was even more difficult to plough
than the Lias land and much of it was left under permanent grass.
Here, the pastures were inferior to those of the Vale of Belvoir and
of little use for fattening stock although suitable for rearing lambs
and other young livestock. The traditional method of farming the Wolds
was for the high ground to be used as stinted pasture while the
lower levels, where the presence of sand or gravel in the clay renders

it less intractable, were cultivated. Variations to this style of

! F.C.lLaird, Beauties of England and Wales; Nottinghamshire (1812},
p.22.
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land-use could be found in some parts of the district, notably at
Cotgrave and Clipston where a system similar to that of the forest
brecks was employed in cultivating part of the rough grazing land.!
Areas would be taken in and tilled under a seven~year rotation, with a
bare fallow replacing the turnip course which was usual in the sands.
As in the other areas of heavy land, efficient drainage remained the
most pressing requirement, but progress here was slower than on the
Keuper clay because the prospective returns were not so favourable.
Even in the mid-nineteenth century much of the Wolds remained
undrained and, in the early 1850s, Caird foresaw little prospect of
change unless corn prices improved. 2

The remainder of the fertile region consists of a small area of
marsh, or Carrland, situated at the northern tip of the county and
comprising about twenty-five square miles of a much larger area of
flat low-lying land which stretches into Yorkshire and Lincolnshire,
and to which its history is inevitably linked. As mentioned above, the
value of the marsh depends to a certain extent upon the type of rock
underlying the peat, but drainage is also of vital importance. In
common with the Lincolnshire and Cambridgeshire fens much of this
district was potentially rich farmland if properly drained. Several
reclamation schemes were introduced over a long period, the most
famous of which was that designed by Cornelius Vermuyden in 1629.
This ambitious project to drain the whole of Hatfield Chase and the
surrounding area met with staunch opposition from the local

inhabitants, was only partially successful, and was abandoned.

1 D.V,Fowkes, ‘The breck system of Sherwood Forest', Trans. Thor.
Soc., LXXXI (1977), p.59.

2 J.Caird, English Agriculture 1850~51 (1852), p.20.
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Subsequent schemes dealt with more limited areas and numercus pumping
engines survive as witness to the piecemeal nature of the undertakings
which completed the work.

Nearly all the Nottinghamshire section of the marsh was enclosed
before 1780 and became a district of small farms. However, the
proximity of expanding industrial centres in north-west
Nottinghamshire and adjoining parts of Yorkshire ensured that farmers’
fortunes were not dependent upon traditional crops of grain. Many were
able to concentrate upon the production of potatoes, carrots and other
readily marketable vegetables for which the land is well adapted. By
the end of the eighteenth century the area had become subject to
intensive cultivation, but the high fertility of this scil resulted in
over-enthusiastic drainage and cropping which caused the peat to dry
out and shrink until, by the 1820s, much of the land had again become
derelict.?!

As indicated above, notwithstanding that enclosure activity can be
found in the fertile region throughout the greater part of the
parliamentary period it would appear that post-enclosure agrarian
improvements were slow to be introduced upon the heavier land. Nor,
where enclosure was delayed, is it clear how influential the Act of
1773 (48 Geo.III, c¢.81) would have been in encouraging the
introduction of more adventurous rotations in open fields. This Act
was introduced ‘for the ©better cultivation, improvement and
regulation, of the common arable fields, wastes and commons of
pasture.’ It enabled open fields to be ‘ordered, fenced, cultivated
and improved’ with the consent of the tithe~owners and three-fourths

of the proprietors, and this act is sometimes thought to have allowed

! H.G.HRobinson, ‘Features of Nottinghamshire Agriculture’, Journal of
the Royal Agricultural Seciety, 88 (1927), p.9.
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the introduction of sufficiently versatile crops and rotations to have
made enclosure unnecessary. J.D.Chambers bhelieved this to have been
the case in some local parishes, but his conclusions were based
largely upon an unsubstantiated statement in a County Directory of
1844 that much of the clay district was still being farmed in large
common fields cultivated under the Act of 1773.1

Where these ‘'large common fields’ were to be found is not clear as
only a handful of places retained significant amounts of open arable
land to be enclosed from 1836 onwards (Chapter 4). If one allows for
parishes where late enclosure by agreement might have taken place it
is still difficult to envisage many substantial areas of field-land
remaining open until 1844, Nor can Chambers’ single example of the
efficacy of the 1773 Act in delaying enclosure be considered to have
been particularly apt, as he cites Robert Lowe on the agreement at
Oxton for the division of the three fields to provide a fourth for the
cultivation of clover.2 Admittedly, the enclosure of Oxton was not
completed until 1852 under an act of 1849, but by this time less than
a third of the parish remained unenclosed, about ninety per cent of
which consisted of moorland, warren and woods (Chapter 4). Moreover,
by this date the open arable land had reverted to three fields.

Even so, although the 1773 Act may not have been applied to any
great extent locally, and open-field cultivation seems often to have
continued virtually unchanged, it must be remembered that substantial

areas of land had already been taken out of the open-field system in

1 J.D.Chambers, Nottinghamshire in the Fighteenth Century (1932),
p.174; White’s Directory of Nottinghamshire (1844), p.38.

2 R.Lowe, A General View of the Agriculture of Nottinghemshire
(1798), p.37.
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many places by this period. Also, while farmers in the open fields may
have been restricted to traditional rotations, owners of closes had
the opportunity to grow different crops. Apart from the hop
plantations along the forest fringe and on the Xeuper clay, apple and
pear orchards were well established over a wide area by the second-
half of the eighteenth century. These were especially numercus in the
vicinity of Southwell from which fruit was sent to Mansfield market
for sale to buyers from the Peak District of Derbyshire. Flax was also
grown in parts of the fertile region during the 1780s and 1790s
(presumably in closes), at which time a bounty of fourpence per stone
was payable. Local claims averaged about 2000 stone a year but reached
a peak of 5,283 stone in 1788.1

Further incentives for experimentation with crops and improved
husbandry technigues were provided in the form of premiums offered by
a local agricultural society. This, ‘The Society for Encouraging
Improvements in Agriculture’ (West Riding and Nottinghamshire), was
active from the mid-1760s and numbered several of this county's more
important landowners amongst its officers. Notices of the meetings and
deliberations of the Society were published regularly in the
Nottingham Journal, together with details of the premiums offered and
the rules which governed their award. In addition to providing an
opportunity for members to discuss deficiencies in the management of
land in their neighbourhoods, the Society held competitions for the
finest livestock, the highest yields of various crops, and the best
examples of various farming techniques. Crops for which premiums were

offered included carrots, cabbages, lucerne, sainfoin, potatoes and

1 X.Tweedale-Meaby, Extracts from the Nottinghamshire County Records
of the Eighteenth Century (Nottingham, 1947), pp.189-192.
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turnips, grown in different types of soil. Techniques covered
drainage, the cleanest fallows, enclosure and breaking up for tillage
of pasture or meadow, and enclosure from waste, and farmers were also
encouraged to enter their farms in a competition for the neatest
fences, watercourses, banks, roads, gates and stiles.

Several Nottinghamshire proprietors won prizes for their
agricultural skills and where this occurred it was regarded as an
inducement for other farmers in the area to improve their methods. For
example, when a Winthorpe man received the Society’s gold medal for
the best cleaning of a fallow the Nottingham Journal reported; ‘The
success of this intelligent farmer has raised such a spirit of
emulation in the neighbourhood that it is thought the number of
candidates for premiums to be given this year will not be
inconsiderable’ . !

Nevertheless, from this review of Nottinghamshire soils and their
cultivation it will be clear that general agrarian reform did not
depend solely upon the good example of progressive farmers but upon
several prerequisites. While the forest sands were the scene of the
most revolutionary developments this was only made possible by the
presence of proprietors who were in control of large units of land and
who possessed specialised knowledge and the resources to carry out
their plans. Some agricultural improvements took several years to
become profitable and an awareness of these would have been of little
use to farmers who could not afford to adopt them and wait for them to
mature. Drainage often required the co-operation of numerous
landowners, including those of neighbouring parishes, and changes in
land-use or methods of cultivation may not have been possible if this

were not forthcoming.

1 Nottingham Journal (20.2.1773).
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Enclosure was obviously of importance, especially where there was
a wish to introduce specialised crops or to improve stock, but it is
difficult to estimate the degree to which parliamentary enclosures
contributed to general agricultural improvement in Nottinghamshire. A
change in husbandry did not automatically follow enclosure; yet,
higher yields would probably have resulted from the process, if only
because the control of weeds would have been easier, and protection
from birds, straying livestock and rough winds more effective. Robert
Lowe reported an increase of around seventy per cent in the yield of
wheat grown in closes, and tenants were helieved to have been willing
to pay higher rents for enclosed land even where the rotations
employed remained identical with those in the open fields.! Whether
these enhanced returns would have been sufficient to warrant the cost
of enclosure would have depended upon the time at which it occurred,
the type of land being enclosed and the level of formal expenses, and

these considerations will be addressed in subsequent chapters.

