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Chapter One

The Ordnance Office Records

An investigation into the means by which the Parliament
carried on the War during the years 1642 to 1648 must take into
consideration the role of the O0ffice of Ordnance at the Tower of
London. A study of the financial and administrative aspects of the
Civil Wars would be incomplete without an examination of the ways
in which the parties supplied their respective forces with arms,
ammunition, cleoething and equipment of all kinds. The axtent to which
they were successful in this sphere has a bearing on other aspects
of the conflict,

In monetary terns, the resources allocated by Parliament to
the procurement of munitions, clothing and equipment for its forces
on land appear small in comparison with some other items of military
expenditure such as soldiers' pay. Lack of pay had an adverse effect
on the strength and effectiveness of an army, and indeed it might
have political as well as nmilitary repercussions, yet the
consequences of a deficienoy of munitions could obviously be
significant too.

The Ordnance Office had since the fifteenth century assumed
a central position in the procurement, storage and distribution of
munitions to English armies and garrisons, even though it had not
acquired a monopoly of those tasks., This fact alone makes it
worthwhile to investigate the effect of the outbresk of the Civil
Wars upon the personnel and routines of the Office and then
the way in which it functioned during the years of conflict that
ensued,

The Ordnance Office has been the subject of study during
the period of its history stretching from the time of its inception
to the early eighteenth century, but there has so far been no
account of the institution as it was maintained by the Parliament

during the Civil War yeax3. On the other hand, an edition of the



records ¢f the Ordnance Office maintained by the Royalists at Oxford
between 1642 and 1646, has been compiled. This work also refers to
certain of the Parliamentarian Ordnance Office records.1

The Ordnance Cffice of the Tudor and the post Restoration eras
has recently been the subject of dissertations.2 In addition, Aylmer's
thesis dealing with certain government departments in the reign of
Charles I incorporates a detailed study of the Ordnance Office down
to the outbreak of the Civil Wars. Professor Aylmer's subsequent work
in the field of seventeenth century administration alsoc pays some
attention to the Ordnance Office, although again without any special

3

congideration of the Civil War period.” Another recent dissertation,
on the subject of naval administration during the Commonwealth and
Protectorate, contains a short account of the Ordnance O0ffice during
those years.4
A number of other works concerned with sixteenth and

seventeenth century English political, economic and administrative
history have made some reference to the Ordnance Office records,
without being specifically concerned with the Office itmelf. Hogg's
account of the Royal Arsenal contains a chapter dealing with the
origin and development of the Ordnance Office which makes some use of

2 An

the sixteenth and seventeenth century records of the Office.
account of the Surrey gunpowder mills in the Victoria County History
utilizes a number of Ordnance Office records, as does Stern's

description of gunmaking in seventeenth century London.6 Finally,

1 Roy, I. The Royvalist ordnance papers

2 Ashley, R. The organisation and administration of the Tudor O0ffice ,

of Ordnance B.Litt. thesis, University of Oxford
Tomlinson, H.C. The organisation and activities of the English
Ordnance Office, 1660-1714 Ph.D. thesis, University of Reading
3 Aylmer, G.E, Studies in the institutions and personnel of English
central administration, 1625-42 D.Phil. thesis, Univ. of Oxford
Aylmer E.H.R. vol., 72 1957 pp. 240-246
Aylmer The King's servants and The state's servants
4 Hammond, W.N. The administration of the English navy, 1649-1660
Ph.D. thesis Universaitv of Britash Columb1a
5 Hogg, 0.F.G, The Royal Arsenal
6 V.C.H. Surrey vol. 2 pp. 306-329
Stern, W.M. J. Arms and Armour So¢. vel., 1 Mar. 1954 pp. 55-100
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some recent works on particular aspects of éivil War and Commonwealth
history have made use of one or two of the Ordnance Office recordﬂ.l

The information.provided by the records of the Parliamentarian
Ordnance Office is essentially quentitative. The records are above all
& source of facts and figures relating to prices, contracts, wages
and allowances, stores received and delivered out. Information about
the day to day life of the Office and of the people who worked there
is relatively limited. The records therefore lend themselves more
readily to a study of the role of the Office in supplying the
Pariiamentarian forces than to a close examination of the inner
workings of the Office and of the activities of those employed at
the Tower.

The Ordnance Office records may be divided into five
categories. The quarter books record the fees and other allowances
granted to members of the salaried establishment. These were payable
out of the ordinary allowance of £6,000 a year which the Office was
gsupposed to receive in quarterly instalments.2 Officially, the
quarter books were presented to the Exchequer as a record of
expenditure incurred ﬁhich ﬁas charged to the ordinary allowance.
However, the quarter books record entitlements only and not the
payments that were actuélly made in any given quarter.

The books of debentures contain copies of the debentures
made out to contractors who did not receive settlement. in cash or
"ready money" for the stores which they had brought in. Following the
receipt and proving of the stores at the Tower, the supplier was
igssued with a bill. Upon presentation of thisg bill, a‘debenture was
made out by the officers of the Ordnance and a copy subsequently
entered in the book of debentures. A debenture merely records the
existence of a debt and does not in this case constitute an
1l Holmes, C, The Eastern Agsociation and the Engligh Civil War

Worden, B. The Rump Parliament
2 See below p, 13




undertaking by the Ordnance 0ffice to pay the amount stipulated.l
After the debenture had been issued the bill became void, although
they were sometimes retained. The book of debentures for land service
is in fact accompanied by a sheaf of these bills,

The minute book consgists of copies of warrants for deliveries
out of the stores, details of contracts made by or on behalf of the
Ordnance Office, records of quantities of gunpowder brought into the
Tower and copies of letters to and from the officers. There is only
one minute book available for the Civil War perioed, which is
unfortunate because it is the most informative record of the workings
of the Ordnance Qffice. Eowever, some of the information found in the
minute book is also available for different periods in the books of
warrants and deliveries. A volume containing contracts made by the
Committee of the Army and notified to the Ordnance Office, which is
held in the London Museum, may consist in part of the original
documents from which the records of contracts in the minute book were
compiled, Alternatively, the contents may have once formed part of
another minute book which is now lost.

The receipts books give details of supplies brought in by
contractors for examination and storage at the Ordnance Office.
Hegular deliveries of gunpowder in accordance with long term contracts
are normally recorded in the minute book and in the books of warrants
and deliveries also, For the most part the receipts books relate to
the stores procured for Sir Thomas Fairfax's army between 1645 and
1648. There are separate alphabet books giving details of supplies
brought in for the trains of artillery of the Earl of Essex and the
New Model Army in 1644 and 1645, wherein are recorded the amounts
brought in by each contractor.

The books of warrants and deliveries contain copies of
warrants for issues out of the stores along with notes of deliveries.

1 Aylmer, G.E, 3tudies in the institutions and personnel of English
central administration vol, 1 p. 21




In some cases the warrants and the corresponding deliveries are
recorded in the same book, in others they are to be found in separate
ledgers, These books also contain details of some contracts made by
the officers of the Ordnance. Warrants emanating from the House of
Commons are norm&lly to be found in the Commons Journals too, whilst
those issued by the Committee of Both Kingdoms are summarized in the
Calendar of State Papers, domestic series.

There is an elerent of repetition in the Ordnance Office
records, owing to the fact that the officers were required to maintain
records in duplicate, There are some minor discrepancies between
different copies of the same document with regard to names, dates and
quantities. These are no doubt due to faulty transcription. The
entries in the ledger books were made up from the original documents
after the transaction had taken place, sometimes months later.

The Ordnance Office records alone cannot provide a complete
picture of the working of the Ofiice because they do not deal
adequately with the financial aspecty.This is also true of the records
relating to the Office before 1642, since a considerable proportion of
the money ‘expended by or on behalf of the Ordnance Office derived from
extraordinary sllowances sanctioned by the Privy Council and from
advances by the Treasurer of the Navy. It is therefore necessary to
consult the Exchéquer records. The situation during the Civil Wars is
complicated firstly by the fact that the post of Lieutenant of the
QOrdnance, which constituted the normal channel for the disbursement
of Ordnance Office funds, was in abeyance part of the time; and
secondly because the existing pattern of public finance was disturbed
by the novél measures introduced by the Parliament for the purpose of
financing the war.

There is a roll in the Pipe Office series of declared acéounts
which covers Crdnance O0ffice receipts and expenditure during the
period 1642 to 1651, but its usefulness for our purposes is gqualified

on a number of counts, It deals largely with sums of money received



from the Navy Treasurer and expended on the Fleets. Since it was
drawn up by the principal officers it does not include sums of money
handled by the Lieutenant of the Ordnance. The accounts are in fact
a record of the sums received by the senior officers and disbursed
during the periods 1642 to 1644 and 1645 to 1647 when there was no
Lieutenant. The latter's own accounts have been disco;ered in a very
fragmented form only.

These disdvantages are offset by the fact that the bulk of
the expenditure incurred by and on behalf of the Ordnanceé’Office for
land service during the Civil Wars is recorded in the Commonwe;lth
Exchequer Papers. The most important categories of documents in this
geries are those relating to the settlement of debentures and to the
discharge of warrants for payments to contractors by the army
treasurers.

It is impossible to describe fully the business of providing
munitions, c¢lothing and equipment to the Parliamentarian forces by
confining ocur attention to the Ordnance Office alone. It is necessary
to consider also the activities in this field which went on outside
the ambit of the Tower. Again, this is true of the situation before
1642 as well. Especially during the earlier stages of the Civil Wars,
large amounts of munitions, clothing and equipment were delivered to
the Parliamentarian forces apparently without reference to the Ordnance
- Office. Here too the Commonwealth Exchequer Papers are the primary
source of information, in particular the warrants directed to the
Treasurer of the Army, Sir Gilbert Gerard, by the Committee of Safety
and the Earl of Essex. In the same way we must pay some attention to
the manner in which the various local forces and garrisons sought to
obtain munitions and equipment for themselves over and above what
they might be allowed out of the Ordnance Office stores.

Another factor affecting the value of the Ordnance Office

records is that of completeness. We have the word of those charged



x7)

with investigating the Office at various times in ite history and

the declaration of at leasi one principal officer that record keeping
at the Tower left something to be desired., Fpilure to record the
transactions of the Office in sufficient detail, failure to keep
raecords up %o date and even the falsification and deliberate
destruction of documents are sone Qf the shortcomings related in the
pre Civil War period. It is unlikely that the situation was totally
transformed thereafter,

Purthermore, some Ordnance Office records were almost
certainly lost during the two centuries after the Civil Wars. The
bulk of the seventeenth and eighteenth century records of the O0ffice
were removed from the Tower to the Public Record Office upon the
dissolution of the Board of Ordnance in 1855. However, some records
had already veen sold and others had been retained in the hands of
individuals who had connections with the Ordnance Office. Yet more
were disposed of or destroyed at the time of the final clearance.1

For this reason it is probable that documents relating to
the Civil War period are numbered amongst the missing records, The
composite volume of Ordnance Office records in the London Museumn
incorporates one or two fragments of different categories of documents,
which suggests that they formerly belonged to ledgers that are now
lost. If there are indded gaps in the extant records, this may help
to account for those instances when the various sets of figures
derived from our analyses of the ledgers cannot be completely
reconciled.

Some of the records which were dispersed have subsequeﬁtly
found their way to the Public Record Office. Of the remainder,
several relating to the Civil War years are in the British Library,
whilst there is in the London Museum a volume of Ordnance Office
documents which was compiled in the last century.2 It is possible

1 Barter, S.E. J. Soc. Archivists vol. 3 no. 4 1966 p. 196
2 ibid.




that there are a few more documents or fragments still to be
discovered, perhaps concealed by the vagaries of the arrangement at
the Public Record Office or elsewhere. This is suggested by the fact
that one set of Ordnance Office receipts has been found bound into a
volume of the Commonwealth Exchequer Papers and not with the
companion records in the War Office series_wherein the ledger books
of the Ordnence Office are normally to be found.

The Ordnance Office records are most abundant during the
years 1644 to 1648, and it is in this period that the role of the
Office in supplying the Parliamentarian forces on land can be most
clearly determined. The availability of the different categories of
records during the Civil War years is indicated in Table one.1
Approximately one third of all the records relate exclusively to the
land forces, with a further one third devoted to provision for the
Navy and the remaining third comprising entries which relate to both
land and sea service,

An important limitation of the present work is that it is
concerned almost entirely with the part played by the Ordnance Office
in supplying the Parliamentarian forces on land, the exceptions being
the chapters dealing with the Ordnance Office establishment and the
remuneration of employees which are relevant to the activities of the
Office as a whole. The ordnance administration in the field, that is,
the train of artiliery, is likewise excluded from consideration
except insofar as provision was made for it out of the Ordnance
Office stores. The train was not part of the central organisation at
the Tower in any case. .

The supply of the Navy is considered only when it has a
bearing on the conflict on land, as in the case of the borrowing of
Navy stores for land service. This limitation of the scope of the
work was made primarily on the grounds of expediency, for it was felt

that the quantity of records was sufficient to support a separate

1l See p. 9
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study of one aspect of the activities of the Ordnarce Officé. Also,

to submit the entire bulk of the Ordnance Office records and their

associated Commonwealth Exchequer Papers documents to the same kind

of detailed analysis would make for a considerably greater undertaking.
Other reasons for this decision include the belief that

although the Parlismentarian navy played an important role during

the Civil Wars, the decisive conflict tock place on land; and that

since the Ordnance Office was a body traditionally orientated towards

saking provision for the Navy above all, an assessment of the extent

to which it was able to meet the demands created by prolonged and

widespread fighting on l1and would be of more immediate interest.
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Chapter Two

The Ordnsnce Office Before the Civil Wars

The Ordnance Office of 1642 had assumed ite characteristic
featurea during the Tudor era. The organisation, the routines and
the scale of the Office had been formalised by the middle years of
Elizabeth's reign, whilst the most significant developments had
cecurred earlier, during the reign of Henry VIII in particular., That
phase of expansion under the early Tudérs had no subsequent parallel
until after the Restoration, and in each case the impetus to growth
and ehange was provided by an increase in the scale of English
military and naval activity.

The later sixteenth and the early seventeenth genturies are
therefore years of comparative atability in which the Ordnance
Office underwent no remarkable development. As we shall see, a
number of recurrent themes pervade the history of the 0ffice duriﬁg
this period and indeed continue beyond the outbreak of the Civil
Wars. The relative stability experienced during the Elizasbethan and
garly Stuart periods was not peculiar to the Ordnance Office, but is
said to be characteristic of central administration as a whole during
that time.l

The Office of Ordnance had its antecedents in a department
of the Royal Household known as the Privy Wardrobe, which in common
with other organs of a formerly peripatetic government became
settled in London, in this case at the Tower, where in the course of
the fourteenth century it assumed the functions of procuring,
storing and distributing munitions in association with the merchants
and artificers of London. At some stage during the earlier fifteenth
century the functions of the Privy Wardrohe at the Tower were
adopted by the Office of Ordnance and the Armoury, which developed
as separate inatitutions.2
1 Aylmer, G.E., Studies in the institutionsg and personnel of English

central administration vol. 1 p. 6

2 Ashley, R. The organisetion and administration of the Tudor Qffice
of Ordnance pp. 21-23, 26
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The real impetus to the development of the Ordnance Office
was provided bf the early Tudors and by the military activities of
Henry VIII's reign in particular. Those activities included an
attempt to reduce England's dependence on foreign sources for the
supply of munitions and essential war materials by encouraging
domestic production, military expeditions overseas, the construction
of coastal defence works and the expansion of the Navy. The
establishment and growth of the English cast iron gunfounding
industry during the sixteenth century was of significance to the
development of the Ordnance Office since the distribution of
ordnance and shot was to remain pre-eminently a function of the
Office down to 1642 and indeed continued to be so during the early
years of the Civil Wars.

The task of supplying ordnance became all the more important
when in 1569 the Ordnance Office took over from the Navy Board
responsibility for the provision of munitiona to the Fleet which
waa the principal user of ordnance and shot procured for the state,
At the same time the Ordnance Office assumed responsibility for
ordnance stores at the dockyards of Woolwich, Deptford, Chatham and
Portsmouth.l However, this arrangement never proved to be a wholly
satisfactory one and from time to time proposals were put forward
for making provision for land and sea service the responsidbility of
separate departments. In 1642 and again in 1654 it was proposed that
the office of Master of the Ordnance for the Navy should be revived,
In 1655 the Ordnance Office was placed under the control of the
Admiralty Commissioners and from then until 1660 the Navy exercised
control over the procurement of ordnance., The division of
responsibilities between the Ordnence Office and the Navy as regards
the supply of munitions was never clearly defined and it continued to
cause friction between the two administrations in the later

1 Ashley, R. The organigation and administration of the Tudor Office
of Ordnance pp. 81-B2
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seventeenth century.l

During the reigns of Henry VII and Benry VIII the number of
principal officers increased from three to eight and the patent of
the firat Lieutenant of the Ordnance, the most important executive
officer of the Tudor and early Stuart Ordnance Office, dates from
1543%. From 1546 the Lieutenant and the other senior officers assumed
responsibility for the handling of Ordnance Office funds and a form
of accounting was adopted which continued until 1670, although it
was distorted during the Civil War period.2 When during the 1570's
a number of under clerkships were created in the gift of the senior
officers the establishment at the Tower had more or less assumed the
form in which it existed at the outbreak of the Civil Wa.rs.5

There were a number of interrelated factors affecting the
working of the Ordnance Office during the later sixteenth and earlier
seventeenth centuries. They concerned the administration and
financing of the Office and they posed problems which wers still
unresolved upon the outbreak of the Civil Wars, In the first
instance, the Ordnance 0ffice never enjoyed sufficient financial
resources to enable it to have a real measure of autonomy or to
allow it to effect complete control over the acgquisition of munitions
for the forces on land and sea.