1 R.Lowe, A General View of the Agriculture of Nottinghamshire
(1798), p.46; J.D.Chambers & G.E.Mingay, The Agricultural Revolution,
1750-1880 (1966), p.79.
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CHAPTER THREE
The Practical Handling of Enclosure

Everyone interested in parliamentary enclosure will be familiar with
enclosure acts and awards, but it may not always be appreciated that
these documents marked only a section of an undertaking which usually
had its origins much earlier than the date of the act, and its
completion after the award had been signed (Table 4:3). No sudden
revolutionary change was produced whereby the open lands of a system
of communal farming were transformed into an ordered landscape of
privately owned hedged fields. In fact, it will become apparent that
the inhabitants of enclosing parishes were usually given a longer
period in which to adjust to the idea of enclosure, and, in many
cases, more ©time to fence their allotments, than is sometimes
supposed. So, before discussing the incidence of enclosure, and any
regional soil variations which might have affected its timing in this
county, it may be useful to examine the practical issues which were
involved.

Obviously, the amount of information available for individual
enclosures varies according to the survival of relevant material,
although, at the very least, the act and award together with the date
of the petition to Parliament, should usually be obtainabhle for
enclosures authorised before 1836. Dates of petitions may be found in
the House of Common’s dJournals; those for Nottinghamshire being
abstracted and published by W.E.Tate.! After 1836, enclosures were
usually authorised under the provisions of General Inclosure Acts and
affirmations of consent were cited instead of petitions. Enclosure

acts, awards and petitions are very valuable records, but it must be

1 W.E.Tate, ‘Parliamentary Land Enclosures in Nottinghamshire 1743-
1868°, Thoroton Society Record Series, V (1935).
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remembered that a great deal of negotiation for any scheme would have
taken place a considerable time before a petition had been produced.
However, as the earliest discussions of the terms of an enclosure were
generally held in private, records of such transactions are not easy
to trace unless a solicitor was present and his papers, or those of
interested private individuals, are available. Indeed, until the
revision of the Standing Orders in relation to enclosure and canal
bills, in the mid-1770s, there would appear to have been no compulsion
for the promoters of an enclosure to advertise their intentions
outside the parish concerned. In some cases this resulted in owners
who lived at a distance from their property not being informed about
schemes to enclose their land until it was too late for them to
influence the project (Chapter 4).

As a result of the parliamentary committee’s review of the
Standing Orders (1774), new clauses were introduced which were
designed to ensure that projected enclosure and canal schemes were
more widely publicised, and that all interested parties were
consulted. In addition to notices displayed within the parish,
intended enclosures, and all subsequent meetings, were required to be
advertised in relevant newspapers; the signatures of all the
proprietors were to be gbtained, and the names of any commissioners
who had already been appointed were to be disclosed. In practice, it
seems that many enclosure bills already incorporated some of these
provisions long before 1774.! This is true for the majority of
Nottinghamshire parliamentary enclosures which pre-date the revised
legislation, although newspaper advertisements were less numerous

before 1770 than they became later.

1 S.Lambert, Bills and Acts: Legislative Procedure in Eighteenth
Century England (1971), p.134.
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The value of notices in newspapers will become apparent when it is
realised that these sometimes provide the only surviving details of
the progress of an enclosure. Alsco, such notices of meetings to
consider enclosure are often the only evidence available of projects
which were discussed several years before consent for an act could be
obtained (Chapter 4), or of cases where an act had been contemplated
although the enclosure in question was subsequently accomplished
without recourse to Parliament. Locally, the Nottingham Journal, in
its various incarnations, was the newspaper most commonly used for
enclosure notices, but the location of parishes on the periphery of
the county, or the residence of important landowners outside
Nottinghamshire, could result in enclosures being advertised
elsewhere. Inhabitants of Nottinghamshire parishes which bordered upon
Yorkshire or lLeicestershire sometimes regarded a publication from one
of those counties as their local newspaper. Occasionally, too,
directions were given for enclosures to be advertised more widely; for
example, the notices for Everton and Harwell were published in the
Whitehall Evening Post, and news of the projected enclosure of several
other Nottinghamshire parishes was announced in the Stamford Mercury.

Even given a reasonable number of public notices, an understanding
of most enclosures will still be hampered by a shortage of information
about the problems which had to be overcome before a scheme could be
announced. However, an indication of difficulties encountered may
sometimes be deduced by extrapolation from specific clauses inserted
into acts. For instance, our first enclosure act, for Staunton, makes
provision for the small area of land owned by the Duke of Portland in

that parish ‘to remain as though the enclosure had not taken place’.!

! N.A.O. DD.S. 47/3.
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From this proviso it would appear that the Duke, while not opposing
the plan, was not prepared to subscribe to the enclosure. Elsewhere,
we shall find (Chapter 5) that influential persons (usually tithe-
owners) sometimes expected concessions to be made in return for their
gignatures on petitions or bills.

Details of pfeliminary negotiations have been found for very few
local projects, and none from the earlier phases of the county’s
parliamentary enclosure history. The ones for which we have
information date from the late-eighteenth and nineteenth centuries and
may not be strictly comparable with those of previous decades. For
instance, the surprising lack of self-confidence exhibited by some
local solicitors could have been the result of a more stringent
enforcement of the rules regulating enclosure applications to
Parliament towards the end of the eighteenth century. The enclosure
petition and draft bill were usually prepared locally, often by the
solicitor who was subsequently to act as commissioners’ clerk, but
their submission to Parliament would be made by a London attorney
acting as parliamentary agent. Most of the legal business of this
county’s enclosures was transacted by a few well-established local
firms whose members might have become cautious if bills were being
rejected on the grounds of technical inadequacy (Chapter 4). Evgn s0,
one would have expected that experienced attorneys would have kept
abreast of any new legislation, and would have been competent to have
overseen the production of an enclosure petition. Yet it was members
of firms which had long been associated with enclosure who were taking
instruction from their London counterparts, not over complicated
points of law, but over the drafting of enclosure petitions and bills.

The most detailed records originate from the enclosure of

Normanton-on-Trent and consist partly of a series of letters between
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Edward Smith Godfrey (member of a well-known Newark partnership who
was later appointed Clerk of the Peace for the county) and John (or
Jonathan) White, a London attorney and parliamentary agent.! Advice
was sought by Godfrey at practically every stage of the formal
procedure for this enclosure, until the act was obtained in 1800 and
much of the responsibility for the project passed to the
commissioners. From the informal tone of the letters, the number of
questions asked and the care with which they were answered, it would
appear that Godfrey and White were more than mere professional
colleagues.

Questions covered such topics as the way in which meetings were to
be advertised, the wording of the enclosure petition, the drafting of
the bill and whether the Land Tax assessment (which Godfrey said was
not correct) could be used to indicate the value of property owned. In
his reply to this latter query White indicated that the correctness of
the assessment was of no consequence unless the enclosure met with
opposition. In such case, any other parish rate or the quantity of
each person’s property might be used instead of the Land Tax. Godfrey
also asked if every proprietor in the Kingdom must be applied to for
their consent ‘be their property ever so small and their place of
abode ever so distant?’ He appears to have been reluctant to travel
far to obtain signatures and was chided by White about this, while
being informed that application should be made to all proprietors
personally, although, in cases where this would lead to great expense,
other means of obtaining their consent might be considered.

The expense of obtaining agreement for bills was one of the
complaints often levelled against parliamentary enclosure and

substantial costs could result if many journeys had to be made both

1 N.A.O0. DD.T. 23/1.
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before and after the bill had been drafted (Chapter 7). This point was
emphasised in the notice of the reading of the draft enclosure
petition and bill for Kirkby—-in-Ashfield, where the solicitor
responsible made the point that the personal attendance of the
proprietors would be a considerable saving to them.! In the case, of
Normantton-on-Trent, it was agreed that a journey to Glasgow, to obtain
the signature of a landowner who was stationed there with his
regiment, need not be undertaken, although White pointed out that,
even under these circumstances, consent in writing was not strictly
legal. A further question dealt with the need, or otherwise, to read
or explain parts of the draft bill to the persons from whom signatures
were being solicited. The answer was that this was not necessary
unless requested, in which case it must be done, and, if anyone asked
to read the bill themselves it must be left with them. White also
explained that it was expedient to take down the answers of everyone
who refused to sign the bill, as these had to be put before the
parliamentary committee.

This correspondence has been mentioned at some length because it
gives an idea of the caution with which one experienced solicitor
approached the complexities of preparing an enclosure bill. Two others
were equally circumspect; William Tallents, entrusted with the local
negotiations for the ill-fated Marnham project in 1821 (Chapter 5),
was careful to ask for instruction upon the initial stages of that
enclosure.? And, in 1830, George Barrow (member of a long-established
Southwell firm of scolicitors), in correspondence with a parliamentary
agent, appeared very unsure of how to conduct the preparations for the

enclosure of Askham.

! Nottingham Journal, 20.12.94.

2 N.A.O. DD.T. 123/2.
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Advice was sought as to the feasibility of using a General
Inclosure Act, upon the cost of presenting a bill to Parliament, the
necessity of having more than one commissioner, the way in which he
should be appointed and paid, the degree of consent required and how
notice of the enclosure should be given. In answer, the agenlt sent
Barrow a copy of a contemporary act illustrating the modern
regulations and giving full instructions upon notices. To make doubly
sure that the requirements were understood the London solicitor asked
to see a copy of the notice of application before Barrow inserted it
in the newspaper. !