The ‘ordinary - allowance of £6,000 a year to which the
O0ffice wae entitled by Privy Seal dormant was insufficient to cover
expenditure even in years of little or no.military activity. In any
case the allowance was not paid regularly, with the result that the
purchase of munitions needed for an expedition or a Fleet, or simply
the provision of expensive items for the stores, had to be paid for
- out of the Exchequer upon specdial estimates sanctioned by the Privy
Council or out of funds advancedby the Treasurer of the Navy. The
1 Johns, A.W., Mariner's Mirror vol. 14 1928 p. 28

Tomlinson, H.C. E.H.R. vol., 90 Jan. 1975 pp. 21, 25-27

2 Ashley, R. The organigation and administration of the Tudor O0ffice

of Ordnance pp. 47~-48
3 op. cit. p. 128
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logical development of this was that the Privy Council should go =&
gtep further and itself deal with merchants and artificers, which
it occasionally did.l
Since the Privy Council was authorizing much of the

extraordinary expenditure of the Ordnance Office, which in some
years far exceeded that of the ‘ordinary , it haed a vested interest
in the way in which the Office was run. Thus the series of
commissions of inquiry which were appointed by the Council to
investigate the Ordnance Office between 1553 and 1633 were prompted
not only by & desire to conduct an independent inguiry into what was
going on inside a body concerned with national security and to look
into administrative abuses, but also to effect a measure of
supervision over an institution which was spending money that to
some extent the Council itself had made available.

Suggestions of mismanagement and deficiencies in the stores
were given particular emphasis when the outbreak of war focused
attention upon them. The greater expenditure and consequent
accumulation of debts fostered by a war or some military venture
naturally gave additional emphasis to the desire for an investigation
into the running of the Ordnance Office. The close association of the
Office with the Navy, the administration of which was also the object
of eriticism and investigation, tended to throw the shortcomings of
the Ordnance Office into greater relief.é Then in 1624 the situation
at the Tower was glven added prominence by the impeachment of
Lionel Cranfield, Earl of Middlesex, since some of charges of
corruption and misdemeanours brought against him involved the
Ordnance Office.g

The subject matter of the various commissions of inquiry
changed little. The usual terms of reference required the
commissioners to take inventories of the stores in order to

1 Aylmer, G.E. Studies in the insiitutions and persohnel of English
central administration vol. 1 pp. 14, 15

2 Tawney, R.H. Business and politics under James I p, 152
3 Prestwich, M. Granfield LS
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establish what was available and to account for money that had been
spent, to improve administration by laying down guidelines and with
particular emphasis on improved record k¢eping, since this was
fundamental to the efficient running of the Ordnance Office and to
an effective check on its activities. Complaints about defective
records and the falsification of records were a reecurrent theme.

In the investigations of the earlier seventeenth century,
the emphasis appears to have shifted somewhat from the need to
improve administrative efficiency towarda the desirability of
reducing the cost of the Office, a reflection of the economic
difficulties of the Crown under the early Stuarts. One question
congidered by the commissioners before the Civil Wars was that of
the justification for retaining artificers om the salaried
establishment at the Tower,peying them salariee in addition to the
money which they received for work done on contract. Another matter
for conaideration was that of the ability of the Ordnence Office to
discharge effectively the burden placed upen it, particularly in
time of war. Doubts about this were kncreased when the Office
assumed responsibility for the supply of mupitions to the Navy and
80 gave rise to the question of whether or not it was appropriate
for the Ordnance Office to undertake the supply of both land and
sea forces.

One of the eaxrliest of the commissicns of inquiry into the
Ordnance Office was that of 1553. It considered, amongst other
things, the position of the retained artificers, but achieved 1little.
A later commission appointed in 1567 made the oft repeated call for
more detailed record keeping. In fact, the unreliability of and the
lack of precision ;n the records were reasons why the Council was
reluctant to accept the officers' own statements as satisfactory
evidence of how the Ordnance Office was being run. The importance of
keeping adequate records was stressed by further commissions in 1582

and 1589 which prescribed regulations for the proper maintenance of
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the ledger bocks. All records were to be maintained in duplicate
and the books were to be made up every two months.1 However, the
effectiveness of these recommendaticnas depended ultimately on the
cooperation and integrity of the officers of the Ordnance themselves.
The fact that the injunctions were repeated by successive
commissions of inquiry suggests that they did not make very much
impression.
The appointment of the Earl of Bssex as Master of the
Ordnance in 1597 was the occasion for the issue of further
instructions concerning the administration of the Ordnance Of fice.
"We would prevent your falling into the errors of your predecessoras,
and enable you to reform your inferior officers", wrote the Queen to
Essex at the time.2
A commission was then set up in 1598 charged with carrying
out a detailed investigation into the Ordnance Office. Amongst other
things, the commissioners were to define clearly the duties of the
principal officers, stop payment of the annual allowances which the
officers were awarding to themselves and their clerks and reform
abuses in the handling of Ordnance Office funds. The commissiocners
made an inventory of the stores and laid down a new establishment.
It was stipulated that no records were to be removed from the Tower,
an annual account of issues and receipts and a report on the stores
were to be given to the Lord Treasurer, artificers engaged on special
commissions were not to be retained without proper authority, full
records of issués and receipts were to be kept and there were to bdbe
regular examinations of the books.5
Bowever, this attempt to improve the administration was
either unsuccessful or had no lasting effect, for in 1619 another
Commission on the Ordnance was established which investigated much
the same matters and made similar recommendations to those of its
1 Ashley, R. The orgenisation and asdministretion of the Tudor Office
of Ordnance pp. 77, 99-101 ’
2 C.8.P.D. 1591-7 pp. 381, 383

5 ﬁgég; 0.F.G. The Royal Arsenal vol. 1 pp. 50-51, 53
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flizavethan predecessor. The commissioners consisted of Lionel
Cranfield and nine other individuals. In 1619 Cranfield held the
offices of Master of the Great Wardrobe, Master of the Wards and
Chief Commissioner of the Navy.l In these capacities he was
instrumental in carrying out administrative reforme between 1617
and 1620, during which time an attempt was made to reorganise
various depariments of government and to put them on a sound
financiasl footing. The commissioners' report, which appeared in
1620, was one of several which strongly eriticized the conduct of
government at the time. Similar commissions of the Privy Council
had been set up in 1617 and 1618 to investigate the Household and
the Navy respectively.2

Apart from considering the state of the magazine, the
Commission on the Ordnsance once more attempted to lay down
guidelines for the administration of the Ordnance Office. The
Commission was concerned with confirming earlier orders governing
Ordnance Office practice and with ensuring that traditional
procedures were observed, as well as with creating precedents. The
Commission's report has survived and since its terms of reference
were typical of the inquirdes into the Office in the pre Civil War
‘era, its findings will be considered in some detail.

The Commission recommended a reduction in the size of the
Ordnance Qffice establishment. The position of Clerk of the
Deliveries was to be abolished as a separate office, and the two
posts of furbisher created for the maintenance of the small guns
were either to be dispensed with when they fell vacant, since the
appointees had not performed the tasks required of them, or else the
holders were.tohbe compelled to discharge their duties. The number
of artisans was also to be reduced. The new sllowances created since
1595, without warrant or precedent, for a bowyer, fletcher,

1 B.N.B. vol. 5 p. 14

2 Prestwich, M. Cranfield pp. 211-212
Aylmer, G.E., E.H.R. vol. 72 1957 p. 231
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carpenter, wheelwright, smith, ladlemaker and cooper were an
unnecessary burden. Of the twenty permanent labourera, some never
worked, many seldom worked and none worked for the whole year. The
Commission declared that they should receive payment only for the
work that they actually did.l

In 1641, however, the office of Clerk of the Deliveries was
still in existence, together with the posts of furbisher, bowyer,
fletcher, carpenter, wheelwright, smith,ladlemaker and cooper. The
nunber of labourers on the establishment remained at twenty.2 It is
poesible that despite the Commission's strictures there were in fact
practical reasons for retaining the services of these artificers.

The Commission also made recommendations concerning the
duties of the officers. The Lieutenant of the Ordnance was to inform
the other officers of all demands for payment made by suppliers as
well as of recgipts issued by him., There was a history of
embezzlement by senior Ordnance officials. The Lieutenant, who aocted
as Treasurer, was enjoined to make payments in the presence of the
other officers and within fourteen days of receiving the mpney. No
money was to be handed cover unless the claimant possessed a debenture.

Short term borrowing of supplus Ordnance Office funds by the
Lieutenant for his own purposes had not necessarily veen regarded as
improper, but clearly the scope for financial abuses was considerable,
Certain Masters and Lieutenants ended up by owing large sums to the.
Crown. With regard to the duties of the other officers, the
Commission declared that the Clerk of the Ordnance was to keep
yearbooks containing records of all warrants, copies of letters and
contracts, inventories of the stores and details of recipts and
deliveries of stores. Nothing was 1d be issued without a warrant. No
new posts were $0 be created nor exceptional wages, fees and
travelling expenses allowed without the King's warrant.5
1 Add. Mss., 36,777 £f. 16-17

2 W.0. 54/15 unfol.
3 Add. Mss. 36,777 ff. 21-24
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Yet this comprehensive review of the organisation and
activities of the Ordnance Office still failéd to produce any
lasting improvement. The military adventures during the years 1625
to 1629 revealed serious deficiencies in the stores and prompted a
further geries of inquiries. The increase in Exchequei payments to
the Ordnance 0ffice, puch of it upon special estimates, which was
sanctioned by the Privy Council during these years also served to
attract the attention of that body. In the summer of 1629 the
Surveyor of the Ordnance and the Storekeeper were briefly
incarcerated for misdemésanours. An inquiry into the O0ffice had heen
ordezed in 1626 and in 1629 a report prepared on the instructions of
the lLord Treasurer charged the officers of the Ordnance with
mismanagement and fraud and with permitting exdessive prices in
contraots.l

A commission formed in 1630 was also asked to consider the
question of salaries. This was fundamental to a thoroughgoing reform
of the Ordnance Office and the first commission appointed after the
Civil Wars took steﬁs to deal with this problem. A new commission
was formed in 1633 and during this period the Office was under more
or legs continual surveillance though without any-significaﬁt
results. The question of Ordnance Office reform was taken=up again
after the Civil Wars and during the Commonwealih era a remodelling
of the establishment was brought about.2

Another feature of the Ordnance O0ffice in the later
sixteenth and earlier seventeenth centuries was the prevalence of
internal dissensions amongst the employees of the Office, especially
the senior officers and their clerks. These disputes arose partly
out of the issue of appointments to positions in the Ordnance QOffice
and they were accompanied by charges sand counter charges of

maladministration and corruption. The filing of charges of

1l Aylmer, G.E. Studies in the institutions and personnel of Bnglish
central administration vol. 1 pp. 49, 64

Aylmer E.H.R. wvol. 72 1957 p. 242
2 Seefbelow pp. B87-89
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malpractice by officers and even under clerks against other
officials at the Tower became a tradition which continued down to
the Civil Wars and beyond. Sometimes the disputes were so intense
that they prompted outside intervention. Such disagreements could
glso undermine the system of checks and balances devised in an
attempt to ensure the honest and efficient administration of the
Ordnance Office, since the system depended on the integrity and
co-operation of the officers in the performance of their tasks.
Underlying the persconal rivalries and jealousies was the
fact that the senior officers held their posts by patent and they
tended to regard themselves as owing allegiance to the Crown rather
than to the Master or Lieutenant of the Crdnance, Furthermore, the
senior officers were inclined to take advantage of any weakness or
absence on the part of the Lieutenant to consolidate their own
positions., This made it more difficult for the latter as principal
executive officer to assert his authority over his fellow officers
who resented what they regarded as an infringement of their
privileges. Hence attempts were made to discredit the Lieutenant
and other officers by accusing them of mmlpractice, with the
plaintiffs appealing to- the Crown and to ministers for justice,
The rather haphazard way in which the administration of the
Ordnance Office was conducted, along with obvious deficiencies in
the methods of record keeping and accounting and the existence of
a certain amount of actual fraud and maelasdministration made it.
relatively easy to bring such charges. The accusations most
commonly made by the disputants were those of falsification of
records and embezzlement of mpney and storea. There is no doubt
that some provisions purchased for the Ordnance Office stores were
subsequently sold to contractors and in some cases re-sold to the
state. In 1586 the Surveyor of the Ordnance charged the Clerk of

the Ordnance, the Purveyor of Materials and the Stérekeeper with
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by

embezzling more than £7,000, This wa%{one of a serles of disputes
and accusations of malpractice amongst the officers in the late
sixteenth century. These have been seen not simply as internal
differences but also as having links with political controversies in
the country at large.l

Disaegreements in the Ordnance Office are epitomized by one
well documented dispute between the Lieutenant, Sir John Heydon, and
the other principal officers in the early 1630's, when the two sides
put their cases to the Crown at some length. Heydon was a forceful
and energetic official who involved himself more closely in the
running of the Ordnance 0ffice than many of his predecessors. His
differences with the other officers may have been exacerbated by
his belief that the £8,000 deb%t elaimed by the Crown againat the
estate of his brother, who preceded him as Lieutenant of the
Ordnance, was excessive, and his suspicion that his brother had
been the victim of malprsctices by the other officers.2

The officers set out what they held to be the establisghed
procedures for running the Ordnance Office and they reiterated some
of the rules prescribed by the commission of 1619. One of the points
at issue concerned the me%hod of book keeping employed and the way
in which expenditure and outstanding debts were to be recorded. The
officers defended their administration of the O0ffice and declared
that they could not accept some new practices introduced by the
Lieutenant because they did not consider them eithez necessary or
important enough to justify changes in routines.3

In his rejoinder the Lieutenant of the Ordnance suggested
that the officers' motives in petitioning the King were firstly to
forestgll further examination of the quarter books which were
supposed to substantiate claims for paymeﬁts out of the.ﬁordinaryn
1 Ashley, R. The oxganisation and administration of the Tudor Offige

of Ordnance pp. 130-140

2 Tomlinson, E.M. History of the Minories pp. 138-139
3 S.P. 16/179 no. 51

Aylmer, G.E. B.H.R. vol. 72 1957 pp. 242-24%
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allowance of the Office and secondly to justify the present
administration by showing that it was in accordance with established
procedures. The Lieutenant declared that only a regular survey of
the stores would make it possible to account satisfactorily for
money spent, since the records maintained by the officers wers too
unreliable, .

The attitude of the officers was inepired, he believed, by
the fear that their malpractices would be discovered. The Keeper of
the Stores was accused of claiming payment for greater quantities of
stores than had actually been received, in c¢ollusion with merchants
and artificers, The Clerk of the Ordnance fixed prices and made out
debentures without being subject to any real scrutiny. He had
arrogated the role of treasurer and submitted claims for payment on
the basis of records prepared by himself. Many unwarranted payments
and allowances had been charged upon the ordinary.’ allowance which
was intended primarily for the replenishment of the magazine. The
Lieutenant degclared that the practice of transferring large debts
from one quarter's accounts to another had begun during the tenure
of office of the present Clerk. He called for the restoration of
proper procedures for running the Ordnance Office.1

Heydon continued to concern himself during the 1630's with
the proper administration of the Office. He 1aid down guidelines
for the running of it and .in NovembéfilS}S he complained that in
the sbsence of the Storekeeper through illness his job had been
carried out by his clerk without any supervision by the other
officers.2

Although the Ordnance Office was often associated with
charges of corruption and mismanagement, it is unlikely that it was
worse in this respect than other departments. The shortcomings of
the Office were symptomatic of a rudimentary bureaucracy, which was
characterized by the importance of fees and gratuities,,the

1 S.P. 16/23% no. -42
2 Harl., Mss. 429 ff. 178-179
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appointment of officers for life and on individual patents and the
absence of a clear distinction beiween public interest and private
advantage in discharging an office.

The existence of administrative deficiencies was recognized,
but schemes for reform were compromised by the financial weakness of
the Crown. One factor which was common to these attempts at reform
was the desire to reduce the cost of the Ordnance 0ffice. Financial
and administrative abuses were as much a symptom~&f-the Crown's
econcnic @difficulties as they were a cause. The commissioners who
criticized the conduct of the officers of the Ordnance no doubt had
justification for doing so, but perhaps they did not altogether
recognize the difficulties under which the officers were required
to perform their duties, especially with regard to the inadequate
finaneiael provision made for the Office.

The persistent failure to gndow the QOrdnance Office with
the necessary resources ito enable it to discharge ita functions
properly was a major cause of inefficiency at the Tower and it also
encouraged administrative abuses as the officers sought to
compensate for the lack of money. Another prerequisite for improved
administration was the provision ¢f regular and adequate salaries.
The officers drew attention to the need for proper financing of the
Office in their petitions, such as those of February 1636 and August
1641, in which they asked for the regular payment of the standing
allowance and for the paying off of the arrears which had accumulated.l
Hevertheless, the problem of financing the purchase of munitions
.satiéfactorily remained unresolved during the Civil Wars and
afterwards.

1 Harl. Mss. 429 f. 156
C-SIPCDI 1641‘! ppl 104, 109
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Chapter Three

The Ordnance Office Organigation During the Civil Wars

As a resort to force became increasingly probable during the
summer of 1642, both King and Parliament naturally sought possession
of the country's principal magazine together with the allegiance of
its employees, The wider one-sided contest for control over the
machinery of government was reflected in the disputes between the
officers of the Ordnance and Parliament during the spring and early
summer of 1642 over the right to issue warrants for deliveries out
of the stores,

The officers replied to demands from the Commissioners for
Irish Affairs for the issue of munitions by declaring that warrants
could only be made out upon the authority of the King or the Privy
Counc¢il. Such an attitude made tﬁeir removal from office by
Parliament only a matter of time. On the 28th June the King forbad
the issue of stores without his consent. Next day the officers were
brought before the House of Lords and dismissed, although no stepa
were taken to enforce the order until two months later.l

With the King excluded from the centre of power and the
apparatus of government effectively in the hands of his opponents,
Farliament was not only able to keep the Tower magazine in its
hands but was favourably placed to retain the majority of ihe
employees of the Ordnance Office too. Political loyalties apart,
members of the O0ffice might be detained in London either by
persuasion or by sheer practical necessity, since upon woulQbPe
Royalists lay the onus of surrendering their posts and quitting
London if they wished to join the King.