These may not have been typical of local solicitors in general,
and it is particularly surprising to find a member of the Tallents
family seeking advice on enclosure business. Apart from their
activities in Nottinghamshire, the firm of Tallents and Co. of Newark
acted as chief agent for the Earl) of Yarborough’s large estate and for
several other landowners in Lincolnshire, and one would have expected
all the partners tc have been conversant with enclosure procedure.
Nevertheless, it is interesting to see the aspects of the enclosure
process upon which it was felt that guidance was necessary.

No hint of similar uncertainties were exhibited by the two
golicitors who were active in the East Leake enclosure. However, as
abortive bills had been presented from that parish in 1781 and 17886,
it is probable that great care had been exercised in drafting the
successful application of 1798. It is not known at what date, nor by

whom, these solicitors were appointed, but their itemised accounts

1 N.A.O0. DD.M. 2/32.
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provide details of the amount of work which preceded an application to
Parliament, and how this could increase the costs of enclosure
(Chapter 7).! Consultations were taking place as early as February
1797, about a year before the petition was submitted, and many
Jjourneys were undertaken in order to acquaint important persons, such
as the patron of the rectory (the Earl of Moira), with the fact that
an enclosure was being considered. By June 1797 enough progress had
been made for a public meeting to be convened in order to canvass the
views of proprietors.

At this point the rector refused to attend the initial meeting on
the grounds that it was to be held in the adjoining parish of Bunny,
and the venue had to be changed to East Leake. The rector was not
opposed to the enclosure, so it is not clear why he should have
objected to a meeting at Bunny unless he was not on particularly good
terms with the lord of the manor of East Leake, Sir Thomas Parkyns,
who owned Bunny and had his principal residence there. This would
appear to be a possibility judging from a notice published by the
rector after a meeting had been announced for the purpose of
considering a petition to Parliament. The rector warned the owners of
estates within the parish that he would not sign the enclosure bill
until certain agreements between himself and Sir Thomas Parkyns had
been ratified, and the promised manuring of the fallow by the other
proprietors had been carried out. 2

Presumably the rector’s conditions for his signature were
fulfilled as no formal opposition to the enclosure was encountered and
the petition and bill were prepared by early January 1798. Whereupon,
the solicitors, or their clerks, visited proprietors to obtain
1 N.A.O. DD.SD. 1/2.

2  Nottingham Journal, 23.9.1797.
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signatures irrespective of the size of their holdings - one quite
small owner living at Irchester (Northamptonshire) being amongst those
solicited in person. The petition was presented in February 1798, the
act was passed a month later and this enclosure continued to progress
very quickly. Allotments were ready to be entered in December 1798 and
the award was signed six months later, only fifteen months elapsing
between the date of the act and that of the award, although, as will
be found in many other instances, the period during which the parish
was affected by its enclosure extended far beyond that spanned by
these dates. Public notice of the project had been given almost eight
months before the petition was submitted and, although the award had
been signed in June 1799, the commissioners continued to hold meetings
after this date. At one, held in December 1799, they found that a
further £200 would be required to complete the roads because the high
price of labour and unsuitable weather in 1797 had increased costs.

This was not the end of the road expenses; a year later the
commissioners met again to settle the accounts to that date and to
make a further levy (Chapter 7). Even then the enclosure business
was not finished as, in July 1801, the solicitors had to write to ten
proprietors to ask for payment of this last road rate.! So, although
the ostensible time taken for the completion of the East Leake
enclosure was fifteen months, in fact, the periocd between the
preliminary negotiations and the final demands for payment towards the
new roads extended over four and a half years.

An examination of the genuine time-span of several other
enclosures, as opposed to the period suggested by the dates of the
acts and awards, will show that East Leake was not exceptional in this

respect (Table 4:3). Hoads and drains were often the most costly part

i N.A.O. DD.SD. 1/1.
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of a project (Chapter 7) and their completion frequently dated long
after the execution of an award; one example of extreme delay
occurring at Fast Bridgford where three minor roads were still
unfinished forty-three years after they had been set out in the
enclosure award.! Before considering further the aspect of the time
required to complete enclosure, however, perhaps a résumé of the
formal procedure required for procuring a parliamentary act would not
be out of place.

As indicated above, the first public intimation of a projected
enclosure usually took the form of a notice to the effect that a
meeting of interested parties was to be held to consider the propriety
of applying to Parliament for an act. Of course, public discussion
would have been unnecessary where the whole of the land and rights in
a parish were owned by one or two proprietors. Consequently, in such
cases, little detail of the progress of the scheme is usually
available, in fact, parliamentary enclosures of this type appear to
have been almost indistinguishable from private enclosure agreements,
and possible reasons for the need to obtain parliamentary sanction are
suggested below (Chapter 5). Also, in places where only a few
proprietors owned the bulk of the land (particularly if these included
the chief tithe-owner) public meetings to discuss an enclosure
application would probably have been little more than a formality. In
such instances questions of the compensation acceptable in lieu of
tithes, or for any manorial claims, would normally have besen resclved,
and the consent of the more influential owners obtained, before the
first meeting had been convened. The rest of the proprietors would

have been presented with an agreed enclosure scheme upon which their

! A. Du Boulay Hill, East Bridgford, Nottinghamshire (Oxford, 1932),
P. 159.
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approbation, or otherwise, could have exercised little influence. Few
preliminary meetings were usually necessary for enclosures of this
type and a draft bill would have been produced and signed within a
short time of the notice of proposed enclosure. Under these
circumstances it is questionable how far the actual degree of
approbation was reflected in the statement that ‘unanimous approval’
had been obtained for an enclosure (Chapter 5).

More information was often generated from meetings held to
consider a projected enclosure which had originated amongst a number
of proprietors in parishes where the ownership of land was fragmented.
In such cases, although a majority of the landowners may have been in
favour of enclosure, the requisite consent of the lord of the manor,
or a tithe owner, might not have been forthcoming -~ especially if
these lived at a distance from the parish and evinced little interest
in its welfare. Agreement upon compensation for rights or tithe could
have been difficult to attain, and, where tithes were retained
unchanged by an act, or were only subjected to partial commutation,
this may have been a compromise sclution. However, compromise was not
always possible and where none could be reached the idea of enclosure
sometimes had to be abandoned. This happened at Willoughby-on-the-
Wolds when, in 1780, an act could not be solicited because the Duke of
Portland would not accept the compensation offered for his impropriate
tithes in the parish. Owners here were, understandably, unwilling to
assent to the Duke’s agent’s proposal that tithe compensation should
be entrusted to the enclosure commissioners. The solicitor involved in
the projected enclosure at Willoughby wrote to the agent saying that
the proprietors had instructed him to inform the Duke that ‘it was a
matter of so much consequence that they thought it should not be left
to the commissioners’. The proprietors believed that they were making

a fair aoffer of compensation with which they expected the Duke would
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have been satisfied. The solicitor continues; ‘You well know that
nothing of consequence should be left to commissioners on an enclosure
that can possibly be prevented, because, be they ever so well
disposed, it is not in their power to give contentment to all
parties'.! In consequence, the enclosure act for Willoughby-on-the—
Wolds was not obtained until 1793, by which time the Duke’s trustee
was willing to accept the scale of tithe compensation which had
originally been suggested.

Landowners of Dunham and Ragnall also experienced problems with
the lessee of the great tithes. On being offered two-elevenths of the
arable land in lieu of his entitlements, Lord Newark declined
accepting less than his original proposal of one-fifth of this land.?2
Compliance with his ultimatun was at first refused, but, after about
two months of stalemate, and with no other means of breaking the
deadlock, the proprietors agreed to the impropriator’s claim and a
bill was prepared. As meetings to discuss enclosure generally took
place after harvest, and petitions and bills for private acts were
usually only accepted by Parliament before the end of February, this
only left a relatively short time in which to reach agreement amongst
the various persons concerned. The time allowed for the consideration
of private acts varied from period to period. By the parliamentary
enclosure era, petitions had to be presented within a certain number
aof days from the beginning of a parliamentary session.?® If a tithe-

owner or lord of the manor proved stubborn, the rest of the

t N.A.O. DD.2P. 25/18.
2 N.A.O. DD.T. 7/8.

3 S.Lambert, Bills and Acts: Legislative Procedure In FEighteenth
Century England (1971), p.54.
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proprietors probably had little alternative (as at Dunham and Ragnall)
but to accede to his demands fairly quickly, rather than risk having
to delay their application until the following year.

Nevertheless, it was not only lords of manors or tithe-owners who
were able to delay an enclosure attempt; on occasion the commoners
could also present enough opposition to prevent a scheme of which they
did not approve. That this was possible even where a large landowner
desired the enclosure, and was probably willing to resort to a little
coercion, is shown by an example from Gringley-on-the-Hill. Here, in
1775, the Duke of Devonshire wished to enclose part of the common,
but, from a letter addressed to the Duke'’s agent by the solicitor
engaged to act in the enclosure, it is obvious that the plan was not
universally popular. To overcome possible opposition the solicitor
suggested that a letter should be sent to each common-right owner who
was also a tenant of the Duke (a draft of which was provided),
informing them that a meeting was to be held to receive their consent
to the scheme and pointing out that: ‘The Duke being very anxious that
this measure should be executed, as the only chance left of making any
benefit from the commons; he wishes it to be understocd by you, and
every other of his tenants, that he hopes, and expects, that every
tenant of his (who wishes to continue so) will oblige him by their
attendance at this meeting, and there giving their consents to the
proposed measure’.! The Duke of Devonshire was unsuccessful in
enforcing his wishes and the act for Gringley-on-the-Hill was not
passed until 1796.

After terms had been agreed with tithe-owners and lord(s) of the
manor(s), the process of acquiring an enclosure act followed an

established pattern similar to that used in gaining authorisation for

1 N.A.O. DD.2P. 25/2.
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turnpike roads and canals. Parliament would be petitioned for leave to
bring in a bill to facilitate one of these schemes, and evidence would
be given that the approval of certain interests had been secured. In
the case of enclosures, apart from that of the lord of the manor and
the tithe-owners, the approbation of the patron of the living and of
proprietors owning a major part of the acreage, was necessary. Patrons
of Nottinghamshire livings usually presented no obstacle to enclosure
as they were often lords of the manors concerned and prominent in
promoting the project. Otherwise, the principal patrons in the county
were the Archbishop of York (who was also lord of several manors), the
Dean & Chapter of Lincoln, masters and fellows of Oxford or Cambridge
colleges or the Chapter of Southwell Minster.

With regard to the other owners of land or rights, no specific
quantum of consent was mentiocned in the Standing Orders of the House
but it is generally understood that the sanction of four-fifths, or
two-thirds, by value of the interests concerned, would have been
required. Indeed, in 1799 the London agent for the enclosure of
Normanton-on-Trent advised the local solicitor that it would not be
sufficient to state that the majority of the proprietors in number and
value had given their consent to the bill, but that the Lords would
expect evidence to be submitted of the approbation of owners of four-
fifths of the value of the land.!

Members of Parliament representing the county, or adjoining
counties, usually presented the bill and reported upon it, and the
question of the propriety of this personal involvement has been
debated both by contemporary cbservers and by more recent
commentators. As early as the 1670s, long before our first enclosure

act was obtained, Robert Thoroton remarked that it was unlikely that

1 N.A.O0. DD.T. 23/1.
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legislation would be introduced to curb enclosure because members of
both Houses of Parliament were the chief authors of, and gainers by,
‘this false-named improvement of their lands’.! More recent historians
are divided over the issue, some believing that Members habitually
used their influence to push enclosure bills through Parliament for
the benefit of themselves and their families, others seeming convinced
that the rules which governed the parliamentary proceedings would
have obviated any patronage exercised by interested parties. As might
be expected, in the early years of this century J.L & B.Hammond,
W. Hasbach and P.Mantoux were among the writers who considered a
personal relationship between Members of Parliament and principal
promoters of enclosures to have been inimical to the interests of
smaller landowners.? Support is afforded to this view by the findinds
of an examination of the personalities concerned in the acquisition
of Warwickshire enclosure acts; a 1link being proved between the
chief landowner and a Member of Parliament in more than fifty per
cent of the seventy-one enclosure bills from that county which came
before the House during the years 1730-79.3

On the other hand, some modern historians are not convinced that
undue nepotism would have been usual, or even possible, given the
supervision exercised over private acts. Among such scholars is
S.Lambert, an expert on eighteenth-century legislation, who thinks
that the care with which enclosure bills were scrutinised during their

passage through Parliament would have provided reasonable protection

1 R.Thoroton, The Antiquities of Nottinghamshire, (1677, J.Throsby’s
edition, Nottingham, 1790-96, reprinted Wakefield 1972), I, p.xvii.

2 J.L.& B.Hammond, The Village ILabourer, 1760-1832 (2nd. edition
1813), pp.45-47. W.Hasbach, History of the English Agricultural
Labourer (1908), p.62. P.Mantoux, The Industrial Revolution in the
Eighteenth Century (1981 edition), pp.166-7.

3 J.M.Martin, ‘Members of Parliament and enclosure; a
reconsideration’, Ag. Hist. Rev., XXVII (1979), p.109.
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against serious miscarriage of justice. J.V.Beckett is also of the
opinion that, although, ‘on  occasion, landowners used their
parliamentary position to expedite enclosure legislation which might
otherwise have been opposed by their lesser neighbours, in general the
safeguards would have been sufficient to ensure that the landowners
would usually have acted reasonably’.!

It is wunlikely that this question will be resolved until more
detailed studies similar to the one for Warwickshire have been
undertaken. W.E.Tate remarked upon the relationships which existed
between Nottinghamshire landowners and M.Ps. presenting local bills,
and suggested that this aspect of the process had been overlooked by
some historians who were preoccupied with investigations into the
alleged connections between enclosure commissioners and landowners. 2
Naturally, Members of Parliament involved in local enclosures often
owned property in this county, and, in most cases, were likely to have
been related to, or acquainted with, a principal petitioner. In fact,
from a fairly perfunctory examination of the more prominent
personalities concerned, it appears likely that a closer study of
parliamentary representatives and interested parties might reveal even
stronger links in Nottinghawshire than were found in Warwickshire.
Although few bills from this county were presented in Parliament by
the persons who were primarily engaged in a particular enclosure, many
instances can be found of M.Ps. promoting those where a close
family comnection existed. One example is the Earl of Lincoln who
presented several bills during the 1770s for enclosures in which his

father, the Duke of Newcastle, was either a petitioner or a principal

! S.lambert, Bills and Acts: Legislative Procedure in FEighteenth
Century England (1971), pp.129-149; J.V.Beckett, The Aristocracy in
England 1660-1914 (1988), p.171.

2 W.E.Tate, ‘Parliamentary land enclosures in Nottinghamshire 1743-
1868, Thoroton Society Kecord Series, V (1935), p.137.
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owner. However, as family ties are not always easy to recognise,
especially when heirs change their names upon inheriting estates or
adopt short-lived titles, a great deal of demographic research will be
required before the true extent of the relationships between promoters
of local enclosures and Members of Parliament can be demonstrated.

Leading families throughout the country often intermarried, and
their members who owned property in Nottinghamshire were no exception,
Daughters and younger sons of the nobility also made alliances within
the county gentry and these resulted in many prominent local
landowners being connected to some degree. In fact, during the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, it is possible that the majority
of principal proprietors within Nottinghamshire were related to one
another, if only tenuously. Under these circumstances, it is not
surprising that promoters of enclosure should have enlisted the
support of their relations in Parliament when making applications for
acts.

Of the one hundred and eighteen M.Ps who presented or reported
enclosure bills from Nottinghamshire seventy-three acted only once.
The majority of these Members belonged to the group of eighty-seven
who represented constituencies outside this county, but about a dozen
from Nottinghamshire also appeared for a single bill. At the other
extreme, six local M.Ps. were involved in the introduction of two
hundred and ten bills. Charles Pierrepont (under his various titles of
Charles Melaldows, Charles Pierrepont and Lord Newark) was the most
active, lending his support to no fewer than eighty-five bills between
1779 and 1815, Two members of the Bentinck family were also prominent;
Lord Edward Charles Cavendish Bentinck being associated with forty-
four applications between 1775 and 1796, and Lord William Henry
Cavendish Bentinck sponsoring eighteen in the years 1802 to 1828. Two

of the other three major promoters, John Hewett and Thomas Willoughby,
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operated during the earlier phases of enclosure activity in this
county, presenting twenty-six and nineteen bills respectively between
1759 and 1775, while a further eighteen were introduced by Anthony
Eyre from 1803 to 1810. ‘

As mentioned above, most of the parliamentary representatives from
outside the county were concerned with only one Nottinghamshire
enclosure bill, and nearly all the remaining M.Ps. in this category
were involved with no more than two or three. The exception was Sir
George Savile (a Member of Parliament for Yorkshire) who presented ten
Nottinghamshire bills. However, as he was lord of the manor and
principal proprietor of both Ollerton and Rufford, and a leader in
agricultural improvements, his connections with other local landowners
were strong. Although not personally concerned with parliamentary
enclosure to any great extent within his Nottinghamshire estates
(about 600 acres of common and waste land at Ollerton was enclosed by
act - Chapter 4) it appears from a letter written in 1770 to Jonathan
Acklom, lord of the manor of Mattersey, that Sir George was in favour
of the system. In this letter he wrote : ‘I presented the Mattersey
petition mostly by chance as not within my department. 1 shall,
however, with great pleasure help it forward if it should meet with
any rubs, which I do not hear of’.!

While the ramifications of family relationships amongst leading
Nottinghamshire landowners are too complex to enter into here, a brief
examination of some of the more obvious connections between principal
owners in enclosing parishes and our more active Members of Parliament

will provide an indication of how family interests were furthered.