During August 1642 Parliament took effective stepa to secure
control of the Ordnance Office. OUn the firet day of the month, the
Commons ordered the Lieutenant of the Tower not to permit arms and
gnd ammunition to be shipped from the Tower wharf without the

1 Tomlinson, H.C. The organisation and activities of the English
Ordnance Office vol., 1 pp. 38--39, B3-84
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approval of Parliament.l Then on 20th August Parliament ordered the
exclusion from the Tower of such officers as refused to submit to
its authority. The officers were required to hand over their keys to
such persons as the Committee for the Defence of the Kingdom
appointed to receive them. The custody of the arms and ammunition in
the stores was to be entrusted to those whom the Committee thought
fit to exercise it. Four days later Parliament was reported to be in
possession of the Ordnance Office.2

On the evidence provided by the quarter books, the outbreak
of the Civil War had no significant effect upon the size and nature
of -that part of the establishment whose members were in receipt of a
salary payable out of the standing allowance due to the Ordnance
Offiée. No such records are available for the year 1642, but it is
possible to compare the ordinary establishments of 1641 and of 1643.
Only a proportion of those actually engaged in work at the Tower or
otherwise conﬁected with the Ordnance Office are listed in the
quarter books,

In the final quarter of 1641 the ordinary establishment

consisted of :—3

Lieutenant of the Ordnance
Surveyor of the Ordnance Clerk of the Ordnance
Keeper of the Sidres Clerk of the Deliveries
Master Gunner of Bngland Keeper of the Small Guns

Keeper of the Rich Weapons !
Clerk to the Master of the Ordnance

8 clerks (and one temporary clerk)

Plumber ' Ladlemaker
Carpenter Wheelwright
Fletcher Bowyer

1 C.J. 1640-42 p. 699

2 ¥.0. 55/1754 f. 1
Aylmer, G.E. Studies in the institutions and personnel of Bnglish
central sdministration vol. 1 p. T4 ;

3 W.0. 54/1% unfol,
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Cooper - 2 furbishers (one vacant)
2 proofmasters Hessenger
20 labourers
By the first quarter of 1643, the only changes in the size
of this egtablishment were that the posts of Lieutenant of the
Ordnance, clerk to the Master of the Ordnance and ladlemaker were no
longer occupied, the number of clerks had been reduced to seven and
there was only one proofmaster., The vacant post of furbisher had by
now been filled.l The offices of Keeper of the Stores and of Keeper
of the Rich Weapons continued to be held by the same person as in
the past.
One the other hand, changes of personnel during 1642 were
quite considerable, as is revealed by a comparison of the names of
those listed in quarter bocks for the respective periods.2

Lagt quarter, 1641 Fifst quarter, 1643 -

Lieutensnt of the Ordnance

Sir John Heydon (R)

Surveyor of the Ordnance

Francis Coningsby George Payler

Clerk of the Ordnance

Edward Sherborne (R) John White

Keerer of the Stores

Richard Marsh (R) John Paulkener

Clerk of the Deliveries

Thomas Eastbrooke (R) Stephen Darnelly

Master Gunner of England

James Wemyss James Wemyss

Keeper of the 3mall Guns

James Paulfreyman James Paulfreyman

1 ¥.0. 54/16 unfol,

2 W.0. 54/15; 54/16 unfol.
(R) denotes those members of the ordinary establishment in 1641
who are known to have joined the King at Oxford



Last guarter, 1641

Richard Marsh (R)

Howard Strachey

Edward Stevens (R)

William Forster sen.

Williem Foraster jun.

Andrew Bassano
Hugh Lockett

Robert Bevis

First gquarter, 16453

Keeper of the Rich Weapons

Clerks

William Bevis (temporary)

John Newport (absent) (R)

Joseph Day

William Beachan

Mathew Banks
Thomae Bateman
David Powell
John Qefferson
Alexander Norman

Robert Steadman

Plumber

Ladlemgker

Smith

Carpenter

Wheelwright

Fletcher

Bowyer

Cooper

Furbishers

John Faulkener
John Whitworth
John Hooper
Joseph Hutchinson
John Smith

Edward Hutchinaon

Robert Bevis

William Bevis

Daniel Judd

Thomas Hodgskins

John Pitt

Thomas Bateman

David Powell

John Jefferson

Alexander Norman

Robert Steadman

George Figher
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Last quarter, 1641

John Lanyon

John Duvarrio

Nicholas Cox

Hugh Flood
John Leverett
Thomas Archer
George Bishop
Humphrey Woodall
Thomas Luger
Thomas Perrin
Richard Bailey
John Merry
Peter Smith
Williem Payne
John Freeman
Henry Loxam
Thomas Sparks
Richard Thomas
John Evans
John Cash
John Moorey
John bowe

Roger Preston

Proofmasters

Messengerxr

Labourers

FPirst quarter, 1643

William Franklin

Nicholas Cox

Hugh Flood

James (?John) Levere
Thomas Archer
George Bishop
Humphrey Woodall
Thomas Luger
Thomas Perrin
Richard Bailey
John Merry
Peter Smith
William Payne
John Freeman
Henry Loxam
Thomas Sparks
Richard Thomas
John Evans

John Cash

John Moorey

John Lowe

Roger Preston

The precise reasons for the changes revealed here can in

certain cases he ascertained,

in others they must remain a matter

for speculation. Some can be explained in terms of active support
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for the King. Indeed, the Ordnance 0ffice has been described as one
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of the departments in which the incidence of RHoysalism wesa rather
greater than the average for the central administration as a whole.l
Political and religious sentiments were no doubt important factors
which influenced the conduct of officials during 1642, yet their
overall effect is difficult to asseas, The senior officers of the
Ordnance do not on the whole appear to have been influenced by
financial considerations, for they would have stood a better chance
of obtaining the arrears of fees and allowances to which they were
entitled in 1642 by supporting Parliament. |

A few individuals may have bagsed their decisions on their
agsesament of the likely outcome of the conflict and concluded that
it would be more expedient to maintain their allegiance to the King.
It is more probhable, however, that for mundane reasons a greater
number decided to acknowledge Parliament and remain at their posts.
The active Royalists were confined largely to the gsenior officers
who could leave London and join the King more readily than the lower
grades of employees who would have been more dependent on the
Ordnahce Office and on London for their 1iveiihood.

The position of the more substantial of the artificers who
possegsed commercial and manufacturing interests of their own was
akin to that of the outside contractors who continued to serve the
Ordnance Office because their assets were located within the area
then controlled by the FParliament. Apart from the principal officers,
only two other members of the ordinary establishment, both under
clerks, are known to have become members of the Royalist Ordnance
Office. It is reasonable %o assume that they were motivated at least
in part by their ties with the respective officers whom they had
served at the Tower. Yet in spite of the fact that the under
clerkships were in the gift of the senior officers, there were
instances before 1642 when under clerks remained at their posts
following a change of officer. This became more of a usual

1 Aylmer, G.E. The King!s servants p. 406
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occurrenée after the Civil Wars.l

The Lieutenant of the Ordnance, Sir John Heydon, weas
apparently the first to declare himself for the King. He was an
experienced Ordnance official who had held office since 1627. In [
dJune 1642 the King unsuccessfully sought Heydon's assistance in
procuring munitions from the stores at the Tower and in the Minories
and despatching them by way of Newcastle to York.2

Heydon hecame Lieutenant of the Royalist Ordnance Office at
Oxford. On 23rd August 1642 three members of Parliament were directed
to go to Heydon's house in the Minories and remove to safe keeping
the arms, ammunition and stores there. Nevertheless, settlements of
debentures issued by the officers of the Ordnance continued to be made
at the Tower in Heydon's name during September and October 1642, no
doubt because the original contract had been made out whilst he was
in office.5

The House of Lords resolved on 17th August 1642 that the
Surveyor of the Qrdnance, Francis Coningsby, the Storekeeper, Richard
Marsh, and the Clerk of the Ordnance, Edward Sherborne, be taken into
¢he{;custody of the Gentleman Usher and prrevented from entering the
Tower. After a short period of detention they were released, whereupon
Marsh and Sherborne went to the King.4

Edward Sherborne was a recusant Catholic and consequently
would have been disqualified in any case., He had secured the
reversgsion to the Clerkship of the Ordnance, held by his father,
Edward Sherborne senior, in 1638. He succeeded to the post at the
veginning of 1642 and was restored to office in 1660, when he was
1 Aylmer, G.E. Studies in the institutions and personnel of English

central administration vol. 1 p. 106

Tomlinson, H.C. The organisation and activities of the English
Ordnance Office vol. 2 p. 616
2 .5.P.D. 1641-3 p. 343
3 C.J. 1640-3 p. 732
SEP. 28/1D fr. 542, 560
4 W.0. 55/1754 f. 8 i
Roy, I. The Royalist ordnance papers pt. 1 p. 13
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8till c¢laiming arrears due to his father.l He was also a minor poet.

Thomas Eastbrooke, the erstwhile Clerk of the Deliveries, was
also a Royalist, although less prominent in this respect than the
other principal officers who went to the King. Francis Coningaby,
who had been Surveyor of the QOrdnance, has been described as either a
Royalist or & neutral. A former clerk of his, John Lucas, received
& debenture for travelling expenses in Auguat 1642 which was finally
settled in May 1644, so Lucas cannot have gone to Oxford.2

The exclusion of Sherborne, Coningsby and Marsh was followed
by the appointment of new officers by Parliament. The replacement of
Crown appointeea raised legal and constitutional issues which could
not be settled in the political climate prevailing during the earlier
years of the Civil Wars, when only a minority in Parliament was
considering the implications of a complete and final breach with the
King. As a result, the new appointments at the Ordnance O0ffice were
not formally ratified until several years later.5

An order of the Committee for the Defence of the Kingdom on
22nd August 1642 appointed George Payler, "late Pay Master of
Barwicke", as Surveyor of the Ordnance, and John Faulkener as Keeper
of the Stores.4 Berwick was one of the strongholds whose ordnance
establishment was overseen from the Tower, I% is possible that
Payler's appointment was secured through the influence of Robert
Scawen, who sat in the Coummons for Berwick and who was 2 member of
the Committee of the Ordnance Office and subsegquently chairman of
tﬁe Army Committee. Payler maintained his connection with
Northumberland, for he sat as a Militia Commissioner and as a
1 W.0. 54/1% unfol.

Aylmer, G.E, Studies in the institutions snd personnel of English
central administration vol. 1 pp. 74 note, 98
Aylmer The King's servants p. &0
Roy, I. The Royalist ordnance papers pt. 1 p. 11 note, pt. 2 p.444 note
2 Aylmer, G.E, E.H.R. vol. 72 1957 p. 246 note
S.P. 28/17 f. 453

3 C.J. 1646-8 p. 642
4 W.0. 55/1754 f£. 2
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Commissioner of Assessment for that county on several occasions
during the Civil Wars. Perhaps that was one reason why in 1649 he
was criticized by the Clerk of the Ordnance, John White, for leaving
most of hies work to be done by his fellow officers.1
A further order of Bth September 1642 appointed John White,
"late citizen and hosier of the City of London", as Clerk of the
Ordnance. The City merchant community was involved in all aspects of
Parliamentarian financial and military administration. In June 1643
the Commons ordered that White be granted possession of the house
formerly occupied by Edward Sherborne. However, by another order of
the following month White was altocated rooms in Sir John Heydon's
former house in the Minories.2 The Master Gunner of England, James
Wemyss, adhered to the Parliament. He was a Scotsman who had come to
London and engaged in the practice of gunnery and the making of
ordnance at Vauxhall during the 16%0Ys. He carried out work for the
Ordnance Office at that time., He was appointed Master Gunner in 1638.3
During the Civil Wars the post of Lieutenant of the Ordnance
was entrusted to members of Parliament who played an active part in
the Commong and who were identified at the time of their appointment
with the moderate section of ¢pinion in Parliament which sought
restraints upon the royal prerogative whilst being averse to attempting
the total military defeat of the King as a precursor of radicail
political and religious changes.4
Yet the custody of a key department such as the Ordnance
Office was naturally bestowed upon an individual whose adherence to
the Parliamentarian cause was unguestionable. The first holder of
the office of Lieutenant during the Civil Wars was John Pym, the
leader of that rather amorphous body of moderate opinion in the
1 Hammond, W.N. The administretion of the English navy p. 32
Reid, W. Guildhall Misc. vol. 2 no. 8 Sept. 1966 p. 325
2 W.0. 55/1754 f. 8
C.J. 164324 pp. 133, 170 '
3 D.N.B. vol. 20 pp. 1159-1160 °

Hirli Mss. 429 f. 188
4 Peari, V, E.H.R. vol. 81 1966 p. 493
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Commons which has been called the 'Middle Group' and which under
Pym's influence played a prominent part in Parliament during the
first two years of the Long Parliament. Pym was appointed Lieutenant
in November 1643, although he had already ceased to play a part in
the Commons owing 1o illness. He died soon afterwards.l

His successor was Sir Waltexr Erle, who was aistrong supporter
of the Earl of Bssex and an active member of the faction led by Pym
and Hampden from the early days of the Long Parliament., He was a
member of several committees. Erle may have had some preﬁious
military experience, He sat in the Commons for Weymouth and upon the
outbreak of the Civil War he was commissioned as a colonel in the
Parliamentarian army and appointed governor of Dorchester. In August
1643 he was allowed £18 from the Treasurer of the Army with which to
buy saddles for his troop of horse.2

Erle's appointment as Lieutenant of the Ordnance was not
entirely undisputed, however, An order for his appointment was asent
to the Lords on 12th December 1643, but on 3rd January following
they in turn proposed Colonel William Davies, who had commanded a
regiment of foot in the Earl of Essex's army, for the office in
recognition of his servicea and of the losses that he had sustained.
Then on 12th January 1644 the Lords were reminded of the original
order in favour of Erle, with which they eventually concurred on 22nd
February after a further communication from the Commons. Shortly
before this, an attempt by the Lords to oppose the passing of a
revised ordinance for the establishment of a Committee of Both
Kingdoms with the power to oversee the conduct of the war, had ended
unsuccessfully.3
1 Pearl, V. E.H.R. vol. 81 1966 p. 495

Gardiner, S.R, History of the Great Civil War wol, 1 p. 255
C.J. 1643-4 p. 303

2 Keeler, M.F. The Long Parliament pp. 165-166
S.P. 28/264 £f. 178, 179
3 C.J. 1643-4 pp. 339, 357, 397, 405
Firth, C.H. end Ravies;G. The regimental history of Cromwell's
army vol. 1 p. =xv
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The fact that active members of the Commons such as Pym had
been and Erle still was, were appointed to the fost of Lieutenant,
the former when he was already incapacitated by illness, suggests
that as in the past the office was not regarded as being necessarily
a full time one. The day to day administration of the Ordnance
Office was largely in the hands of the other officers and their
clerks. If Erle did take up residence in the Minories it can only
have been for a sport time, since the Lieutenant's house was taken
from him in April 1645 and not restored until three years later.1

The Ordnance Office records throw no light upon the changes
of personnel amongst the clerks. It was the exception rather than
the rule for under clerks to remain at their posts after the
departure of the officer whose patronage they enjoyed. This factor
no doubt accounts for most of the changes. Death or infirmity may
have accounted for others, Those clerks serving offiocers who had
gone to the King would almost certainly have been removed whether or
not they decided to go to Oxford too.

In fact, twp clerks, John Newport and Edward Stevens, who
were on the establishment at the Tower in the last quarter of 1641,
are known to have gone to Oxford since their names appear in a list
of the members of the Royalist Ordnance Office in February 1644.
Stevens had been clerk to Sir John Heydon and followed his master
to Oxford,2

There is‘a sinmilar lack of information in the Ordnance
Office records regarding the changes that occurred amongst the
artificers. Disregarding posts that were previously unfilled, there
were only three changes of personnel amongst the artificers during
1642, and one of these, that of the proofmaster, was due to the

3

death of the existing incumbent.” As in the case of the under clerks,

appointments to minor posts such as those of artificer were

1 C.J, 1646-8 p. 532
2 Roy, 1. The Royalist ordnance papers pt. 1 p. 13 note, pt. 2 p. 397
3 W.0. 47/1 p. 331

For the possible identification of the other proofmaster as a
Rovalist see p. 60
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traditionally in the gift of the principal officers.l However, in
the latter instance this factor does not seem to have been
instruﬁental in bringing about significant changes of personnel.
Appointments to all posts on the ;;dinary eatablishment during the
Civil Wars were either made by Farliament or were subject to its
approval.

The term 'artificer' should not be defined too closely in
this context, The scale of the activities of some of the Ordnance
Office artificers and the numbers of persons that they employed
suggests that they more closely resembled manufacturers and
merchants than artisans in the strictest 3ense.2 They did not
necessarily carry out work excluﬁively on behalf of the Ordnance
Office, It is likely that some of them had workshops of their own
outside of the Tower and the Hinories which they had established
before they were ?etained by the Ordnance Cffice, The fletcher,
David Powell, was situated outside the City in Chiswell Street,
Finsbury, according to the poll tax return of 1641. He may also have
had premises elsewhere, however. The bowyer, John Jeffarson, and the
smith, Thomas Hodgskins, are recorded as being located at the Towe_r.5

Mone of the artificers who wers at the Tower in 1641, and
who did not remain there after the outbreak of the Civil War, is to
be found in lists of the Royalist ordnance establishment. However,
it should be borne in mind that the artisans whose names are recorded
in these lists represent only a proportion of the total workforce
employed in furnishing the stores at Oxford.

It is possible that the plumber at the Ordnance Office
during the Civil Wars, Daniel Judd, is the person of that name who
was styled 'purveyor to Sir William Waller* in 1644 and who shipped
munitions to the garrison at Newcastle in 1648. He is believed to
1 Tomlinson, H.C. The organisation and sctivities of the English

Ordnance Office vol. 1 p. 187
2 Aylmer, G.E, Studies in the ‘institutions and personnel of English

central administration vol. 1 pp. 16-17, 108
3 Dale, T.C. Members of the City companies in 1641 pp. 112, 206
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have been living in Pudding Lane, Eastcheap, in 1633. Subsequently,
a Daniel Judd purchased the lands of Rochester Chapter and in 16g;
was the proprietor of a gunpowder mill at Ospringe near Faversham
in Kent. It is not known at what date Judd acquired the mill, but
if the identification with the Ordnance Office artificer is correct
then it is possible that the powder which he supplied to the Office
during the Civil Wars came from this source. In 1649 Judd was
described as a "busy Committee man and sequestrator of Royalist
estates”. Daniel Judd of the Ordnance Office was one of those
artificers who were removed from the salaried establishment as &
result of the reforms proposed by the commissioners of 1649.1

The cooper, Alexander Norman, retained his post in 1642, He
appears to have been a conventional kind of master craftaman. He had
apprentices bound to him, although whether they worked for him at
the Ordnance Office premises or elsewhere is not known. He also
played an active part in the affairs of the Company of Coopers, of
which he was a liveryman., He attended court meetings fairly
regularly, although on one occasion he was fined 16d for arriving
late. In the annual election of 1646, he was nominated for the post
of under warden but wes not chosen. He was subseguently elected for
the year 1647-8. He was then nominated for upper warden in 1648 but
was not elected. Norman is the only member of the ordinary
establishment of the Civil War years to appear in a list of members
of the City companies drawn up in 1651, although the ligt is not
exhaustive. He was a widower aged 56 in 1644 or 1645 when he
obtained.a license %o marry again.

Other artificers belonging to the ordinary establishment who

1 C.5.P.D. 1625-49 addenda p. 714
Mungeam, G.I. J. Arms and Armour Soc. vol. 6 no. 3 1968 p, 56

Add. Mes. 34,315 f. 70; 35,332 £f., 72-715
Chalklin, C.W. Seventeenth century Kent pp. 156, 205
Percival, A. The Faversham gunpowder industry p. 2
See below p. 87
2 G.L. Ms, 5602 vol. 3 passin
Whitebrook, J.C. Londgn citizens in 1651 pp. 9, 26
Dale, T.C. Members of the City companies in 1641 p. 129
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are recorded in the poll tax returns of 1641 comprise the smith,
Thomas Hodgskins, and the bowyer, John Jefferason, who were freemen
of the Blacksmiths' Company and the Bowyers' Company respectively.
The fletcher, David Powell, is listed as a former wardgn of the
Fletchers' Qompany.l

The messenger at the Ordnance O0ffice, Nicholas Cox, was
another survivor from the pre Civil War daya. However, he was
described in 1649 by his superior, John White, Clerk of the Ordnance,
as "a great swearer, negligent in his busdineas and as bhad as can be",
He was subseguently dismissed.2

The two furbishers, Robert Steadmen and George Fisher, were
to become long standing servants of the Crdnance Office. Fisher was
a gunmaker who also held the office of Under Keeper of the Small
Guns in the Tower Armoury. He continued aa a furbisher until 1664.
Steadman, who was already at the Tower in 1642, was a cutler and
gunmaker of St. Katherine's by the Tower. He was likewise confirmed
in his post at the Reatoration.3

Subgequent changes of personnel during the Civil War period
can most readily be detected in the case of members of the ordinary
eatablishment, since the names are recorded in the guarter books.
The changes are not on the whole very numerous. The post of Lieutenant
of the Ordnance was filled at the end of 1643, although the first
incumbent died shortly after his appointment. The quarterly
allowance to the Lieutenant was granted until March 1645 and was
then suspended until June 1647, when it was resumed and continued
until the end of the Civil Wars. The entries in the gquarter books
record entitlements and not actual payments. Apart from the
Lieutenant, the number and titles of the senior officers remained
unchanged down to 1648,
1 Dale, T.C. Members of the City companies in 1641 pp. 106, 112, 206
2 Reid, W, Guildhall Misc. vol. 2 no. 8 Sept. 1966 p. 325

3 ibid.
Stern, W.M. J. Arms and Armour Soc. vel. 1 no. 5 Mar., 1954 p. 69

S.P. 28/49 f. 515
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The numbers of under clerks fluctuated during the years
1643 to 1647:-
Quarter Jan. 1643 Oct, 1643 Oct. 1645 Apr. 1647

Beginning
1 9 7 9

These fluctuationa were gue to the appointment of two
additional clerks for the Lieutenant of the Ordnance and their
subsequent removal during the two year period between 1645 and 1647
when that office was in abeyance. Nevertheless, the Lieutenant's
clerks continued to work for the Ordnance O0ffice and on behalf of
their master during the interval.l

The numbers of labourers retained on the ordinary

establishment alsoc underwent small fluctuations:-2

Quarter Jan. 1643 Jan, 1646 Oct. 1646 Apr, 1647
Beginning

20 19 18 16
Quarter Apr. 1648 July 1648 Oct. 1648
Beginning

18 17 20

While meking some allowance for death and incapacity, the
causes of these variations must remain a matter for speculation.
They cannot be correlated with and actual or inferred changes in the
level of activity at the Ordnance Office. Even during the lull in
hostilities during the latter part of 1646 and in 1647, when work on
behalf of the Navy is taken into consideration there was probably a
greater amount of work to be done at the Tower at that time than
during the earlier years of the Civil War, In any case it was not
normal practice to vary the size of the ordinary establishment in
this way.

Some labourers who had apparently left the establishment may
have been employed on extraneous duties,” perhaps on the defence
works about London or at other forts or naval yardse. Some labourers
may have been involved in the country wide survey of ordnance and
1 .0, 54/16; 54/17 unfol.

S.P. 28/48 ff. 268, 270
2 W.0. 54/16; 54/17 unfol,
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other munitions that was made in the summer of 1647. Others may have
simply taken work elsewhere or, like the two clerks, continued to
work at the Ordnance Office without receiving any ordinary fees.

As employees of the Office they should have been exempt from
impressment. Finally, the number of artificers retained on the
ordinary establishment remained unchanged at twelve during the Civil
War period,

A study of the personnel involved im the changes of the
Civil War years reveals that some were retained for a short time
only whilst others were restored to the establishment after a period
of absence. Owing to the special circumstances created by civil war,
there was a degree of uncertainty about the tenure of those officers
who had been appointed by Parliament &t the beginning of the War,

We should regard the conditions of these Civil War
appointments as being closer to those of 'during pleasure' and
'during good behaviour' than to those of tenure for life.
Appointment for l1ife had been commonplace hefore the Civil Wars,
although the King had decreed in 1637 that the practice should cease
with regard to the Ordnance Office and other administrative
departments.l-On one occasion during the Civil Wars, however, the
House of Commons recommended tenure for life. In August 1647 it was
proposed that William Billers should be granted the position of
Clerk of the Deliveries upon those terms.2

Sir Walter Brie was awarded an allowance as Lieutenant of
the Ordnance from March 1644 until March 1645. There followed an
interval of two years before the allowance was again granted in the
quarter ending June 1647.3 Yet, as we shall gee, Brle d4id not
abruptly cease to perform any of the duties of Lieqtenant in March
1645, His removal and subsequent restoration to office must be seen
in the context of political developments between 1645 and 1647.

1 Aylwmer, G.E. The King!'s servaents p. 123
Aylmer The state's gervants p. B2

2 C.J. 1646-8 p. 271 :
3 W.0. 54/16; g4/17 unfol.
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On 3rd April 1645 the 3elf Denying Ordinance was finally
passed. This required members of Parliament to relinquish all
military and c¢ivil offices, whether by appointment of Parliament or
otherwise, at the end of forty days. However, in the final draft of
the ordinance there was no specific objection to the reappointment
of members to an office, Sir Walter Erle was one of the members of
Pym's old 'Middle Group' whose standpoint was rendered increesingly
untenable by the political and military developments of 1644 and
1645. In company with a number of other members of that group, Erle
gravitated towards the emerging Presbyterian party beiween 1644 and
1646. He was not, however, consistently identified with the
Presbyterians before 1646. He was appointed to the Committee of the
Army which was set up in March 1645 to organize provision for the
New Model Army.l This alone ensured that he would retain some
connection with the Ordnance Office,

Notwithstanding the Self Denying Ordinance and the cessation
of Erle's gllowance as Lieutenant in lMaxrch 1645, there is some
uncertainty in the Ordnance Office records regarding his status in
the late spring of 1645, The last recorded warrant of that year
which is addressed to the Lieutenant and the officers of the
Ordnance is dated 9th June, Thereafter warrants are addressed to the
gsenior officers only. Yet a debenture dated 16th May refers to Erle
as the "late LieutenantGeneral of the Ordnance".2 The Commons had
already decided in the previous month that the use of the
Liehtenant's house in the Minories should be given to other persons.5

Before Erle's departure from office, the Ordnance Office
itself had been urder investigation and there are signs of a
recurrence of the internal disputes which had marked the history of
1 ¢.J. 1644-6 p. 78

Underdown, D. Pride's purge pp. 68-69
Gardiner, 5.R. History of the Great Civil War vol. 2 p. 188

Pearl, V. E.H.R. vol. 81 1966 pp. 513 note, 519
2 W.0. 47/1 p. 262

W.0. 49/82 f. 33
36¢.J. 1646-8 p. 532
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%he Office before the Civil Wars. In October 1644 the Hoge of
Commons appointed a committee to examine the patents grated to
former Lieutenants of the Ordnance and to consider the differences
between the Lieutenant and the other officers with a vi&r to trying
to settle them.l

Then in December 1644 the principal officers wer required
to render &n account of the money which had been received and
disbursed by them between the £ime of their own appointment and
that of Sir Walter Erle as Lieutenant of the Ordnance. Furthermore,
the Clerk of the Ordnance was to provide an account of all the
munitions which had been issued and sent to Hull since 1637. The
disposal of the contents of the magazine whioch had been at Hull wag
to be investigated.2 Similar inquiries into the disposal of stores
had been conducted before the Civil Wers.

Whatever the nature of the dispute between Erle end his
fellow officers, which occurred within eight months of the
Lieutenant's appointment, it appears to have contained some of the
ingredients of earlier controversies, such as the handling of
Ordnance Office funds, the filling of posts at the Office and the
authority of the Lieutenant over the othex officers.3 Perhaps, after
more than a year without a Lieutenant, the Parliamentarian officers
of the Ordnsnce were reluctant to accept the suparimposition of
such an official in 1644.

Yet Sir Walter Erle wes not normally present at the Tower
and the senior officers continued to exercise responsibility for the
day to day administration of the Office. The officers were concerned,
as in the past, to give the appearancé of maintaining the correct
procedures with regard to the issue of munitions. No doubt they did
this partly in order t¢ safeguard themselvea against censure should
any irregularities be discovered, but they may also have wished to
1 C.J. 1643-4 p. 6753
2 S.P. 28/21 f. 236
3 Add. Mss. 36,777 f. 21

Aylmer, G.E. E.H.R. vol. 72 1957 pp. 242, 243
Tawney, R.H. Buginess and politics under Jomes 1 p, 172
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give the impression that they were capable of running the Office on
their own account.
In certain instances Sir Walter did not act in accordance
with established procedures, but it is not clear whether this was
culpable: behaviour or whether it was the result of financial
stringency and military necessity. In July 1644 the officers
disclaimed responsibility for the issue of a quantity of matoh and
shot provided by Erle and "noi according to ye Order and Custom of
this Office, nor doth it belong to ye Accompt of ye reat of\ye
Officers...™ On 8th July the officers wrote to‘Erle begging him to
get a warrant for 40 barrels of powder which had been delivered from
the stores in the previous May.l There is & note against an entry
dated 12th April 1645 in one of the Ordnance Office receipts books
to the effect that a quantity of ironwork brought in for the repair
of field carriages was paid for by Sir Walter E¥rle "without bill or
certificate from this 0ffice".2 As can be seen from their acccounts,
most of the money received by the senior officers themeelves came
from the Treasurer of the Navy. They received little for spending
on land service.3
During the two year period from 1645 to 1647 when Erle was
not holding the office of Lieutenant of the Ordnance, he continued
to perform some of the duties associated with the poat, He remained
in posseasion of Ordnance Office funds and made payments to suppliers,
Erle'a account of money received by him from the Army treasurers
between April and June 1645 and paid out by order of the Committee
of the Army shows that he received a total of £4,000 during that
time, out of which he disbursed £2,388 for stores procured by the
Army Committee and delivered to the Ordnance Office. The remsinder
was spent on stores for the Master of the Fireworks and for the
train of artillery, "which past not y Office of y Ordnce", 4
w.0. 47/1 pp. 61, 62
W.0. 55/1664 p. 14

1

2

3 E. 351/2664

4 S.P. 28/140 ff. 4-8
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Erle retained money for the purchase of munitions for the
Navy after he had ceased to hold office, together with the unspent
portions of the receipts from the excise which had been allocated to
the purchese of muniitions for land service. He also continued to make
payments to debenture holders upon warrants from the Committee for
Powder, Match and Shot until he was restored as Lieutenant in 1647.1
He was in frequent contact with the Ordnance Office anyway as a
member of the Committee of the Army. In July 1645 he contracte& for
supplies for the public stores upon:the instructions of the
Committee for Powder, Match and Shot and the Army Committee.2

The extent of Erle's activities during the period that he
was not in office is indicated by the payments made in August 1647 to
his two clerks, George Hockenhull and Michael Dewey, for carrying .
money and drawing up the accounts of the money and stores received
an& disbursed by Sir Walter Erle between March 1645 and August 1647.
Hockenhull and Dewey were not members of the ordinary establishment
during thet time. They als¢ received payment for acting as sub-
treasurers to Erle for the same period, in which c¢apacity they
received and disbursed £21,661 12s 10(1.3

VNevertheless, it cannot be said that the post of Lieutenant
was essential to the administration of the Ordnance Office. The office
was again in abeyance between 1652 and 1660. Erle was in any case
active in other spheres. On 5th July 1645 he was instructed to bring
in an ordinance for collecting the arrears of money formerly
allotted to the provision’of the Earl of Essex's new train of
artillery in the previous asutumn. The money was now to be used for
41

the purchase of match and shot for the Ordnance Qffice stores. n

February 1646 Erle was given the task of deciphering captured

Royalist documents, although he may not have actually done the work

himself.S

1 S.P. 28/31 - 28/40 passim
2 L.M. 46-78/1709 f., 65

3 S.F. 28/48 ff. 268, 270

4 C.J. 1644-6 p. 196

5 op.
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Then on 25th May 1647 the House of Commons ordered that the
office of Lieutenant of the Ordnance be restored to him,
notwithetanding an ordinance to the contrary which had been passéd
earlier. The Lords approved this measure two days later.1 A year
later, in April 1648, the Commons rescinded the order of April 1645

permitting other persons to use the Lieutenant's house in the
Minories and restored posaession to Sir Walter Erle.2

The political background to Brle's restoration as Lieutenant
is provided by the attempt during the spring of 1647 by Presbyterians
in Parliament, with considerable support in the City, to assert
themselves in the face of widespread unrest in the 6ountry, the
estrangement of the Army and Parliament and the expression of radioal
political and religious sentiments both in the ranks of the Army and
in the City.

A pection of Presbyterian opinion sought unsuecessfully to
diapense with the Army and to secure a political and religious
settlement of their own pmaking along the lines of orthodox
Fresbyterianism and a negotiated settlement with the King. Many
?reabyterian'merchanta in the City were impelled to support this
course of action not only by the desire to settle their own
financial grievances but also by fear of the Army and of the
rropagation of extreme political and religious opinions which
threatened to undermine the established order in the City. The
actions of the Presbyterians led to the enfored departure of eleven
of their leaders from the House of Commons on 26th June 1647,
followed by the entry of the Army into London at the beginning of
August,

Although he was not adversely affected by these events, Sir
Walter Erle had become one of the principal members of the

Presbyterian group by 1647. He was designated one of the commissioners

1¢,J, 1646-8 pp. 182, 188
2 op. cit. p. 532
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who were to attend the King when he was moved to Holdenby House in
Northamptonshire following his release by the Scots in January 1647.
The ordinance of 25th May which restored Erle to the Ordnance Office
came at the moment when the Presbyterians' politicdal influence was
at its highest point during that year. The ordinance was sent to the
Lords together with another, also sponsored by the Presbyterians,
which provided for the disbandment of the Army.l

There was & semblance of opposition to Erle's re-appointment
from within the Army. This was natural enough in view of the state
of relations between Parliament and the Army at the time, and the
fact that the Army's magazine at the Tower was to be entrusted to a
member of a faction that was potentially hostile to the Army.
Fairfax's committee of officers concerned with appointments
recomnmended that Thomas Hammond, General of the Artillery, should
become Lieutenant of the Ordnance.2 It is not clear whether or not
Sir Walter Erle and the Ordnance Office were directly involved in the
avortive design to raise & Presbyterian force to oppose the Army, but
had Erle done anything significant in this way he would presumsably
have been removed when Fairfax took control of the Tower in August
1647.

Subsequently Sir Walter Brle was appointed to the
Presbftérian.inspired comnmittee of Lords and Commons formed to
consider the terms of a proposed treaty with the King in June.l648.
He acted as a teller in important debates on the topic and on account
of his political position he was one of those arrested in Pride's
Purge of 6th December 1648. He was released on 25th December and
removed from his post as Lieutenant of the Ordnance in January 1649.
His position was thereupon eagerly sought after by would he office
holders in the Commons.3
1l Underdown, D. Pride's Purge pp. 78-81, 373 appendix
2 Aylmer, G.E. The gtate's gervants p. 358 note
%z Keeler, M.F, Bhe Long Parliament p. 167

Underdown op. cit. pp. 101-102, 147, 168 note, 251
Pearl, V. in Aylmer ed, The Interregnum p. 29 ff.
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Upon the death of the Clerk of the Deliveries, Stephen
DParnelly, in 1644, he was replaced by Thomas Haslerig. There
followed some of the controversy and reversals of judgements which
had at times accompanied appointments to positions in the Ordnance
Office before the Civil Wars, The situation was further complicated
by the uncertain constitutional position created by the Civil Wars,
since the principal cofficers normally held patents granted by the
Crown.