1 N.A.0. DD. 277/4.
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As we have seen, the foremost M.P. concerned with the presentation of
local enclosure bills was Charles Pierrepont. He was followed by two
representatives of the Bentinck family, with whom he was often
associated; Lord Edward Charles Cavendish Bentinck and Lord William
Henry Cavendish Bentinck. Charles Pierrepont was born Charles
Melaldows and served in Parliament under this name from 1778 until
1788 when he adopted his mother’s family name of Pierrepont, later, in
1807, assuming the title of Lord Viscount Newark. A further
complication within the Pierrepont family was the bigamous marriage
of the Countess of Bristol to the Duke of Kingston - Charles Medowes’
uncle. The Kingston title became extinct in 1773, upon the death of
this duke, but his ‘widow’, despite being convicted of bigamy in 1776,
seems to have held his estates until her death in 1788. She appears as
Duchess of Kingston in the enclosure act for Scarrington and Aslockton
(1779) and as Countess of Bristol in that for Radcliffe-on-Trent
(1787). Charles Medowes presented successful bills for both these
enclosures, and for Cropwell Butler (1787) where the lordship of
one of the manors was attributed to the ‘late Duke of Kingston'.
Around two hundred and fifty-six acres of land was awarded to the
‘late Duke’ in this enclosure, but it is not clear who actually
inherited the estate although the rest of the Xingston property,

presumably, reverted to the legitimate Pierrepont heirs upon the death
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aof the Countess of Bristol. Certainly, the lordship, : impropriate
tithes and a major part of the 1land at Radcliffe-~on-Trent were
allocated to Charles Pierrepont in the enclosure award of that parish
(1790), and in the mid-1790s he was named as lord of the manor and a

principal proprietor in Scarrington.!?!

1 R.Thoroton, The Antiquities of Nottinghamshire, (1677, J.Throsby’s
edition, Nottingham, 1790-96, reprinted Wakefield 1972), I, p.231.
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Lord Edward Cavendish Bentinck was the co-presenter of all three
bills for the above enclosures and we shall find further instances of
collaboration in Parliament between the Pierrepont and Bentinck
families. For instance, Lord Edward introduced bills for four of the
five enclosing parishes of which Charles Pierrepont was lord of the
manor. On the other hand, Charles Pierrepont supported nine of the
thirteen bills from parishes where the Duke of Portland was either
lord of the manor or a principal proprietor, being assisted in four of
these by members of the duke’s immediate family, i.e. either Lord
Edward, or Lord William, Cavendish Bentinck. Similar promotion of a
close family interest may be seen in the presentation by Charles
Pierrepont (before his assumption of the title of Lord Newark) of
bills from the four parishes where the Lord Newark of the time was
lord of the manor or held considerable property, these bills again
being supported by Lord William Cavendish Bentinck. Other instances of
the Pierrepont/Bentinck family alliance include the introduction of
bills from the two parishes where the Duke of Devonshire was lord of
the manor or impropriator of the great tithe, and those for the three
enclosures in which the Duke of Rutland had a principal interest.

On numerous other occasions the Pierrepont and Bentinck
representatives collaborated in the joint presentation of a bill, but
even when not acting together, they were often engaged in forwarding
projects which were likely to be of advantage tc the same person,
usually a family comnection. For instance al least one of these three
M.Ps., was involved with thirteen of the nineteen bills from parishes
where the Duke of Newcastle held estates. Similarly, bills for the six
parishes in which Henry Cavendish owned the great tithe (land in lieu

of which totalled 1268 acres at enclosure), and for three of the four
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other enclosures in which he had a major interest, were presented by
Charles Pierrepont, supported in four cases by either Lord William, or
Lord Edward, Cavendish Bentinck.

However, such promotion of family interests was unlikely to have
been confined to our more active M.Ps.. For instance, Lord George
Cavendish (a Member for Derbyshire) presented only one Nottinghamshire
bill, but this was for the enclosure of Clarborough and Welham, where
Lord Charles Cavendish was impropriator of the great tithe and the
Duke of Devonshire (William Cavendish) was patron of the vicarage.
Another example may be found in the enclosure of three of the parishes
in which Sir Thomas Parkyns was lord of the manor and a principal
owner; all three bills being presented by Lord Rancliffe (member for
Leicester) whose name was Thomas Boothby Parkyns. A less obvious
connection is that of Lord Belasyse (M.P. for Peterborough) who
presented the bill for North Muskham, but this is soon explained when
it is realised that the family name of FEarl Fauconberg, the largest
proprietor in this parish, was Belasyse. In faclt, even where a Member
presenting a bill appears to have had no asscciation with the county
one suspects that, in the majority of cases, he will be found to have
had comnections with one of the chief landowners interested in the
enclosure. We shall find landowners similarly safeguarding their
interests in their choice of enclosure commissioners but first let us
consider the acts.

It has been asserted that the introduction of an enclosure bill,
or the passage of an act, was often delayed for many years inside and
outside Parliament.! This claim of excessive parliamentary delay is

not substantiated by an examination of the bills originating in

1 D.N.McCloskey, ‘The economics of enclosure: A market analysis’', in
W.N.Parker & E.Jones, European Peasants and their Markets: Essays in
Agrarian FEconomic History (Princeton, New Jersey, 1975), p.150.
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Nottinghamshire, which, provided they were not aborted at an early
stage, generally became acts within a few weeks. As noted above, the
period during which private bills could be considered was limited, and
this ensured that the formalities were usually completed within a
reasonable time. The whole process, from the delivery of a petition to
the obtaining of consent from the Lords, and, where necessary, the
royal assent, generally took no more than three or four months. The
fact that one finds the Lords giving their approbation to several acts
on the same day, although these originated at different times,
suggests that pressure of business may have accounted for minor
variations in the time taken for processing acts during periods of
intensive national enclosure activity.

With the conclusion of the parliamentary proceedings the control
of an enclosure passed into the hands of commissioners who were
responsible for overseeing the practical requirements of the act and
for the publication of the results in their award. Awards are, of
course, immensely useful documents because they deal with the
distribution of land, but the importance of the acts should not be
overlooked, although even W.E.Tate dismissed them as a source of
interest on the grounds that individual clauses differed only in
detail.! Yet we shall find that it is precisely in this variant detail
that the value of enclosure acts lies because nearly all enclosures
encompassed much more than the division and allotment of land. Legal
sanction was often given for changes which could affect the physical
appearance of a parish far beyond the enclosing of open land; even
the shape could be affected where the straightening of boundaries was
allowed, and the making of new roads, and stopping—up of old ones,

might move the focus of trade from one part of a village to another.

1 W.E.Tate, The English Village Community and the Enclosure Movements
(1967), p.105.
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Nevertheless, given lhe legal phraseclogy required by Parliament,
it was linevitable that some of the clauses were bound to be
practically identical in all acts. For instance, reasons advanced for
secliciting an enclosure were wusually couched in similar terms -~
land in the unenclosed fields was ‘'inconveniently situated and
incapable of much improvement’; and where common or waste was to be
enclosed it was usually described as ‘of little, or no, value in its
present state’. It should be noted, however, that the mention of ‘open
fields’ in an act canmnot be taken as proof of the presence of
significant amounts of open arable land. We shall find several
Nottinghamshire parishes which retained only very small areas of this
type of land although this was not obvious from the act (Chapter 4).
Most likely the formal wording of ‘open fields, meadow, pasture,
common and waste land’ was adopted in order to ensure that no dispute
should arise over the description of any of the land designated to be
enclosed.

Following the preamble, formal clauses usually cover items common
to all acts, but, it would be unwise to regard the acts as mere
stereotyped documents, practically indistinguishable except in the
names of the parish, the chief landowners and the commissioners. As
might be assumed, the major part of an act was concerned with
determining the way in which land was to be divided, allotted, fenced
and held, but practically any local issue could be resolved. One
example is afforded by the act for Farnsfield in which it was ordered
that all the rabbits in'the warren, and in the rest of the parish,‘
were to be destroyed by a certain date set by the commissioners. Even
s0, the enclosure and distribution of land was of prime importance in
any enclosure act, although there was room for variation even in the

way in which these important matters were resolved.
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It is impossible to list all the special clauses which appeared in
Nottinghamshire acts but the following examples will give an idea of
their diversity. Where scils in a parish varied, restrictions might be
placed upon the type of land to be allotted to each proprietor. At
Balderton, for example, landowners were to be allowed plots upon the
clay and sand respectively according to the proportion of each type of
soil which they had held in the open fields. In some acts, land which
was not to be affected by the enclosure would be defined. This could
range from the three roocds at Staunton belonging to the Duke of
Portland, to more than two thousand three hundred acres of common and
waste excluded from the Blidworth act of 1769. Acts could even
provide alternatives to the complete enclosure of a parish by
absolving proprietors of allotments of certain land from the
obligation of fencing their plots. The owners of common meadow, or
pasture, at Sutton-on-Trent were allowed to retain their Jland
unenclosed indefinitely and some remains open to the present day
(Chapter 4). At Misson, too, proprietors were given complete freedom
to enclose their allotments in the open fields, field-meadows and
pastures, or to leave them open at will (Chapter 4).