On 13th August 1644 the Committee of Safety declared that
Haslerig had been appointed as Clerk, although six days later the
Committee for the Ordnance Office ordered the officers of the
Ordnance to attend with such records as they had of appointments of
officers and a statement of the authoriiy whereby the present
officers held their posts. Thomas Haslerig is listed as Clerk of
the Deliveries for the final quarter of 1644. The decision was
confirmed by an order of the Committee of the Revenue on 25th March
1645,

Yet the appointment was still not in fact settled, because
during April and May 1645 3ir Walter Erle appended notes to warrants
presented to the Ordnance Office stating that Haslerig's appointment
was not to be regarded as final until the decision of Parliiament had
been made known. The position was subsequently taken from Haslerig
and given to William Billers, who had been appointed an under clerk
at the beginning of 1646.2

In the final quarter of 1646 Billers was entered in the .
quarter book as Clerk of the Deliveriea. Then in the following year
an order of the Commons dated 3rd August 1647, which was approved by

the Lords, dismissed Billers and confirmed Haslerig in the post.5

But shortly efterwards, on 1lth August, the Commons made a further

1 W.0. 47/ pp. 84, 88, 203-204
W.0. 54/16 unfol.

2 S,P. 28/28 ff. 127, 129
W.0. 54/16 unfol.

3C.J. 1656-8 p. 267
wW.0, 54/16 nnfol,




47

order restoring Billers as Clerk and granting him tenure for life.
An ordinance to this effect was introduced on 19th August.l

These reversals were no doubt influenced by political
developments at the time, for in August 1647 there occurred the
resurgence of the Independent faction in Parliament and the entry of
the Army into London. There may also have been a link with another
order of the Commons on 1llth August instructing the Committee of the
Army to discover what arme, ammunition and stores had been removed
from the Tower and on whose authority. Fairfax himself had just ceen
appointed Lieutenant of the Tower. The Presbyterians may have
secured the removal of some munitions from the stores for the use of
the forces which they had been preparing to raise.2

Although the position of Master Gunner of Bngland is recorded
in the gquarter books throughout the Civil Wars, the name of James
Wemyss ceases to appear therein after June 1647. Wemyss served with
Sir William Waller's army during 1643 and 1644, being the only one of
the principal officers of the Ordnance Office who aciually took the
field. He was present at the battles of Cheriton (29th March 1644)
and Cropredy Bridge (29th June 1644). At the latter engagement
Waller's army was accompanied by some "guns of Weems' invention,

being more eaay of carriage". These were probably the light field

pieces known as 'leather' guns, consiagting of a braas core bound
with cord and enclosed in & leather casing. Wemyss patented this
weapon, although he did not invent it,
He was taken prisoner at Cropredy Bridge whilst accompanying
some pieces of ordnance placed in the van of the Parliamentarian
a.rmy.5 For at time he was imprisoned at Ludlow and the King was
alleged to have offered to reatore him to the post of Master Gunner inrsturn

for his allegiance., SBhortly after his capture, the Earl of Essex

1 C.J. 1646-8 pp. 271, 280

2 op. cit. p. 271

3 Bulstrode, Sir R, Memoirs pp. 99-100
D.N.B. vol. 20 pp. 1159-1160
Ross, W,.G, Military elgineering p. 31
Adeir, J. Roundhead general pp. 106, 148
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asked the Committee of Both Kingdoms to attempt an exchange, for
without Wemyss Sir William Waller's train of artillery would suffer,
"a man of his abilities is not to be lost", whilat the Royalists
would have a valuable acquisition if he could be persuaded to join
then.

On 2nd October 1644 Colonel Meldrum proposed to the Committee
of Both Kingdoms that Wemyss be exchanged for Sir Thomas Tyldesley.
Wemyss continued to be allowed his ordinary fee as Parliamentarian
Master Gunner and he returned to his post either late in 1644 or in
1645. He appears to have left the Ordnance Office at some time during
the latter half of 1647. He was still there presumably in September
of that year since avdebenture for his travelling expenses was
settled at that time. In the following year he returned to Scotland
and subsequently served againat the Parliament as General of the
Artillery in the Scottish army.l

A warrant of November 1647 refers to Nicholas Wollaston as
Master Gunner of Bngland, although his name does not appear in the
quarter books for 1647 or 1648. It was not unusual for an individual
to perform the duties of an office for a period, sometimes lasting
several years, before his appointment received official confirmation.
Wemyss was debarred from Holding office by an act of January 1649
concerning the regulation of officers of the Navy and Customs,
although he had already left. Nevertheless, in April 1649 the
commissioners appointed under the act were considering how to evict
Wemyss's wife and family from the Master Gunner's house gt the
Artillery Ground., In the same month Nicholas Wollaston formally
took over the post of Master Gunner.2

The most frequent changes of personnel belonging to the
ordinary establishment of the Ordnance Office during the Civil Wars
1 D,N.B, vol. 20 p. 1160

C.S5.P.D. 1644 pp. 351-352; 1644~5 p. 6
S.P. 28/45 f. 108 -
W.0. 54/17 unfol.

2 Add. Mss. 35,332 f. 61
Reid, W. Guildhall Misc, vol. 2 no. 8 Sept. 1966 p. 324
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occurred amongst the under clerks. Some were employed for only e
short time, whilst others appear to have left only to return at a
later date, Thus William Shrimpton and Robert Needler remained on
the ordinary establishment for only three months, from October to
December 1643.1 Whether they resigned or were dismissed, or continued
at the Tower in some other capacity, we do not know. John Smith
ceased to appear in the quarter books at the end of 1643, but hia
name was resatored nine months 1ater.2 Smith_and one or two other
clerks received some payments from the officers of the Ordnance
during the time that their names were not recorded in the quaftér
books.3 These were probably contributions towards the reduction of
arrears of salary accumulated at an earlier date.

The temporary absences of some clerks from the establishment
does not necesaarily mean that they had severed their connections
with the Ordnance Office in the meantime., One or two at least
continued to work for the Office, whilst others may have carried out
duties elsewhere, perhaps at one of the principal garrisons or naval
establishments whose defences and ordnance stores were administered
from the Tower.

An earlier example of this is afforded by the case of John
Newport, who sent to the North on the King's service in 1640. During
his absence William Bevis was appointed to perform the duties of a
clerk at the Tower.4 Since there were few changes of personnel
amongst the senior offfcers during the Civil Wars, they cannot have
been more than a partial .cause of the more numerous changes that
occurred amongst the ujder clerks. There were in fact some long
gserving clerks. Robert Bevis had been at the Ordnance Office since
1632 at least.5

Sir Walter Erle informed his ofiicers in a letter of 24th
1 ¥W.0. 54/16 unfol.

2 ibid.
3 E. 351/2664

4 W.0. 54/15 unfol.
5 Harl. Mss, 429 f. 98
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February 1644, two days after his own appointment had been confirmed,
that he had appointed George Hockenhull and Michael Dewey as his
chief clerk and second clerk respectively. The letter reached the
Ordnance Office on 19th June 1644.1 Although Hockenhull and Dewey
were absent from the establishment along with their master between
June 1645 and June 1647, they maintained their association with the
Ordnance Office, assisting Erle with the disposal of Ordnsnce Office
funds and carrying out duties in connection with the procurement and
delivery of munitions for the Army. It was stated in August 1647 that
they had until then received nc allowance for these services.2

Another clerk, William Billers, who was first appointed at
the beginning of 1646, subsequently became Clerk of the Deliveries,
as we have seen, This is the only recorded instance of a promotion
within the Parliasmentarian Ordnance Office, although such promotions
did occur in the later seventeenth century.3

The sole change of personnel amongst the retained artificers
occurred in July 1647, when William Franklin was replaced as
proofmaster by William Roberts. But here the evidence of the gquarter
books appears to conflict with that of a debenture of May 1648 made
out to Franklin for field duties at the Artillery Ground and payable
out of the estimates for the Winter Guard. One the other hand, there
is an earlier debenture addressed to "William Roberts proofmaster"
which relates to the proving of ordnance for the Navy during the
previous summer.4 Franklin's debenture may in fact relate to duties
performed before July 1647, or perhaps both he and Roberts were for
a time engaged in proving.

The other possibility is that this was another case of
1 W.0. 47/1 p. 55 .

W.0. 54/16 unfol.
2 S.P. 28/48 f. 270
W.0. 54/16; 54/17 unfol.

See above p. 43
2 W.0. 54/16 unfol.

Tomlinson, H.C. The organigation and gotivities: of the English
Ordnaence Office vol., 1 p. 205

See above p. 46
4 W.0. 54/17 unfol.
S.P, 28/48 f, 299; 28/54 f. 23
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uncertainty over the status of appointments made in the Ordnance
Office during the Civil Wara. On 29th July 1645 the Conmittee of the
Revenue asked the officers of the Ordnance whether or not William
Roberts was a suitable person for the position of proofmaster "now
void". The officers replied that Roberts was unknown to them. They
knew only that he had been recommended by several members of
Parliament. They declared that Franklin had carried out the work
satisfactorily for the paet four years since the death of the last
proofmaster, although his appointment had not so far been ratified,
"And wee conceive it absoclutely necessary tc have a proofe MY and
one will serve".1
In addition to the work done by the proofmaster, proving was
also undertaken by the Master Gunner and in the case of hand guns by
the furbishers and by the two proofmasters appointed by the Company
of Gunmakers.2 In a statement dated about 1630 the officers of the
Ordnance refer to the Master Gunner of England "and the other
proofmaster". The Master Gunner was entitled to an allowance of £12
a year out of the Exchequer for proving ordnance and gunpowder,
although he almost certainly did not receive it during the Civil Wars.3
In &ll, five of the artificers together with the measenger,
who belonged to the ordinary establishment in 1641, were still
members thereof in i648.4 There is no correlation between changee of
personnel during the Civil Wars and the position of the ‘employees
concerned in the Ordnance Office hierarchy. The number of changes
which occurred amongst the labourers is similar to that found amongst
the under clerks. Several labourers, including Peter Smith, John
Merry, Thomas Luger and William Payne were already on the
1 W.0. 47/1 p. 337
2 C.5.P.D. 1645-7 p. 492
W.0. 47/1 p. 233
W.0. 55/1646 pp. 23, 313, 334
G.L. Ms. 5220 vol. 2 unfol.

3 5.P. 16/179 no. 51

Aylmer, G.E. Studies in the institutions and persomnel of English
central administration vol. 1 p. 105

4 W.0. 54/15; 54/17 unfol.
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establishment in 1641 and remained there until the end of the Civil
Wars. Luger was dismissed in 1649 but was reinstated at the
Restoration.1

So :far no reference has been made to the post of Master of
the Ordnance., During the Civil War and Interregnum periocd the office
was in abeyance, although it had virtuaily become a sinecure by 1642,
The post was occupied at that time by the Earl of Newport who for a
short time continued as the Royalist Master of the Ordnance. On the
Parliamentarian side the nearest equivalent to this office was that
of General of the Artillery. In the Earl of Essex's army this
position was held initially by the Earl of Peterborough. After his
defection in April 1643 he was not replaced.2 The post of General of
the Artillery also existed in other Parliamentarian armies.

The forty-five or so members of the ordinary or salaried
establishment at the Ordnance Office represented the nucleus of the
organisation only. The total workforce was considerably in excess of
this number. As far back as 1571 the number of craftsmen and
labourers alone has been put at 112. This figure, however, includes
a proportion of casual workers.3

There are a number of identifiable groups within this sector
of the organisation. There was a body of manufacturers, merchants
and tradesmen who supplied the Ordnance Office on & regular basis
with certain munitions, equipment and raw materials, as well as with
sucH services as cartage and pest control. Some if not all of them
carried out other work besides that which they undertook on behalf
of the Office, and & number received feea or allowances in addition
to payment for the wprk that they actually did, although they were
not in receipt of a salary aB such.4
1 W.0. 54/15; $4/17 unfol.

Heid, W. Guildhall Misc. vol. 2 no. 8 Sept. 1966 p. 325

2 Peacock, BE. The army lists p. 22
"D.N.B.. vol. 13 p. 850 .
.3 Ashley; R. The organisation and _.adfmin, . of the Tudor Office of
QOrdnance p. 76 ) .
4 Aylmer, G.n. Studies in_the institutions and personnel of English
centfal adminjistration vol. 1 p. 107
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The Ordnance Office organisation embraced the subordinate
office of the Armoury which was also situated at the Tower. The
Armoury was concerned specifically with the storage and maintenance
of small arms. Of those who worked there, the Keeper of the Small
Guns and the two furbishers were members of the ordinary
establishment. One of the furbishers alsc held the post of Under
Keeper of the Small Guns, for which he was entitled to an allowance
out of the Exchequer.

| Then there were the gunners who served at the Tower. They
were not a charge upon.the *ordinary - allowance of the Ordnance
Office, consequently their names do not appear in the quarter books.
The full complement of gunners was one hundred, but it is doubtful
whether the establishment was up to strength. The gunners did not
necegsarily devote all their time to their duties but also carried
on other jobs in the Tower and elsewhere. Before the Civil Wars at
least some of the gunners' positions were held by individuals who
also gerved the Ordnance Office in other capacities such as those of
under clerk, furbisher and proofmaster.l

Another section of the labour force comprigsed the employees
-of the Ordnance O0ffice artificers and other tradesmen who belonged

to the organisation. Finally, there is the question of how many

persons were working at the Office without any clearly defined status,

such as Sir Walter Erle's clerks Hockenhull and Dewey between 1645
and i647 wheﬁ they were not members of the ordinary establishment.
They apparently received only an ex gratia payment for their services
duriné that time.2 -

The Ordnance Office organisation also embraced the  members
of subordinate ordnance establishments such as those at Woolwich and
Porssmouth, The payment of these officials was not a charge upon the
sum allowed for the maintenance of the organisation at the Tower, and
1 Aylmer, G.BE. Studies in the institutions and personnel of_English

central administration vol. 1 p. 107
2 S.P. 28/48 £, 270
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since their duties were concerned with provision for the WNavy, they
have not been taken into consideration. It should also be remembered
that the Ordnance Office was only one of a number of departments
which were located in the precihects of the Tower. Some of those who
worked for the Office could also be carrying out duties connected
with the upkeep of the Tower as a whole,

The Ordnance Office could be requested to provide workmen for
service outside London. In October 1642 the Committee of Safety
instructed the officers of the Ordnance to send "two able Master
Workemen- to Porismouth and the Isle of Wight"‘ts make and repair
gun carriages there—.‘rl These men may have been'ﬁired in London for
the purpose rather than sent from the Tower.

The more important of the non-salaried membera of the
Ordnance Office establishment were, like some of the salaried
artificers, manufacturers and merchants in their own right. They
included the gunfounder John Browne, the gunpowder manufacturers
Samuel Cordwell and John Berisford, and John Freeman, who provided
match. Browne was the King's Gunfounder and Cordwell the former
holder of the gunpowder patent. The activities of these major
suppliers will be considered at a later stage.2

Amongst those retained by the Ordnance Office but not in
receipt of a salary was Edward Byworth, Master Carman to the Office,
who was engaged in transporting munitions and materials to and from
the Tower. He had been working on behalf of the Office éince 1627 at
least. He received payments totalling £28 5s 10d from the officers
of the Ordnance between November 1642 and December 1643, mostly for
the cartage of naval stores.3 In November 1644 he handled ordnance
and other munitions required for a siege of Donnington Castle near
Newbury. He received a debenture worth £2 in August 1647 for the use
of his servants, horses and carts in trasnsporting carriages, wheels
1 W.0. 55/387 p. 19 .

2 See chapters 8ix and seven

3 Harl. Mssg., 429 f. 23
E. 351/2664
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and ironwork between the artificers' workshops and the Tower.l
Byworth did not work solely for the Ordnance Office., A cértificate
issued in March 1646 by the Committee of Fortifications for the City
stated that he was owed £35 for carrying ordnance to various forts
around London.2

The Ordnance Office ladlemakér during the Civil Wars was
Richard Ward., He is not listed in the guarter books although =
ladlemaker had been included in the ordinary establishment in 1641l.
Other tradesmen belonging to the non-salaried sector of the
establishment include Thomas Hall, described in April 1643 as
"turner to the Ordnance Office", and William Weekesley, "rat killer
to the Ordnance Office", who was responsible for the control of
vermin in the storehouses.3 The Ordnance Office painter, Anthony
Hancock, was employed in the painting of carriages and waggons. He
also played a part in the business of the Company of Painter
Stainers. He was quite a regular attender at court meetings and he
served as upper warden for the year 1645-6.4 These last named
workers do not figure very prominently in the book of debentures for
land service or the records of payments for work done, Therefore it
seems undikely, unless they did a great deal of business in
connection with the Navy, that they were wholly dependent upon the
Ordnance Office for their employment.

The total labour force of the Ordnance Office incorporated
the sérvants and other employees of the artificers and tradesmen who
belonged to the establishment. The exemption from impressment to which
the latter were traditionally entitled was extended to their own
employees by special dispensation., In April 1644 a number of
artificers and others belonging to the Office had their servants
exempted from impressment. The carpenter was given immunity in
respect of 11 men, the smith 8 men, the carman 6 men, the wheelwright
V.0. 49/82 ff. 64, 92

P.D. 1645-7 p. 381

C.S.

S.P. 28/6 f. 3; 28/39 f. 545;.28/52 f£. 470
S.F. 28/56 f. 315

G.L. Ma. 5667 vol. 1 passim
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5 men gnd the ladlemaker 2 men.l Moast probebly other men were
enployed in addition to these, their numbers fluctuating in
accordance with the amount of work available. The master craftsmen
had their apprentices. The cooper, Alexander Norman, had one
app?entice bound to him in December 1642 and presented another to
the Company of Coopers on completion of his apprenticeship in
November 1646.2

Conversely, impressment was resorted to when additional
workmen were needed urgently. The Committee of Both Kingdoms issued
a warrant in April 1645 for the impressment of 8 carpenters and 6
smiths for the wheelwright and the smith at the Ordnance Office.
Their services were reguired in making carriages for the New Model
Army's train of artillery. 3

It may be worth noting that the poll tax return of 1641
records & number of persons following trades connected with the
business of providing munitions and military equipment and who were
gsituated in the Minories, yet they are not recorded anywhere as
contractors to the Ordngnce Office. They include two blackamiths and
a bowyer, Perhaps these craftsmen supplied the Office indirectly as
subcontractors or were employed by members of the establishment
there, Yet the Minories;werenot wholly tenanted by people 5g}engih1,
connected wifh the Ordnanbe Office., There were others there who are
described as following such trades as those of trunk maker and baker.4

It is difficult to delineate clearly the Ordnance Office
organisation. The dividing line between an employee of the Office
and an outside gontractor who supplied the stores regularly was not
a clear cut one. Many of those who were evidently members of the
establishment had outside interests too. The major suppliers of
ordnance and gunpowder were located outside London altogether. Some
individuals fulfilled the roles of employee and of contractor at the
1 W.0. 47/1 pp. 16-17

2 G.L. Ms. 5602 vol. 3 ff. 13, 87

3 W.0. 47/1 p. 228
4 Dale, T.C. Members of the City companies in 1641.-pp. 99, 100, 113,

309, 310 o .
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same time, whilst others appear to have heen members of the Ordnance
Office at one time and external suppliers at another.

John Norcott, a gunsmith who contracted for the supply of
weapons to the Parliament during the Civil Wars, had been a furbisher
at the Tower f;om 1627 to 163%, Other gunsmiths who supplied the
Ordnance O0ffice both before and after 1642 include William Watson
and William Greaves, both long serving officers of the Company of
Gunmakers and both subsequently appointed to positions at the Tower.
In 1646 Watson was described as a proofmaster at the Armoury where
he was engaged in proving small arms which had been brought to the
stores. He was at the ssme time warden of the Gunmakers' Gompany.1

There seems to be no generally applicable rule for determining
whether or not any particular individual or any particular fask
ghould warrant membership of the salaried part of the Ordnance
Office establishment. No doubt tradition, historical accident,
personal relations with the officers of the Ordnance and the
closeness or otherwise to the Tower of the job in question all
played a part.

Therefore the distinction between the salaried and the non-
salaried members of the establishment should not be regarded as very
significant. For one thing the orﬁinary fee cannot be equated with
a salary in the modern sense since it was not in practice paid
regularly and it -formed . only one and not necessarily the most
important element in the remuneration of an Ordnance Office employee,
Furthermore, recurrent payments were made to certain members of the
organisation who were not in receipt of an coxrdinary fee, over and
above the sums paid in settlement of contracts. Perhaps the only
constant factor was the desire of would-be reformers of the Ordnance

Office, both before and after the Civil Wars, to reduce the

financial burden of the Office and hence to keep the ordinary

1 Stern, W.M. J. Arms_and Armour Soc. vol. 1 no. 5 Mar. 1954 pp. 8-69

Ww.0. 55/1646 pp. 344, 366, 379
G.L. Ma., 5220 vol. 2 unfol.
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establishment as small as possible by seeking to eliminate
'guperfluous' and 'unauthorised' posts.

There is a lack of information about the size of the non-
salaried component of the Ordnance Office during the Civil Wars,
and likewise concerning the changes of personnel that may have
occurred during that time. But there is no reason to suppose that
the overall size of the establishment, excluding casual labour and
workérs belonging to Ordnance Office employees, was markedly different
from what it had been before the Civil Wars.

What was more significant was the total number of merchants,
manufacturers and craftsmen jupon which the Ordnance 0ffice could
draw, regardless of whether or not the persons concerned were
members of the establishment. As we shall see in the chapters
dealing with the procurement of munitions and equipment for the
stores, those commercial and industrial resources were considerable
and with certain exceptions they were equal to the demands placed
upon them by the Parliament. When deficiencies in supply did arise,
these were due not merely to insufficient production capacity but
also to the financial and administrative shortcomings of the
Ordnance Office and the Parliamentarian war apparatus in general,

We may suppose that the Ordnance Office establishment at the
Tower and the Minories, not counting casuel labour, impressed workers,
sub-contractors and the servants of retained artificers and tradesmen,
amounted to around two hundred. If all persons directly or indirectly
connected with the Office in London and elsewhere are taken into
account, then the total ran into several hundreds at least.

The amount of work created by the replenishment and expansion
of the Ordnance Office land atorés from 1644 onwards, together with
the growth of the Parliamentarien navy, implies an increase in the
size of the labour force at the Tower, although there is little'

direct evidence of this in the Ordnance Office records. Most
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probably any such growth that took place was represented firstly by
an increase in the number of temporary and impressed workers and of
men hired by the Ordnance Office artificers; and secondly by an
increase in the number of merchants and tradesmen.'who did business
with the Office. The expansion of this fluid and ill-defined outer
ring of the Ordnance (Office organisation is mmch harder to diecern
and to quantify than are changes in the more formal structure of the
‘core' of the Office.

There is no reason to suppose that, leaving aside the genior
officers and under clerks who are known to have gone to Oxford,
other membera of the pre-Civil War establishment or their employees
actively supported the King in any significant numbers. Nor indeed is
it likely that such support was forthcoming to a very great extent
anywhere in the areas controlled by Parliament from those with
knowledge and skills relevant to the manufacture and use of
munitions. The King's offer of a pardon in February 1643 to any
Ordnance O0ffice employees who would join him at Oxford ied to few if
any changes of allegiance.1

It is possible that the corporate organisation of trades in
London made it easier for Parliament to control the movement of
skilled labour and thereby to diacourage departures %o the King. On
11th March 1643 the House of Commons ordered the wardens of the
Company of Armourers to ensure that none of their members went to
Oxford or elsewhere. Anyone who attempted to do so was to be de‘bained.2

There are one or two instances of artisans making their way
to Oxford from London and the South Eastern counties, A London
gunsmith named Holloway went there in 1644, taking with him 14 men.3
It was alleged in 1645 that a number of fowmer employees of the
gunfounder John Browne had gone to the King.4 Whether or not they
were asent by Browne, in view of the large number of workers employed
1l Aylmer, G.E. The King's servants p. 410
2 C.J. 1640-3 p. 999

3 Stern, V.M, J. Arms and Armour Soc. vol. 1 no. 5 Mar. 1954 p. 69
4 C.8.P.D. 1644~5 p. 619; 1645-7 p. 27
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by him at his various establishments it is gquite possible that a
few of them were acquired by the Royalists. One such person was Hugh
Richardson who became a brass founder at Oxford. Also serving the
Royalist Ordnance Office were Nicholas Sherman, a former armourer
at the Tower, and John Lanyon, the principal gunfounder at Oxford,
who may have been the proofmaster of that name who was a member of
the QOrdnance Office establishment in 1641.l

There is little outward indication that the main
characteristics of the Ordnance Office organisation were altered
during the Civil War years., Ostensibly, the Office in 1648 still
conformed to the pre Civil War pattern. Nevertheless, the seeds of
change had been sown. One immediate conseguence of the Civil Wars
was to direct attention again towards the guesation of Ordnance Office
reform, with the initiative coming this time from Parliament and the
commericial interests associated with it instead of from the Privy
Council. The outcome was the partial remodelling of the establishment
in the eafrly 1633&5.2

A more long term and fundamental change engendered by the
Civil Wars was that which stemmed froﬁ the formation of a standing
army and the growth of the Navy which ultimately wrought a
transformation of the Ordnance Office such as it had not experienced
since the time of the ea¥ly Tudors. Although these developments may
be said to have begun during the Civil Wars, the organisational
consequences for the Ordnance Office did not become apparent until
later in the century.

1 Roy, I. The Royalist ordnance pgpers pt. 1 pp. 27, 28 pt. 2 p. 473 note

W.C. 54/15 unfol.
See above-p.- 34
2 See Bhapter five
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Chapter Four

The Remuneration of Ordnance Office Employees

The remuneration of members of the Ordnance Office
establishment was composed of a number of elements. There were the
payments allowed out of the ‘ordinary’- allowance of £6,000 a year o
which the Office had been entitled since the sixteenth century. The
recipients were the members of the ordinary establishment whose
names appear in the quarter books.

The ordinary fee was payable in quarterly instalments, along
with standing ﬁllowances for administrative expenses which were
allowed toc some of the principal officers. There were also standing
allowances for travelling payable to the Master Gunner of EBngland
and to one or two of the artificers. Thege should be distinguished
from extraordinary travelling sallowances which were payable out of
the Bxchequer. Also allowed out of the ordinary were pensions which
had been awarded by special dispensation to dependents of former
employees of the Ordnance Office.

In addition to payments upon the ordinary , there was a
further category of allowances made out of Exchequer funds. In
normal circumstances the greater part of Ordnance Office business was
engendered by the Navy and in years of military activity payments out
of the Exchequer upon extraordinary estimates exceeded the \ordinaryJ
by a wide margin. The principal source of ready cash for the
Ordnance Office betwean 1635 and 1644 was the Treasurer of the Navy.l

The patent fees, to which the principal officers were
entitled by virtue of their holding their appdintments of the Crown
by letters patent, were payable out of the BExchequer and not out of
the ordinary allewance. Although these fees are mentioned here for
the sake of completeness, it is virtua2ly certain that they were not
paid during the Civil War period because of uncertainty over the
1 Aylper, G.E. Studies in the institutions and personnel of English

central adminigtration vol. 1 p. 38

E. 351/2664
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status of the appointments made by Parliament and because of the
innovations in public finance introduced by Parliament in its attempt
to raise money to carry on the War. One result of these changes was
that the Exchequer no longer occupied the central position in finance
which it had done previoualy.

Also payable out of the Exchequer were a number of
extraordinary allowances which were.made on a regular bagis. Some
were paid for the performance of special duties such as proving or
serving a2s a gunner at the Tower, Others were connected with the
supply of the Navy and were consequently charged upon the estimates
for the Fleeta. Travelling charges were likewise payable out of
Exchequer funds and were calculated on the basis of a daily
subsistence allowance which was awarded to the various categories
of employee. These too were mostly connected with riaval business
and so were charged upon the Navy estimates.

Lastly, there is a group of miscellaneous payments comprising
gratuities, percentage fees such as poundage and ex gratia payments
for the performance of some special service. The income from thesge
sources was clearly subject to fluctuation and consequently is the
most difficult to calculate. Gratuities were normally paid by
merchants and tradesmen who had dealings with the officers of the
Drdnance. Bonus payments were made occasionally out of the
appropriate fund according to whether the wOrkrﬁerforﬁEd'wés'for

-the land or sea service.

The various fixed value payments allowed on a regular basis
to members of the ordinary establishment are set out in Table two.1
It is important to note firstly that the sums referred to are
entitlements and do not necessarily represent the sums actually paid.
Furthermore, fees, allowances and other sources of income which did
not have a fixed value and which were not payable at regular

intervals have been exciuded from the table. This variable element

1 See p. 64
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in the remuneration of Ordnaence Office employees, including
percentage fees such as poundage, extraordinary travelling charges,
gratuities and bonus payments, will be considered separately. Nor
has the payment of gunners' fees to those who held such positions at
the Tower been taken into consideration. Finally, the table is
compiled from data in records covering the 1630's and 1640's, The
picture which i{ glves is therefore a composite one that does nat
relate exclusively to the Civil Wars.

Some of the ordinary and extraordinary allowances
payable to employeea-of the Ordnance Office will now be considered
in more detail. The ordinary fees and allowances payable during the
years 1643 to 1648 continued unchanged from the pre Civil War era.
Also maintained were two pensions allowed to dependents of former
employees., The ameunts involved were quite substantial. Lady Sarsah
Brett, widow of 3ir Alexander Brett who had been Surveyor of the
Ordnance between 1625 and 1627, had been awarded £200 a year for her
two daughters. Ellen Johnson, the widow of Barnard Johnson, "one of
his Mats Engeniers", had been granted an allowance of £66 135 4d a

year since 1627.l

The pensions were allowed by special warrant from
the King, for such payments were rarely granted ex officio. At least
one of the above mentioned officers was killed on active service and
had been connected with the influential Villiers family.2

In addition to the stipendiary fees and pensions, a number
of other allowances were payable out of the ordinary. The Clerk of
the Ordnance was entitled to £37 6s a year for writing materials and
other requisités.3 A further £200 a year was shared between those
principal officers whose clerks were engaged in transcribing warrants,

4

orders, quarter books, debentures and other records.

There were annual allowances for travelling charges payable
to the Master Gunner, carpenter and wheelwright, amounting to £14 10s

W.0. 54/16 unfol.
Aylmer, G.E. The King's servants p. 165
W

54/16 unfol.

1
2
3
41
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Table Two

The Annual Value of Certain Regular Fees and Allowances Payable to

Members of the Ordinary Eatablishmentl

£ 8
Lieutenant General of the Ordnance -~ ordinary fee ‘72 e 0
patent fee 66 13 4
138 13 4
Surveyor of the Ordnance - ordinary fee 56 a 0
clerical allwnce 50 ¢
patent fee 36 10
extraord. allwnce S0 O
192 10 0
Clerk of the Ordnance - ordinary fee 68 5
stationery 37 6
clerical allwnce 50 0 0
patent fee 36 10 (o)
extraord. allwnce 50 0] 0
242 1 0
Keeper of the Stores - ordinary fee 40 0 0}
Keeping Rich 20 0 0

Weapons

¢lerical allwnce 50 0

patent fee 54 15 0

extraord. allwnce 50 0 0

214 15 0

Clerk of the Deliveries - ordinary fee 58 5 9]
clerical allwnce 50 o 0

patent fee 18 15 0

extraord. allwnce 50 ¢] 0

177 0 0

1 An explanation of the table is given in the taxt.
W.0. 54/15 unfol.
S.P. 28/55 ff. 193, 197
Aylmer, G.E, Studies in the inatitutions and personnel of English
central administration vol. 1 pp. 80-107 C
2 Bxcludes income from poundage

o o o] © (w] o



Master Gunner of Bngland -

Keeper of the Small Guns -

Clerk -

Measenger -

Carpenter -

Wheelwright -

Fletcher -

Furbisher ~

Labourer -

ordinary fee
travel allwnce
patent fee

proving allwnce

aordinary fee

patent fee

ordinary fee

extraord. allwnoce

ordinary fee

extraord. allwnce

ordinary fee
travel allwnce

extraord. allwnce

ordinary fee
travel allwnce

extraord. allwnoce

ordinary fee

extraord. allwnce

crdinary fee

extraord. allwnce

ordinary fee

extraord. allwnce

1 The clerk to the Clerk of the Ordnance received £30
2 The remaining artificers likewise received ordinary fees of £12
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for the Master Gunner and £8 10s apiece for the two artificers.l

Thege amounts remained unchanged from year to year and it ia

doubtful whether they hore any relationship to expenses gmctually
incurred. In any case they were insignificant compared with the

large sums allowed in travelling charges upon the extraordinary.

The latter were in most cases associated with travelling on naval
business and were therefore charged upon the estimates for the Fleets.

The total value of the fees, allowances and pensions charged
upon the ordinary allowance of the Ordnance Office amounted to
around £1,600 a year between 1643 and 1648, or just over one quarter
of the annusal value of the ordinary.

Turning $o payments on. the extfgb;alnary, it is clear that
travelling expenses were a significant item of expenditure, as they
had been in earlier years. The expenses were incurred in the course
of visits to ships, dockyards, and ordnance establishments at such
ptaces as Woolwich, Chatham and Deptford, and also Snedland in Kent
where the proving of ordnance took place. The officers and their
clerksa, with the assistance of the labourers, supervised the loading
of stores on board ships and the taking of 'remains' or inventories
of the munitions left in the magazines of vessels upon their return
from sea duty. These practices dated from the early sixteenth
century at least. They were, however, an expensive procedure and did
not always achieve the desired end of bringing stores back to the
Tower.2 Ordnance for the Navy were sometimes proved close to their
place of manufacture, in which case certain Ordnance foice
artificers might attend along with the labourers in order to assist
in the task.

The calculation of traveliing eXxpenses was based on a
sliding scale of subsistence allowances consisting of £2 a day for
1 W.0. 54/15 unfol.

2 Ashley, R. The o;ganlsatlon and administration ¢f the Tudor Office
of Ordnance pp. 96-97

Aylmer, G.E, Studies in the institutions and personnel of Engllsh
central administratiou vol. 1 p. 24
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the Surveyor, £1 5s for the other senior officers, 10s for the under
clerks and 38 44 for the labourers. This was the scale of allowances
payable during the 1630%s and it continued unchanged during the
Civil Wars.l Before and during the Civil Wars individual officers
sometimes received large amounts in travelling allowances. Thus the
Surveyor received an average of £117 a year from this source in the
1630@3.2

During the Civil Wars extraordinary travelling charges were
settled either in cash by the officers of the Ordnance ou£ of funde
received from the Treasurer of the Navy, or upon presentation of a
debenture which was payable out of the estimates for the Fleets. The
issue of such debentures is first recorded in the Civil War period
towards the end of 1643. However, between October 1642 and November
1643, a total of £651 18s 11%d was padd in settlement of travelling
charges out of the money received from the Treasurer of the Navy.

The amounts paid to different employees varied widely. The
senior officers received from £50 to £150 apiece, certain under
clerks and the messenpger received from £20 to £40 each and the
labourers received sums of up to £5 each. During the period July
1645 to January 1647 the amount paid in travelling allowances out
of Navy cash '~ amounted to only £24% 63, although such allowances
were also settled by debenture during that time.3

There were normally regular phases of activiiy connected
with the Navy, inveolving the fitting out and the return each year of
the ships of the Summer Fleet and the Winter Guard. It appears that
during 1646 in particular Ordnance Office employees were absent from

the Tower on naval business for considerable periods. Some debentures

state that they relate to travelling charges incurred over a six

month period, and the sums involved could be quite considerable.

1 Aylmer, G.E. Studieg in the institutions and personnel of Engligh
central administration vol. 1 pp. 88-102

S.P. 28/48 f. 303; 28/49 ff. 429, 437, 449, 461

Aylmer op. cit. vol, 1 ». 88

3 B. 351/2664
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Thus in February and April 1647 debentures were issued to George
Payler, the Surveyor, for £66, ‘and to William Billers, Clerk of the
Deliveries, for £96 109.1 During the year 1647 as a :/whole, Billers
received a total of £138 6s in travelling expenses out of the Navy
estimates, whilst the St#orekeeper, John Faulkener, received £58,
Other officers and under clerks weré alléwed quite substantial amounta.2

Since payments for travelling expenses were based on s
generous daily subsistence allowance, there is little doubt that
they represented a source of profit to the recipients after taking
into account the expenses which they had actually incurred. This
view is confirmed by the fact that those who were charged with
invegtigating the Ordnance Office from time to time regarded the sums
paid out in extramordinary travelling charges, which could amount to
more than £1,000 in a year, as excessive and constituting an abuse,
It was stated in 1649 that expenditure under this heading amounted
to £1,200 a year, or nearly as much as the annual value of the
guarter book payments.3 The difficulty lies in determining what
proportion of the allowances should be regarded as profit. The
principal officers and their clerks benefited most of all from these
payments.