Sometimes, an act would order that a specific acreage should be
awarded in lieu of common right and, quite often, directions would be
given for new allotments to be located as conveniently as possible to
an owners’ existing property. In several places the recipients of
small allotments were given the option of having them laid together in
one piece. A clause to this effect was contained in the General
Inclosure Act of 1801, but it had appeared in earlier acts for this
county, and is a particularly interesting concession because critics
of enclosure are usually of the opinion that one of its greatest evils

lay in the allocation of small, uneconomic plots of land in lieu of
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common rights. The payment of enclosure expenses by some members of
the community could also be waived. This became an optional clause in
the later General Inclosure Acts but was already included in the act
for North and South Clifton as early as 1760. In a few parishes, too,
the expenses of enclosure were partly, or entirely, defrayed by the
sale of part of the land.

However, open land was not the only kind which would be affected
by enclosure; the allocation of temporary closes and the definition of
‘ancient enclosure’ had to be decided in the acts. Encroachments upon
the common and waste, or closes taken from the fields, were often
classed as ‘ancient enclosure’ if they had been in existence for
twenty years, but this limit could be reduced to one year in one
parish or extended to sixty years in another. Provision was also
usually made for the exchange of both old enclosure and other
property. Indeed, from the amount of space devoted to exchanges in
some awards it would appear that these could have had almost as great
an impact upon the inhabitants of a parish as the enclosure itself,

After the method of re-organising land had been defined, the
question of tithe often had to be addressed. Again, there was no
uniformity in the way this problem was solved and a great deal
probably depended upon the personality of individual tithe-owners,
especially those who owned the great tithe. We have mentioned that the
tithe-owners’ consent to enclosure was essential to the success of a
petition to Parliament, and this could provide a strong bargaining
point when negotiations regarding compensation for tithe were taking
place. Of course, commutation of tithe was not universal at enclosure.
The inhabitants of some parishes retained their tithe commitments
unchanged, while in several cases only partial commutation occurred;

usually the newly enclosed land being absolved from payment while
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tithe continued to be levied upon old enclosures, At Blidworth the
tithes were not affected by the act of 1789, but, because sheep were
not generally allowed in new enclosures for seven years after the
hedges had been planted, it was decided to give the vicar pecuniary
compensation for loss of tithes of wool and lamb from these
enclosures.

The above examples, together with the knowledge that complete
drainage systems and new roads could be authorised by the acts, should
serve to illustrate how valuable these documents can be, not only in
giving an indication of the pattern of landownership within a parish,
but also in helping to explain its later topography. Moreover, acts
were not concerned solely with allotments to private owners and for
public roads and gravel pits; those for Carlton-in-Lindrick (1787) and
Cromwell (1773) made provision for land to be set aside upon which
houses for the poor were to be built, and at Rempstone one acre of
land was allotted for the use of the inhabitants as the site of a
church and graveyard.

A variety of solutions was also provided in clauses which featured
the adjustment of leases and rents. Some required that certain leases
should become void as soon as the land had been allotted, again, as
with the tithes, often making a distinction between the way in which
those for old and new enclosure were to be treated. Rents were
generally expected to double at enclosure, and provision in enclosure
acts for the extinguishment and re-negotiation of leases would have
enabled increases to be put into effect quickly. In other acts,
provision was made for rents to be increased by a certain percentage
(usually five per cent) over a set period if the landlord bore the
expense of enclosure. Alternatively, rents could be left unchanged for

a certain number of years on condition that the tenants bore a share
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of the enclosure costs., At Hickling the lessees of the prebendary of
Southwell were to pay their share of the enclosure, but no increased
rent was to be charged for leases, or the renewal of leases, for
fourteen years. Copyhold estates would seem to have been the ones
most likely to have been affected in this way, and rstrictions could
be extended to prevent the owners of such land levying higher entry
fines when new tenants were admitted. It will be obvious from the
above examples that an enclosure act could encompass a variety of
local issues. Aspects such as tithe-commutation and rent will be
considered in more detail in Chapter 7, but, for now, let us return to
an examination of the way the physical enclosure of land was
organised.

Once an enclosure bill had been steered through Parliament and
emerged as an approved act, the commissioners were responsible for
carrying out the division and allotment of the land concerned in
accordance with the directions contained in the clauses. Commissions
tended to be large during the earlier phase of local parliamentary
enclosure , possibly as a continuation of the numbers considered to
have been necessary for carrying out earlier enclosure agreements.
Nine commissioners appear to have been thought necessary for the few
seventeenth and early-eighteenth century Nottinghamshire agreements
for which we have details, but only two local acts (Barton-in-Fabis
and Coddington) named so wany, both dating from the first phase of the
county's parliamentary enclosure. Other acts from the same period
named either seven or five commissioners, and three became by far the
most popular number to employ in this county after 1765 until the
second decade of the nineteenth century when two became the norm. From
1836 the General Inclosure Act (68 & 7 W.IV, c.115) authorised
enclosures to take place without the intervention of a commissioner,

provided that seven-eighths in value and number of the proprietors had
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given their consent, and, during the final phase of parliamentary
enclosure, a ‘valuer’ would be engaged to act under the directions of
the General Inclosure Commissioners.

Seemingly, three commissioners would have been the most logical
number to employ if this provided a representative for each of the
main interests in a parish, i.e. the lord of the manor (or most
substantial owner), the tithe owner(s) and the residue of proprietors.
Such apportionment of responsibility for electing commissioners was
common but not statutory, and variations can be found. The lord of the
manor might not have had a separate choice (as at Normanton-on-Trent
where he only owned the right of soil, valued at just under two
acres), the surviving commissioners might have been required to
appoint a colleague’s successor, or the rest of the proprietors may
not have taken part in the nominations.

Also, the apparent fairness of having three commissioners may have
been less democratic than it would appear if the majority in value of
the rest of the proprietors consisted of very few persons. At Gedling,
for instance, apart from the two lords of manors and the tithe-owner,
only three proprietors received more than fifty acres of land
(Appendix B). One of these, John Musters, was a principal owner in the
adjoining parish of Sneinton, and it was probably no coincidence that
Samuel Wyatt, of Burton-on-Trent (Staffordshire), a commissioner for
only two Nottinghamshire enclosures, should have been elected by the
majority in value of proprietors at Gedling and as John Musters’
representative at Sneinton. Moreover, where three commissioners were
employed the act usually ordained that it was legal for any two of
them to make decisions, and this, again, could allow certain interests
to be disregarded if the commissioner representing them was absent or

disagreed with his colleagues. Even the award did not require the
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approval of all three to make it legal. When one of the commissioners
had signed the Halam and Edingley award and the second refused, a
Jjunior from the commissioners’ clerk’'s office was despatched to get
the signature of the third commissioner, who was ill and confined to
his house. !

A reduction in the number of commissioners employed upon
individual enclosures did not reflect a simplification of the general
process, but may rather be attributed to the growth of a body of
‘professionals’. Unlike commissioners named in earlier acts, many of
whom appear to have been landowners from neighbouring parishes, those
employed upon later enclosures were usually experienced land agents,
surveyors or solicitors; a number of them acting in the dual
capacities of commissioner and surveyor or commissioner and clerk. As
a result we shall find a relatively small group of commissioners being
entrusted with the practical administration of the majority of local
enclosures in a similar way to which a few Members of Parliament were
responsible for introducing the greater number of the bills.

One hundred and sixty-one commissioners were engaged upon
Nottinghamshire enclosures but seventy-four of these acted only once
(many of them in the earlier phases of the process), and a further
twenty-three only twice. At the other extreme, three commissioners
were particularly active; Thos. Oldknow, appeared twenty-seven times
between 1759 and 1781, Jonas Bettison, twenty-five times between 1789
and 1814 and William Fillingham, twenty-three times between 1774 and
1795, Another six commissioners worked upon at least ten enclosures,
and seventeen were involved with between five and nine acts, the
remainder being responsible for three or four each. Eighty-four of the

commissioners who  worked upon local enclosures were from

1 R.Hardstaff & P.Lyth, Georgian Southwell (Nottingham, no date),
p.72.
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Nottinghamshire, sixty from adjoining counties (many from places very
close to the county boundary), the place of residence of seven is
unknown and the remaining ten were appointed from farther afield.

Seven of the nine commissioners who were responsible for ten or
more local enclosures lived within Nottinghamshire throughout their
careers. The exceptions being John Renshaw, who was living at Bakewell
(Derbyshire) in 1775 when first named in a Nottinghamshire act, but
had moved to this county by the time of his second enclosure in 1787,
and Henson Kirkby, whose place of residence is unknown. This did not
mean that experienced commissioners and surveyors confined their
activities to one county. Several of those most prominent in
Nottinghamshire, such as William Fillingham, George Kelk, Jonas
Bettison and Thomas Oldknow will also be found as members of
commissions across a wide area of midland counties. Conversely,
commissioners who appeared only briefly in Nottinghamshire, were often
well-known elsewhere. Two, George Maxwell and Edward Hare, were both
extremely active in Northamptonshire, BRutland, Huntingdonshire,
Cambridgeshire and South Lincolnshire. Indeed, George Maxwell told a
House of Commons Committee that he had been a commissioner more than a
hundred times between 1773 and 1800.! Also, it was possible for an
enclosure to be completed entirely by commissioners from outside the
county, as at Spalford and Wigsley, where the principal proprietors
and tithe~owners were all connected with Lincolnshire and they duly
appointed three commissioners from that county.