Travelling charges in connection with land service were
comparatively small and involved chdefly visits tb the gunfounders'
establishments and to outlying garrisons. The messenger, Nicholas
Cox, who naturally received conasiderable sums by way of travelling
allowances, received £8 0Os 84 from the Army treasurers on 29th
August 1645 for bringing ammunition from Windsor and elsewhere for
the use of the Army.4 In the summer of 1647 an inventory was made of
the ordnance and other munitions in the fortified plices of England
and Wales. Cox was one of those who took part in the survey, for
which he received by order of the Committee of the Navy a subsistence
$.P. 28/45 ff. 110, 203
S.P. 28/45 ff. 108, 110, 193-207; 28/49 ff. 329, 437, 449, 461

Reid, W. Guildhall Mi3c. vol. 2 no. 8 Sept. 1966 p. 327
S.P. 28731 f. 477
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allowance of 1l0s a day together with other expenses such as the hire
of boats and guides.l g

Apart from travelling charges, there were other allowances
payable upon the extraordinary. The proofmaster at the Tower
received a special allowance fof 'field duties' at the Artillery
Ground in Smithfield when he was engaged in proving ordnance there.
This was also paid out of the estimates for the Fleets; either upon
debenture or in ready cash out of money advanced by the Treasurer of
the Navy. In May 1648 the proofmaster received £54 in this connection,
probably in settlement of his arrears.2 When required to travel to
Snedland in Kent to take part in proving he was allowed travelling
expenses along with other Ordnance Office employeea.5

The Ordnanee O0ffice furbisher, George Fisher, who was also
Depaty Keeper of the Small Guns, received £40 from the Army
treasurers in May 1647 for cleaning and repairing arma.4 Again this
- probably represented a settlement of arrears due to him for his
duties at the Armoury, for it was rather a large sum to pay simply
ag & bonus to someone of his status,

There was an extraordinary allowance payable annually to the
senior Bfficera, under clerks, messenger and labourers on the
ordinary establishment, and to certain other employees as well, out
of the estimates for the Fleets. This amounted to £50 each to four
principal officers, £30 to the clerk to the Clerk of the Ordnance
and £20 apiece to the remaining clerks, £20 to the messenger and £5
to each of the labourers, During the Civil Wars this allowance was
paid in part out of cash received from the Navy Treasurer and in
part upon debentures charged upon the estimates for the Summer Fleet
and the Winter Guard. In 1645 thé allowance was paid by the officers
out of cash in hand, but sometimes money was not readily available
1 S.P. 28/48 f. 285
2 S.P. 28/40 f. 286; 28/54 f. 23.

E. 351/2664

3 S.P. 28/49 f. 299
4 op, cit. f. 515
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for the purpose, so that payment was delayed or not made in full.lln
August 1648 the officers and clerks petitioned for payment of their
extraordinary allowance. At first they received one half only, and
they petitioned again in the following October. The messenger and
the labourers, however, were at once paid in full, an indication of
their greater dependence ¢n the regular pasyment of such allowances.2

The extracordinary allowance was also paid to certain persons
who were not members of the ordinary establishment, such as William
Weekesley, the Ordnance Office rat killer. The total amount paid out
in extraordinary allowances by the officers of the Ordnance during
the period July 1645 to January 1647 amounts to £455 168.3 Before
the Civil Wars extraordinary payments were made out of the Exchequer
to Ordnance Office artificers and others, apart from any fees which
they might receive for serving as a gunner at the Tower. Certain
gunsmiths and maljor suppliers such as the gunfounder and the
Purveyor of Timber .also benefited.4 It is not clear whether such
payments were made during the Ciwil Wars, but if sc, they were
almost certainly in arrears.

In the case of the gunfounder, John Browne, he was entitled
to fees as King's Gunfounder of £36 10s a year for casting brass
ordnance, £9 28 6d for casting iron guns, a-total of £45 125 64 a
year. He was also entitled to one annuity £27 78 64 a year and
another of £200 a year which had been made over to him by a Captain
Richard Steele who died in 1645. Neither the fees nor the annuities
were paid during the period 1640 to 1649, and in the latter year a
statement of Browne's arrears in respect of these gives a figure of
£1,843 1Os.5

Turning to remuneraticn from fees other than the ordinary
and patent fees, the most significant source of revenue was that
1 S.P. 28/55 ff. 193, 197

E. 351/2664
2 S.P. 28/55 ff., 193, 197; 28/56 ff. 276, 277
3 E. 351/2664

4 Aylmer, G.E. Studies in the institutions and personnel of English

central administration vol. 1 p. 107
5 K.A.0. TR 1295/52
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derived from the percentage fee known as poundage. This was a method

of payment much favoured for the remuneration of paymasters and
receivers. The Treasurer of the Navy, for example, took poundage.1

The Lieutenant was normally the only Ordnance Office official to

take poundage, since he fulfilled the role of Treasurer, although

the other officers may have done sc when they handled funds. For a
period of almost three and half years during the {ivil Wars, the

office of Lieutenant was in abeyance, during which time the principal
officers handled largg sums on their own account. Between Kovember

1642 and February 1644, and between July 1645 and January 1647, they paid
‘out someJﬁi?,OOQ} nearly all of it in connection with provision for

the Navy.2 During the latter period Sir Walter Erle himself also
disbursed a compseable sum, although technically he was not holding
office.3

The percentage allowed in poundage was one fortieth, or 64
in the pound. I+ seems unlikely that poundage was taken only on the
ordinary expenditure of £6,000,for it.would.mean that the income
s0 obtained would have been much less than if poundage were taken on
the extraordinary expenditure, or the ordinary and the extraordinary
combined, net of fees and allowances.

According to the commissioners appointed in 1649 to regulate
the officers of the Navy and Customs, the Lieutenant of the Ordnance
on the 'old establishment' of the Office was entitled to £350 a year
from poundage. At 6d in the pound this assumes an annual expenditure
of £14,000, This figure must be regarded as hypothetical, since in
practice Ordnance Office expenditure could vary considerably from
year tq year.

Other obstacles to the calculation of income from poundage
are firstly that the ordinary was frequently in arrears or not paid
in full; and secondly that there were periods when poundage was not
1 Beveridge, W.E. Prices and wages in England vol. 1 p. 620

2 B. 351/2664
3 See above p. 43
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taken at all. Sir John Heydon as Lieutenant of the Ordnance
petitioned in 1637 and again in 1640 for the peyment of the poundage
to which he was entitled.l Horeover, the increase in Ordnance 0ffice
expenditure during the Civil Wars would not necessarily have led to
a greater income from poundage since a large proportion of the
expenditure on land service between 1645 and 1648 was paid directly
to contractors by the treasurers of the Army.

It is not known what benefit Sir Walter Brle derived from
poundage during his periods of office. It is unlikely to have been
very great. In April 1652, when it was decided to abolish the office
of Lieutenant, it was stated that Thomas Harrison, who had held the
post since 1650, was owed poundage of £3,065 148 64 on an expenditure
of £122,629 8s 6d.2

The payment of gratuities by contractors to the principal
officers of the Qrdnance was an 0ld established practice. Tﬁe Clerk
of the Ordnance had at one time received £50 a year from the
licensed gunpowder manufacturer, although payment was discontinued
after Samuel Cordwell became holder of the gunpowder patent in 1656.5
Some of the officers received gratuities from suppliers on a
percentage basis. The Clerk of the Ordnance stated in 1640 that he
received up to %d in the pound on stores received from artificers,
whilst similar gratuities were paid to the Keeper of the Stores and
the Clerk of the Deliveries.4

The income actually derived from these gratuities is difficult
to estimate. It is not known wheither such payments continued during
the Civil Wars, but generally speaking circumstances were less

favourable to the payment of fees and gratuities during that time.

A series of attempts were made during the Long Parliament to curtail

1 Tortinson, E.M. History of the Minories p. 142

2 C.J. 1651-9 p. 126

3 V.C.H. Surrey vol. 2 p. 320

4 Aylmer, G.E. Studies in the institutions and personnel of English
central administration vol. 1 pp. 94, 102, 104
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such payments, whilst as far as the Ordnance 0ffice was concerned the
control exercised over its operations by Parliament and its
committees probably left less scope for this kind of payment.1
Furthermore, much of the supplies for land service procured between
1645 and 1648, although delivered to the Tower, were contracted for
by the Committee of the Army.

One result of the payment of fees and gratuities by Ordnance
Office contractors was that prices were correspondingly higher than
if the stores were obtained from unoftficial suppliers or if they
were delivered directly to an army, circumventing the Office -
altogether.2 This was one factor which in the past had discouraged
the exercise of a monopoly by the OCrdnance Office over the supply of
munitions, especially in w;rtime, though it was not the only cause.
As we shgll see, there is evidence that the prices of some kinds of
munitions delivered to the stores declined somewhat in the later
years of the Civil Wars when a greater proportion than hitherto of
munitions, c¢lothing and equipment for land service was passing
through the Ordnance Oi‘fice.3

Nevertheless, there were a number of discretionary payments
or bonuses paid to Ordnance Office employees in respect of services
rendered on behalf of the Navy and the land forces during the Civil
Wars. The money was provided either ocut of the Navy estimates or by
the Army treasurers. In July 1646 the latter paid £20 to each under
clerk and £5 to each labourer on the ordinary establishment in
recognition of their services in handling provisions for the New
Model Army.4 Sir Welter Erle's clerks, George Hockenhull and Michsael
Dewey, received a total of £93 4s 94 in August 1647 for handling

Ordnance 0ffice funds and carrying out work on behalf of the Army

since March 1645 when they had been removed from the ordinary

l Aylmer, G.E. The state's gservants pp. 115, 120
2 Stern, W.l. J. Arms and Armour Soc. vol. 1 no.5 Mar. 1954 p. 60
3 See chapter eight

4 S.P. 28/38 £f. 432, 442, 455
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establishment aleong with their maater.l

Then in February 1648 the Army Committee awarded £66 133 4d
each to the senior officers George Payler, John Faulkener, William
Billers and John White for their attention to the Committee's
busingss over the years.2

There are great difficulties in assesaing the total
remuneration of Ordnance Office employees, partly because of the’
problem of.aesessing income from fees and'gratuitiés” end other
gources that may have gone unrecorded; and because of the necessity
of making allowance for arrears in the payment of fhe ordinary and
of the extraordinary fees and allowances.

Estimates of the remuneration of certain members cof the
ordinary establishment are given in Table three.5 It is important
to note that the figures given represent an amalgam of ordinary fees
and allowances and of extraordinary payments which are known to have
been made in the year 1647. That particular year was chosen because
records of extraordinary payments are comparatively full in respect
of that year. However, it cannot be inferred that the figures
represent the actual income of the officials concerned in 1647, for
the quarter book payments were almest certainly in arrears then as
they had been in the past. Such payments as may have been made on
the ordinary during that year would most probably have been a
contribution towards the reduction of those arrears, rather than
the current year's salary.

Nor can we safely assume that 1647 was a 'typical' year
with pegard to the remuneration of Ordnance Office employees during
the Civil Wars. What is suggested by these cilculations is that it
was‘the extraordinary payments which in practice went furthest
towards providing something like a regular income, All the known
regular fees and allowances have been taken into account, with the
1 S.P. 28/48 ff. 268, 270

2 5.P. 28/51 f£. 68
3 See p. 76
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exception of the patent fees. No attempt has been made to estimate
income from gratuities. The figures given in the table may be
compared with those compiled by Professor Aylmer for the 1620's and
1630's, but it should be borne in mind that the two eatimates have
not been calculated upon exactly the same basis.1

The estimates of artificers' remuneration for the year 1647
do not include the amounts paid to them in respect of work carried
out under contracts made either with the officers of the Ordnance or
the Committee of the Army. There is no real guide to the amount of
profit made on these contracts. Certain merchanis who contracted with
the Committee for Irish Affairs in November 1646 supplied various
kinds of stores at ld in the shilling profit, which may or may not
be a meaningful guide.2 The Ordnance Office artificers also carried
out work for customers other than the 0ffice itself, such as the
City Militia Committee. In December 1642 the fletcher, David Powell,
was reprimanded for disposing of musket arrows which he had made.3
All Ordnance Office artificers and other manufacturers who supplied
the Office were faced with a latent conflict of interest between the
cbjectives of the state which tended towards the regulation of the
making and distribution of mmnitions and the restriction of prices
on the one hand, and one the other the personal advantage accruing
to the manufacturer through disposing of at least some of his output
on the open market,.

The ability to earn money from contracts may account for
the fact that an artificer at the Ordnance Office received a smaller
ordinary fee than & labourer, Those inveagtigating the Office both
before and after the Civil Wars felt that the retention of the
salaried artificers was unjustified and that their work could be
done as well by outside contractors. There is, however, a possibility
1 Aylmer, G.E. Studies_in the institutions and personnel of English

central administration vol. 1 pp. 88-105
Aylmer The King'a servants p. 208

ghd, 1644-6 p. 698

2
3 Cal. Proc. Comm, for Advauce of Money vol. 1 p. 7
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Table Three

Notional Incomes of Certain Ordnance Office Employees in the Yegar 1647R

Surveyor of the Ordnance £222

Clerk of the Ordnance £212
Keeper of the Stores £218

Clerk of the Deliveries £296

Clerk £40 - £60
Messenger £111
Artificer £20 ~ £40
Labourer £24 approx.

1l An explanation of the table ias given in the text.
W.0. 54/17 unfol. :
S.P. 28/45 - 28/49 passim
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that the labourers also undertook work outside the Ordnance Office

in addition to their normel duties. It aprears that before the Civil
Wars at least they were not in regular attendance at the Tower,
whilst in 1649 a number of them were dismissed for alleged negligence
and absenteeiam.1

There are in addition certain intangible factors which
should be taken into account when attempting to assess the remuneration
of Ordnance Office employees. The value of an office cannot ' be
calculated from the scales of fees and allowances alone. The
Lieutenant of the Ordnance and those of the senior officers who
handled Ordnance Office funds had the opportunity of compensating
themselves for arrears of salary and other allowances not only by
taking poundage but also by using unexpended portions of the money
for their own purposes, It was probably this opportunity for
nanipulating funds which encouraged the Lieutenant to conceal details
of his financial transactions fyrom the other officers, a practice
remarked upon by the Commission of 1619.2

Allied to this use of Ordnance Office money, the considerable
gums awarded to the senior officers, under clerks and the messemger
by way of extraordinary travelling allowances may be regarded in
part as compensation for the delayed payment of their ordinary fees
and allowances. These travelling allowances provided a source of cash
even though they were sometimes paid in instalments. There may also
have been a similar element of compensation for arrears of the
ordinary in the discretionary or bonus payments that were on
occasicns made to mémbers of the ordinary establishment.

Another source of income provided expressly by the Civil
ﬁars, for those who could lay their hands on it, wés that of the
sequestered property of actual or suspected Royalistse. Sir Walter
Erle, as a member of Parliament, was best placed to take advantage
1 Reid, W. Guildhall Mist., vol. 2 no. 8 Sept. 1966 p. 325

Add. Mes. 36,777 £. 17
2 op. cit. f. 21
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of this. He received £1,500 from delinquents' eatates.1 The ability
of at least some of the principal officers of the Ordnance to gain
gccess to ready cash is illustrated by the fact that when money was
needed for the defence of Newcastle during the winter of 1647-8,
among the contributors, who included members of Parliament, was
the Surveyor of the Ordnance, George Payler. He provided £1,000 at
the request of the Army Committee. The money was subsequently repsaid
by the Army treasurers.2

Certain of the senior officers and artificers were provided
with houses at the Tower or in the Minories. This perquisite should
be taken into account when attempting to assess the value of their
offices, although during the Civil War period the officers did not
have the benefit of a house for the whole of the time that they
held offic;. The amith, Thomas Hodgskins, had a house at the Mint
which was maintained by the Ordnance O0ffice. He is referred to in
a contract of September 1645 as being "within ye Tower".3

The more lowly employees of the Ordnance O0ffice were less
well placed to compensate themselves for the failure to pay their
fees and allowances regularly, although it appears that they were
given preferential treatment in the payment of the extraordinary
allowances. The labourers received occasional bonus payments from
the treasurers of the Army during the later years of the Civil Wars,
in additionﬁ%heir extraordinary allowance out of the Navy estimates,
but these could not bhe relied upon.4 A similar situation exiasted
with regard to the outside contractors who supplied the Ordnance
Office. It was the small traders and craftsmen, more than the large
scale entrepreneurs, who were most in need of regular cash payments
and who could least afford to accept deferred payment. Both employee
and contractor alike suffered from the inebility of the Ordnance
Office to honour its commitments properly.

nton, D. and Fennington, D.H. Members of the Long Parl. p. 171
. 28/52 f. 25

. 42 ~78 709 2 19
. 28438 r. 435
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The question of arrears is inseparable from any consideration
of the remuneration of government officials and military personnel
during the seventeenth century. The payment of salaries, fees and
allowances was frequently months or years in arrears. Another
practice, resorted to during the Civil Wars, was to 'respite' or
defer payment of the full amount owing and to make a partial
settlement only, with a promise to pay the remainder at & later date.
Official scales of pay are of somewhat academic interest at this
time, both on sccount of the accumulation of arrears and because
the non-salary element in an official's remuneration could be of
greater gsignificance. Qmployees of the Ordnance Office, together
with those of other departments of government, did not enjoy regular
pay in the modern sense, It.was beyond the capacity of seventeenth
century governments to provide it,

The history of arrears of the ordinary allowance of the
Ordnance Office is almost as long as that of the allowance itself.
There is evidence that the allowance was not being paid in the later
1630's, whereas payment of the ordinary for the period 1632 to 1635
was not complete until 1640, In February 1636 the officers of the
Ordnance stated that between £17,000 and £18,000 was owing upon the
ordinary. This sum presumably includes debts to contractors.
Settlement of the arrears and regular payment of the ordinary was
requested.l