One advantage of employing local commissioners was that their
expenses would have been less than for those who had farther to
travel. However, this consideration might have been set aside if there

were reasons for appointing someone who had no connection with the

1 M.W.Beresford, ‘Commissioners of enclosure’, in W.E.Minchington
(ed.), Essays Iin Agrarian History, II (Newton Abbott, 1968), p.93.
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locality, or one who had acted elsewhere either for a principal
landowner or with the other members of a commission. While there is
no evidence of local commissioners operating as a set team a number of
them worked together quite frequently, and it is probable that they
exercised preferences when allowed to choose a surveyor or a
substitute for one of their colleagues. They may also have made
recommendations when members of a commission were being considered.
For example, when Thomas Oldknow was engaged for a Yorkshire enclosure
and empowered to appoint two other commissioners, he chose John Ayre
and John Stone, from Leicestershire, with both of whom he worked in
several Nottinghamshire parishes.

Moreover, even without such opportunity of appointing their
associates, the fact that a limited number of expert commissioners
were available meant that a certain amount of duplication was
inevitable during phases of high enclosure activity such as the 1770s,
the 1790s and early years of the nineteenth century. The names of a
few contemporary commissioners occur again and again in such periods
and most of them worked upon several enclosures simultaneously. This
situation was not confined to Nottinghamshire but was common in other
enclosing counties; the proprietors from some complaining that
commissioners’ multiple engagements prolonged the enclosure process
and increased the costs.

Unlike some commissioners in Oxfordshire, those most prominent in
Nottinghamshire did not work exclusively for a particular interest,
such as the clergy or manorial lords.! Jonas Bettison, one of our most
experienced commissioners with twenty-five local enclosures to his
credit, is a case in point. He was appointed eight times each by lords

of manors, tithe-owners and the majority of proprietors, and once hy

1 W.E.Tate, ‘Oxfordshire enclosure commissioners, 1737-1856', Journal
of Modern History, XXIII (1951).
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fellow commissioners. Nevertheless, the interest represented may often
have been of little significance, especially where parishes shared
important proprietors. It was possible for a substantial landowner to
be lord of the manor of one parish, impropriator of the tithes in
another and a principal landowner in a third, and he might,
theoretically, elect the same commissioner to act for him in each of
these capacities.

This brings us to a feature of parliamentary enclosure which has
probably raised more criticism than any other - the relationship
between persons appointed to carry out enclosure and those who were
likely to benefit most from the process. Considerable power was vested
in the commissioners and, having noted the c¢lose links between some
promoters of enclosure bills and the M.Ps. presenting them in
Parliament, it will not be surprising to find influential landowners
nominating persons to commissions who would be sympathetic to their
concerns. In fact, a principal proprietor’s agent would have been a
logical choice in many cases, because not only would he have had a
thorough knowledge of the local socils and their value but would have
known enough about his tenants to be able to advise his employer upon
possible post-enclosure reorganisation of farms. This latter
consideration was important on account of the opportunity for the
termination of leases which an enclosure act often provided.
Solicitors who specialised in estate management and had experience
with leases, copyhold agreements and covenants, would also have been
invaluable for disentangling the legal aspects of ownership and
rights. Also, where commissioneré doubled as surveyors for an
enclosure, or acted as surveyor in one enclosure and commissioner in

another, owing their election either +to the promoters or to their
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fellow commissioners, it was possible for a powerful landowner to have
the advantage not only of his own man as a commissioner, but also of a
surveyor who understood his interests.

It is possible, too, that there may have been cases where a
landowner nominated his agent as a commissioner chiefly to put the
oppartunity of collecting a fee in his way. One such may have been
John Sandars of Mackworth, Derbyshire, who worked only once in
Nottinghamshire. He found his way onto the Normanton-on-Trent
commission because when Robert Holden, who owned a small estate in
that parish and to whom Sandars was agent, was approached for his
consent to the enclosure, Sandars suggested that Holden should propose
naming a commissioner.! This suggestion was accepted and Holden
nominated Sandars, who is described in the act as one of two
commissioners elected by the majority of proprietors.

Of course, commissioners were supposed to have had no personal
interest in any enclosure for which they were engaged but such
restrictions were not always enforced very strictly. One of the
commissioners for the Cotgrave enclosure owned property there, and at
Worksop another bought part of the land sold to defray enclosure
expenses. 2 Furthermore, a commissioner’s formal oath ought to have
precluded him from giving preferential treatment or favour to anyone.
Yet it is difficult to believe that a patron would not have reaped
some advantage from his connection with his nominee, and, given the
clogsely-knit relationship which existed amongst the landowning class
across county boundaries, it would probably have been difficult to
find +truly impartial commissioners who were also expert in local

conditions. Nevertheless, because local evidence of objections to

1 N.A.0. DD.T. 23/1.

2 N.A.O. CP. 5/6/3.
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commissioners, or to their method of apportioning land, is very rare,
it is impossible to quantify the benefits which accrued to landowners
by virtue of such relationships. All that can be done is to examine
the links between a sample of our more important proprietors and
certain commissioners and surveyors. It should be remembered, though,
that commissioners were chosen at quite an early stage of the
enclosure proceedings, before the application for an act was made, and
it is possible that the first commissioner approached might have
recommended the others. If that were the case the connections between
commissioners could have been almost as important as those with
landowners.

In any event, as we are seldom told specifically who appcointed a
commissioner it is not always possible to discover his relationship
with an interested party, especially in the earlier phases of
parliamentary enclosure. A clue may sometimes be found in a shared
place of residence, for instance, Thomas Crane of Melton Mowbray
almost certainly owed his place on the commission at Staunton to Lord
Besborough - a principal proprietor in that parish whose family seat
in England was near Melton Mowbray. Another example is provided by
William Jepson of Lincoln who served on commissions only in parishes
where the Dean and Chapter of Lincoln siderable interests.

In later acts it became more usual for the person responsible for
the provision of a commissioner’s replacement to be named, and it
may usually be deduced that this was the person who had made the
original appointment. Even so, some acts merely state that the
surviving members of a commission were to appoint successors for their
colleagues who died or were otherwise unable to continue with the
enclosure, in which case we do not know who made the first nomination.
This did not occur very frequently and we are fortunate that the names

of patrons were generally included in Nottinghamshire acts from 1775
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onwards, whereas in some counties they are only available at a much
later date - enclosure acts for East Yorkshire not providing similar
details until 1790.! Information of this type not only provides
evidence of direct patronage but also enables the identification of
links between substantial landowners and commissioners who appeared
ostensibly as the nominees of a majority of proprietors, but who could
have been elected by very few persons. The Gedling enclosure has
provided an example of the latter, and it is possible that close
scrutiny of proprietors in other enclosing parishes would reveal more.

With regard to the more obvious cases of patronage, where
commissioners were appointed exclusively by their employers, perhaps
self~interest is illustrated at its simplest by Sir Thomas Parkyns.
Not content with having a member of his family present enclosure bills
from some parishes where he was lord of the manor, Sir Thomas engaged
his brother-in—~law, Joseph Boultbee, to be a commissioner for three of
them. William Sanday, another agent, was appointed as a commissioner
solely in parishes where his employer, Charles Pierrepont, or a member
of the Pierrepont family, was lord of a manor. He was also elected
surveyor of the highways at Gedling (where Charles Pierrepont was lord
of one of the two manors) but appears not to have acquited himself
very well in that rdle as the commissioners concerned found his
accounts so complicated that they returned them to him ‘in order to be
brought before us in a more clear and correct state’.?

One of the Gedling commissioners, William Calvert, a surveyor by
profession, seems also to have been something of a protégé of the

Pierrepont family. William Calvert produced numerous plans of parishes

1 J.E.Crowther, ‘Parliamentary enclosure in Eastern Yorkshire 1725~
186807 (Unpublished Ph.D. thesis, University of Hull, 1983), p.256,

2 N.A.O. DD.MI. 99.
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and estates within this county from 1780 onwards and must have been a
man of some substance as he became lord of the manor of Darlton in
1793 upon purchasing the estate of which he had been steward. He
engineered the enclosure of the remainder of this parish around 1796
without a parliamentary act, and farmed two hundred acres of land -
taking enough interest in agricultural matters to report to Robert
Lowe upon the state of farming in his area (Chapter 2). Calvert's
association with the Pierreponts probably dated from around 1788, at
which time he surveyed the parish of Beighton (Derbyshire) for Lord
Newark and subsequently acted as a commissioner there. During 1789
and 1790 he was employed by Lord Newark to provide pre- and post-
enclosure plans of Cotgrave, and made his first appearance as a
commissioner in Nottinghamshire at Gedling in 1792; the first of four
enclosures to which he was appointed by Charles Pierrepont as lord of
a manor,

Although Calvert is named as a commissioner in only six
Nottinghamshire acts, and doubled as surveyor in three of them, it is
probably a measure of his competence that he was engaged to work
at Gedling. This enclosure presented more complications than many
others, and even the notice of a general meeting to discuss the
project was convened by two firms of solicitors from Lincoln's Inn.!
The ensuing act confirmed that there ‘had long been constant
jealousies and disputes’ in the parish between the lord and tenants
of the Pierrepont manor and the lord and tenants of the FEarl of
Chesterfield’'s manor. Agreement was reached whereby the manorial

rights and all timber growing upon the waste were to be divided

1 Nottingham Journal, 14.1.1792.
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equally between the two lords. The parish acreage was also to be
evenly divided by as straight a line as possible, the tenants on one
side to be bound by the rules of the Farl of Chesterfield’'s manor and
those on the other side to conform to Charles Pierrepont’s manor.

Clearly, a certain amount of expertise and tact would have been
required to put these resolutions into effect. Four commissioners were
appointed; elected respectively by the two lords of manors, the
tithe-owner and the rest of the proprietors. In fact, William Calvert
and John Renshaw (the tithe~owner’s nominee) accomplished the greater
part of the work on this enclosure together with the surveyor, John
Bailey. The first commissioner appointed by the Earl of Chesterfield
(William Pearce of Westminster) failed to act, his successor (Samuel
Deverill, a farmer from Newton Oldwork) disappeared from the records
early in the enclosure proceedings, and Samuel Wyatt, the proprietors’
choice mentioned above, was irregular in his attendance. This
situation might appear to have left the FEarl of Chesterfield’'s
interests unrepresented, but the Farl had employed John Renshaw
previously for the enclosure of Whatton and he may have had enough
confidence in Renshaw's probity to consider the appointment of a
fourth commissioner unnecessary.

Another surveyor who was employed almost exclusively by one patron
in Nottinghamshire, in this case the Master and Fellows of Trinity
College, Cambridge, was Jonathan Teal of Leeds. We do not know who
appointed him the many enclosures in which he was involved either as
commissioner or surveyor in Yorkshire but of the five commissions upon
which Jonathan Teal served in Nottinghamshire he was nominated hy
Trinity College as tithe-owners. In addition, he made nine plans for

the College of eétates or parishes in which they either owned property
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or were entitled to tithes, and the Cambridge connection was again in
evidence at his sole appearance as a commissioner in Lincolnshire
where he acted for Clare Hall.1

One other person, George Hodgkinson of Southwell, should be
mentioned before we return to a consideration of the more prominent
local commissioners. Hodgkinson was a lawyer, Steward for the
Archbishop of York’s Nottinghamshire estates (the Archbishop was lord
of the manor in sixteen enclosing parishes), and Receiver General
(i.e. Treasurer) and Registrar for the Dean and Chapter of Southwell
Minster. Furthermore, he was agent for the other principal landowners
in the area, which included Sir George Sutton’s extensive Lincolnshire
estates, professional adviser to lesser property owners amongst the
local clerics and gentry, and closely concerned with land
transactions. These activities ensured that George Hodgkinson was
well-placed to corner a great deal of legal business attendant upon
enclosure, and enabled him to amass a modest fortune, part of which he
invested in farms which he let to tenants. His acquisition of the
greater part of Radley Common is described in more detail in
Chapter 6.

In fact, Hodgkinson was associated with numerous enclosure
schemes in this county and elsewhere from the mid-1760s to the end of
the eighteenth century, and during the years 1770-1771 alone his
Journal reveals his involvement with ten.2 Although he acted as a
commissioner only three times in Nottinghamshire, he frequently served
either as commissioners’ clerk or was engaged during the earlier

stages of obtaining an act. We have no details of who elected him to

1 R.C.Russell, The Enclosures of Market Rasen, 1779~1781 and of
Wrawby cum Brigg, 1800-1805 (Market Rasen, 1969), p.16.

2  R.Hardstaff & P.Lyth, Georgian Southwell (Nottingham, no date),
p.71.
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the three enclosures in which he was a commissioner; the acts for
Carlton-on-Trent and North Muskham were obtained before it became
usual to name the persons responsible, and that for Caunton allowed
the majority in value of proprietors to replace any of the
commissioners. However, the links with Southwell Minster or the
Archbishop of York are clear in all three parishes. The Prebendary of
North Muskham (a Canon of Southwell Minster) was a principal
beneficiary in that enclosure and owner of glebe land and tithe in
Caunton, while the Prebendary of Norwell and the Archbishop of York
shared the great tithe at Carlton-on-Trent.

On returning to the nine commissioners who were engaged most
frequently for Nottinghamshire enclosures two can be dismissed very
briefly. We know nothing except the names of the thirteen parishes
where Henson Kirkby was employed during the early stages of the
process, between 1760 and 1777, and that he was engaged upon four
enclosures at the time of his death, a successor in each case being
chosen by the surviving commissioners. John Parkinson, on the other
hand, was active in the later stages of the county’s parliamentary
enclosure. He was noted for his progressive farming at Rufford and was
involved in ten enclosures between 1810 and 1840. Several of these
enclosures were of quite small areas, eight concerned land other than
open arable and were accomplished by means of General Inclosure Acts,
and for the remaining two he was elected by a majority of proprietors.

The rest of the commissioners who formed the nucleus of persons
engaged for ten or more Nottinghamshire enclosures fall into three
groups chronologically, although their careers overlapped to a certain
extent. Thomas Oldknow and George Kelk, began their enclosure careers
in 1759 and 17687 respectively and concluded them with their joint

completion of the award for Scarrington and Aslockton in 1781; at the
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beginning of the pause in the solicilting of Nottinghamshire acts which
lagsted until 1787 (Figure 4:1). Both Thomas Qldknow and George Kelk
were surveyors, although the former seems not to have acted in that
capacity after 1771 when he completed the enclosure map for Normanton-
on—-Soar. George Kelk, on the other hand, produced plans of several
parishes or estates, including that of the Duke of Norfolk at Worksop,
which were not subject to parliamentary enclosure, and was elected
surveyor for five formal enclosures.

Thomas Oldknow was responsible for twenty-seven local enclosures
and George Kelk for fifteen, but both men were employed as
commissioners in other counties and Kelk was engaged simultaneously
upen four Lincolnshire and ten Nottinghamshire enclosures between 1774
and 1779.%! These two commissioners worked together upon only four
enclosures, all towards the end of their careers, and all in parishes
situated towards the centre of the county. Thomas Oldknow’s earlier
engagements were for enclosures in the southern part of the county
where the other commissioners came mainly from outside Nottinghamshire
- chiefly from Leicestershire, such as John Ayre and John Stone,
mentioned above. By contrast, hand George Kelk, who lived near Carlton
in Lindrick, was employed in the north of the county where his fellow
comnissioners were frequently from either Lincolnshire or Yorkshire,
although he worked upon seven enclosures with Henson Kirkby for whom
no place of residence has been found.

Neither Thomas Oldknow nor George Kelk appears to have been
associated with a particular proprietor but they were working to a
certain extent at a period before it became usual for patrons to be
named in acts. As a result we have no details of who elected them to

many of the enclosures for which they were engaged, but the

1 R.C.Russell, The Enclosures of Market Hasen, 1779-1781 and of
Wrawhy cum Brigy, 1800-1805 (Market Rasen, 1969), P.34.
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proprietors in several parishes where Oldknow was employed included
Nottingham business-men such as Abel Smith, the banker. If Thomas
QOldknow the commissioner and the Thomas Oldknow who became Sheriff of
Nottingham in 1768 were the same person, then he would have been well-
known to the town’'s leading inhabitants, and could have been the
obvious choice for those who owned land in enclosing parishes. He was
nominated ten times by the majority in value of proprietors and his
replacement was left to the other commissioners in two enclosures,
while George Kelk was appointed once each by the Duke of Portland and
Sir George Savile, twice by the majority of proprietors and could be
replaced in four enclosures by fellow commissioners.

Our next two commissioners, William Fillingham and John Renshaw,
began work in the mid-1770s and resumed their enclosure activities at
the revival of interest in parliamentary enclosure in 1787. In fact
John Renshaw was appointed only once during the earlier period
(Hickling, 1775-6), but was associated with William Fillingham in this
and five later enclosures, and was his successor in a sixth. Little is
known of his career although he appears to have been the only
professional solicitor engaged as a commissioner for a significant
number of Nottinghamshire enclosures. Apart from Jonas Bettison, who
was employed solely as a commissioner, all the others were surveyors,
who, even if they didn’t combine the posts in particular instances,
nevertheless were employed formally as surveyors for other enclosures.
While other sclicitors, such as George Hodgkinson, were involved
numerous times as clerks, John Renshaw seems to have limited his local
activities in that field to five of the sixteen enclosures for which
he acted as a commissioner. No evidence of a special allegiance to any
proprietor or interest has been found, although, by virtue of his

solicitor’s practice in Nottingham, John Renshaw would doubtless have
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been acquainted with many of the county's important landowners. He was
elected four times by the lord of a manor and four by tithe—-owners,
six times by the majority of proprietors, once by fellow commissioners
and for one we have no details.

John Renshaw’s contemporary, William Fillingham, is probably the
Nottinghamshire commissioner about whom most is known. He was a farmer
and land surveyor, and had been appointed as steward or land agent to
the Duke of Rutland before he embarked upon his career as an enclosure
commissioner in 1774. During the next twenty-one years he was a
engaged upon twenty-three Nottinghamshire enclosures as commissioner,
surveyor for three others, and is known to have been empl