It hes been estimated that payment of the ordinary and patent
feeg due to the senior officers was about one and a half years in
arrears in 1640, or, in monetary terms there were arrears of about
£1,227 due in fees and allowances to the principal officers.2 In
the final quarter of 1641 the Clerk of the Ordnance, Edward Sherborne,
received a debenture upon the ordinary for £120, representing £20
1 Aylmer, G.E. Studies in the institutions and personnel of English

central administration vol. 1 pp. 40-41
Harl. Mss. 429 f. 156

2 Aylmer op. ecit. vol. 1 pp. 87, 95
Aylmer The King's servants p. 161
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for each of the six years that he had held the post.l He died in
December 1641 esnd was succeeded in the office by his son.
There is no sign of any real improvement in the aituation
during the Civil Wars. Payment of the ordinary fees and allowances
continued only in a makeshift fashion, and although it may not be
possible to construct more than a partial picture of the situation
from the Commonwealth Exchequer Papers and the declared accounts of
the Ordnance Office for the Civil Wars, it is clear that the quarter
book payments continued in arrears and that payments were irregular
and incomplete. This much is confirmed by statements concerning the
arrears of Ordnance 0ffice employees which were made during the
Commonwealth erar | "During the earlier part of the Civil Wars at \jalj%hﬂk)
least, payments upgn the ordinary were made largely out of money jé)éQ»Q )
advanced by the Army Treasurer, Sir Gilbert Gerard, upon the .
instructions of Parliament or of one of its committees.
By order of the Commons on 20th December 1642 some Ordnance
Office employees received their salaries in this way. The Surveyor,
the Storekeeper and the Clerk of the Ordnance were awarded £300 in
partial payment of their entitlements, the money being paid in
instalments during 1643%. Greater consideration was shown towards the
messenger and the labourers, who in March 1643 were allowed a year's
salary, although even then it was not paid in full during that year.3
In fact various small sums were paid to the messenger and the
labourers during the course of 1643. Then by an order of the Committee
of Safety on 28th October 1643, £150 was paid by the officers of the
Ordnance to 3tephen Darnelly, the Clerk of the Deliveries, a sum
equivalent to two and a half years' ordinary feea. In February 1644
sums ranging from £5 to £17 were paid to certain under clerks and
former clerks whose names had ceased %0 appear in the quarter books.4
In all, the amcounts paid out of the money imprest by the Army
1 ¥.0. 54/15 unfol.
2 See below p. 82

3 S5.FP. 28/262 f. 11l; 28/263 ff. 49, 100
4 B. 351/2664 -
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Treasurer, by way of remuneration. betiween January 1643 and February
1644 amounts to about £1,000, compared with the annual value of the
quarter book payments of about £1,600, This sum of £1,000 excludes
extraordinary allowances and travelling charges.  _ V.o

There is little further evidence concerning the payment of
ordinary fees and allowances during the Civil Wars, other than
statements that certain individuals were not receiving payment. The
officers 0f the 'Ordnance stated in e letter of July 1645 to the
Committee of the Revenue that William Franklin had performed the
duties of proofmaster for about four years since the death of the
former proofmaster who had held the post "by warrant", Yet he,
Franklin, "hath had noe entertainm? or pay in any kinde". This was
not strictly true, for on 27th April 1643 he received £10 from the
officers for field duties and for proving ordnance for the Fleet.1

During the Civil Wars some members of the ordinary
establishment carried out the duties of an office for a considerable
time before their appointments were confirmed or otherwise? Yet this
fact did not preclude their receiving payment in the meantime, for
their names were duly entered in the quarter books. In the sixteenth
century the patenting of an office had often served to regularize a
gituation that already existed.2

The appointments of the three senior officers, George Fayler,
Joﬂn White and John Faulkener were not finally ratified by Farliament
until July 1648.3 When an important post was involved it might be
necessary to get someone to carry on the job without waiting to
obtain approval through official channels. Apparerntly it was not
until July 1645 that the gquestion of appointing a proofmaster was
considered officially by the Revenue Committee.4

The Master Gunner of England stated in a petition dated lst

1 W.0. 47/1 p. 337
E. 351/2664
2 Ashley, R. The organisation and administration of the Tudor Office
of Ordnance p. 57
C.J. 1646=8 p. 642

%.0. A7/1 p. 337
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December 1646 that he had received no ordinary fees since the
peginning of the present Parliament. There is certainly no record of
any such payments to him during the First Civil War, although on the
other hand he was serving as Sir William Waller's General of the
Artillery for part of that time. In response to Wemyss's petition,
the Navy Committee declared that they were unable to pay his salary
and ordered Sir Walter Erle to pay him £50 on account.l

A petition of all members of the ordinary establishment was
brought before the Commons on 20th July 1648, whereupon it was
referred to the Navy Committee with instructions to make provision
for their arrears and future payment. It is not clear whether this
petition refers to nonpayment of the ordinary fees and allowances or
of the annual extraordinary allowance paid by the Committee of the
Navy out of the estimates for the Fleets.2

For further information about the amounts which were paid,
or not paid, in fees and allowances during the Civil War years we
have to look to the period after 1648. In August 1654 it was stated
that the arrears due to the Surveyor of the Ofdnance, the Storekeeper,
the Clerk of the Ordnance and the Clerk of the Deliveries amounted
to £4,026 128 93d and extended over a period of 11 years? The total
value of the ordinary fees and allowances to which these officers
would have been entitled over an eleven year period amounts to about
£5,500., If the patent fees are added to this sum the total is around
£6,300. It appears therefore that partial payments by way of fees and
allowances were made in the later years of the Civil Wars as they had
been in 1643.

In the case of one officer in particular, the Clerk of the
Ordnance, John White, his arrears and those of his clerks were said
to amount to £1,627 l4s 94d in 1653.4 This sum is equivalent to just
under eight years' payments of the ordinary fees and allowances due
C.5.P.D. 1645-7 p. 492 -
€.J. 1646-8 p. 642
H

ammond, W.N. The sdmiviastration of the English navy p. 282
ibid.

1
2
3
4
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to them, or between six and seven years' if the Clerk's patent fee is
included. The Ordnance Office was burdened with large debts
throughout the Commonwealth and Frotectorate years and therefore it
seems unlikely that the arrears of ordinary fees and allowances
incurred during the Civil Warsz were ever paid in full.

Finally, in April 1652 it was stated that the Lieutenant of
the Ordnance, Thomas Harrison, who had held office since 1650, was
owed £366 in salary and other allowances, not counting the large sums
due to him by way of poundage.l In the same year a number of
artiticers were removed from the ordinary establishment and were
awarded paymenf for theilr past three and a half years' servicq.2 So
far as can be Jjudged from the records, the remuneration of members of
the ordinary establishment during the Civil Wars was composed largely
of irregular contributions towards the arrears of their ordinary fees,
the extraordinary allowances and travelling charges paid out of Navy
funds and occasional discretionary payments by the treassurers of the
Army.

After taking into account arrears and partial payment of fees
and allowances, it is reasonable to assume that Ordnance Office
employees derived from their variocus sources of income a livelihood
that was quite satisfactory by the standards of the time. This
statement takes no account of any income which may have been earned
. from activities outside the Tower. The artiticers and crafismen who
worked for the Ordnance Office were the least dependent on tﬁeir
official earnings to sustain themselves sgince they had outside
interests. -

Posts within the Ordnance Office had their attractions even
during the Civil War period. There doeé not seem to have been any
shortage of applicants for offices when they fell vacant. The holding
of public appeointments in the Ordnance Office and elsewhere in the

1 ¢.J. 1651-9 p. 126
2 W.0. 54/18 unfol.
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apparatus of government during the seventeenth century did not
necessarily mean great wealth, except-for a small minority, but it
did offer advantages in tpe/sﬁﬁﬁe of a reasonable income and relative

security of tenure which together with other fringe benefits were as

real then as they are today.
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Chapter Five

Ordnance Office Reform After the Civil Wars

Although a consideration of the proposals for reform which
were advanced and to some extent put into practice during the
Commonwealth period lies strictly speaking outside the scope of this
work, some attention will nevertheless be paid to them. The proposals
stemmed from an inguiry that was held immediately after the Civil
Wars and wasgs therefore concerned with conditions at the Ordnance
Office as they were during that conflict. Secondly, the reforms are
of interest in that they echoe the spirit of other investigations
held in the earlier seventeenth century.

An ordinance of 16th January 1649 dismissed the Navy
Commissioners and established the Committee of Merchants for
Reguiating the Navy and Customs, also known as the Committee of
Merchants and the Committee of Regulators., The commissioners
included a number of City aldermen and merchants, some of whom had
supplied munitions and clothing to the Parliamentarian armies and to
the Ordnance Office during the Civil Wars.1 The Committee devoted
much of its time to a consideration of the reorganisation of the
Offices of the Ordnance and of the Armoury. In this reapect it was
akin to the commissions which had from time to time investigated the
Ordnance Office before the Civil Wars. This time, the commission was
made up of a different type of person and its conclusions were rather
more drastic.

The commissioners were charged with examining records and
determining the suitability for continued employment of officers
employed under the jurisdiction of the Navy, Customs and other supply
departments at or near the Tower. They were alsc authorised to review
salaries and to dispense with posts which they considered superfluous,
Officers could be dismissed for undesirable political associations or
1 C.J. 1648-51 p. 401

Hammond, W.N. The adminigtration of the English navy p. 22
See Chapter six
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for general misconduct. Senior officers such as Sir Walter Erle and
James Wemyss, who fell into the former category, had already been
removed and were now formally disbarred. The terms of reference of
the commissioners were therefore more far reaching than those of
previous investigators,

Once again an inquiry brought to light dissension amongst the
officers themselves. The Clerk of the Ordnance, John White, laid
complaints against a number of his fellow officers and subordinates,
including the Surveyor, George Payler., As a result, the messenger,
Nicholas Cox, and a number of labourers were dismisged, although
Payler survived.

The commigssioners then proposed a dragstic reduction in the
size of the ordinary establishment at the Tower. Those officers who
remained were to be paid an adequate salary instead of an income
compogsed of various fees, allowances and gratuities. The model for
the reformed establishment provided for a Clerk of the Crdnance, a
Keeper of the Stores, a Master Gunner, a Deputy Storekeeper at
Portsmouth, two furbishers and twenty labourers. The Master Gunner
was t0o take over the duties of the proofmaster, whose office was to
be abolished. Ordinary allowances for such purposes as stationery and
travel were to be stopped. The senior officers were to pay for any
under clerks which they might employ, and any materials that they
might need, ocut of their salaries.

The Navy Committee was not entirely satisfied with the
commissioners' proposals, and the office of Surveyor was restored to
the establishment. The powers of the Committee of Merchants were
gradually undermined and it proved unable to take effective action ”
in support of its recommendations. Disagreements between the two
committees continued until April 1650, when the business was bfought

before the Rump Parliament., On 23rd April the commissioners' powers
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in relation to the officers of the Ordnance and Armoury were revoked.1

An indication of the extent to which the proposed changes in the
Ordnance Office establishment were subsequently implemented can be
obtained from a study of the quarter books for the early 1650's,

On the evidence of the guarter books the size of the ordinary
establishment and the scale of fees and allowances continued little
changed during the period January 1649 to December 1652 ffom what
they had been during the Civil Wars. Nevertheless, during 1652
changes were made which were in line with the reforms proposed by
the commissioners. The office of Lieutenant of the Ordnance was
abolished in April and the number of artificers was reduced to two,
both furbishers. In the last quarter of the year the other artificers
who had been members of the ordinary establishment were paid for
their last three and a half years' service.2

The reformed establishment introduced at the beginning of
1653 is set out in Table four.3 Comparing the figures with those in
Tavle two, it will be seen that the sums now awarded in salaries
were in most cases more or less the same or a little lower than the
gross values of the ordinary fees and allowances, the patént fees and
the regular extraordinary allowances which had been payable formerly. .
The exceptions were the under clerks, who were not only retained on
the establishment but also appear to have received rather more than
before. However, members of the new establishment may st{ill have
received certain other payments in addition to their salaries,

If the prospect of income from extraordinary travelling
charges and from gratuiiies was indeed now completely lost, then this
would have been all the more serious if the new salaries were not
paid regularly and in rull. Without such payment the effect of the
reforms would have been nullified, for we have already suggested that
the considerable amounts paid in the form of extraordinary travelling
1 Reid, W. Guildhall Misc., vol. 2 no. 8 Sept. 1966 pp. 319-341

C.J. 1648-51 p. 401

Hammond, W.N. The administration of the English navy p. 24
W.0. 54/18 unfol.
Sae n, 88
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Table Four

The Salaried Establishment of the Ordnance Office in 1655l

Annual salary

£ s d
Surveyor of the Ordnance 190 0 12
Clerk of the Ordnance 215 7 3
Keeper of the Stores 216 13 2
Clerk of the Deliveries 155 19 10
Master Gunner of England 121 0 0]
Keeper of the Small Guna 66 5 10
Clerk 60 0 0
Clerk 48 0 0
5 clerks @ 40 0 0
2 furbishers @ ' 12 0 0
Messenger 60 O 0
20 labourers @ 22 0 0

‘1 W.0. 54/18 unfol. :

2 This was the amount allowed to a deputy who took the Surveyor's
place whilst he was serving as a Navy Commissioner. The Surveyor
himself was entitled to £250 a year (see Hammond, W.N. The
administration of the English navy p. 489 note)
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anllowances and discretionary payments may to some extent have been
substitutes for the regular payment of standing fees and allowances.
However, at about this time the Admiralty Commissioners sought to
invert this argument by suggesting that since the principal officers
-
had received extraordinary paymenis from the Army and Navy Coammittees
during the Civil Wars they should now have only cone half of the
arrears of their ordinary fees and allowances which were due to them.1

The proposals of the Committee of Merchants of 1649 were
carried out to the extent that some members of the 'o0ld establishment!
were removed even though the drastic changes recomfhended were not
accepted in full, Nearly all of the senior officers retained their
posts and the only major reduction in numbersg occurred in respect of
the artificers. There was also a step forward in that an sttempt was
made to reform the method of paying Ordnance Office employees, a step
that was inseparable from any thoroughgoing overhaul of the Office.
It was the first time that this particular problem had been tackled.

Yet the success of Ordnance Office reform depended ultimately
on improvements in government administration and finance generally.
Because the chronic weaknesses of seventeenth century governments in
these Sﬁheres persisted and because of the arrears of pay and other
debts inherited from the old Ordnance Office, it was impossible to
make a clean bresk with the past and start the Office on new lines in
165%. The debtys of the Office in the form of arrears of fees and
allowances and sums due to contractors declined from their high level
of £143,862 in February 1651, but they remained at between £40,000
and £60,000 down to the end of the decade.2

It may be that the new scales of pay which accompanied the
reformed establishment represented more of a model for change than
a veritable new departure in the years before the Restoration. The
changes coincided with a reform of the administration of the Navy
1 Hammond, W.N. The administration of the English navy pp. 262-283

Jee above p. 77
2 Bammond ©p. cit. p. 283




which was effected in December 16%2, when new Admiralty and Navy
Commissioners were appointed.L

Another strand running through suggestions for the reform of
the Ordnance Office during the earlier seventeenth century was the
feeling that the 0ffice did not have the capacity to provide 'IL}
munitions on the scale required by land and sea forces in the event
of miiitary activity on a significant scale. In practice, the
Ordnance Office undertook only a part of the burden since in case of
war or upon the formation of an expeditionary force merchants and
manufacturers were called upon %o supply directly a great deal of
what was needed, especially for the land forces. Nevertheless, there
were 8till doubts about the ability of the Ordnance Office to provide
satisfactorily those items for which it was primarily responsible.
These included ordnance and theilr associated equipment, round shot
and explosive devices,

During the inquiries into the running of the Ordnance Office
in the early 163073, it was suggested that the business of providing
for the Navy should be hived off and made the responsibility of a
separate office. This proposal wes again put forward during the
Commonwealth period, by which time the greatly increased scale of
provision necessary for the land forces as a result of the formation
of a standing army and the continued growth of the Navy made separate
provision for each service appear a satisfactory solution to some
observers.2

The Navy Commissioners rejected a suggestion made late in 1650
that they should have responsibiiity for the supervision of the
Ordnance Office, but in April 1651 it was formally proposed that the
Cffice be relieved o} thie responsibility for Navy munitions. Complaints
about the shortage of ordnance and gunners' stores for the Fleet were
given added emphasis by the First Dutch War of 1652-4, Then in April

1l Aylmer, G.E. The state's servants p. 40
2 op. cit. p. 39
Aylmer E.H.R. vol. 72 1957 pp. 245, 246
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1652 Parliament considered piacing the naval side of the Office
under the Navy Commissionera, but the only action taken was to
abolish the post of Lieutenant of the Okdnance. A year later the
Admiralty Commissicners were instructed to consider ways of improving
the running of the Ordnance 0Office, but again nothing definite
emerged. The Office 'was subordinatelto an.Ordnance Committee of the

3 .
Council of State from 1650 to 1653. ' Shortly afterwards

the Admiralty Commissioners were authorised to contract for ordnance
stores for both land and sea service and in January 1655 they were
also given the power to issue warrants for the payment of members of
the salaried establishment of the Office. These acts together with the
decline of military activity on land meant that once again the
Ordnance Qffice was associated predominantly with the supply of the
Navy. The Commissioners' control over the Office was formalised in
December 1655 and this arrangement continued until the Restoration.
The officers of the Ordnance had themselves been opposed to changes
in the function and organisation of the Office.l

The Surveyor, George Payler, who in 1652 became the most
senior official at the Crdnance Office, was appointed a Navy
Commissioner with a salary of £250 a year. He had the task of acting
as a lisison between the Tower and the Navy Office, but the
arrangement was not a success and difficulties in the relationship
between the two organisations persisted. Payler continued in this
capacity until 1660 and in the meantime his place at the Ordnance
Office was taken by a deputy.2

At the Restoration there was a more or less complete
reinstatement of the pre Civil War estavlishment of the Ordnance

Office. The offices of Master and Lieutenant of the Ordnance and of

Keeper of the Riéh Weapons were restored, along with those artificers!

1 ¢.J. 1651-9 pp. 125, 126
Hammond, W.N. The adminigtration of the English navy pp. 271-273

2 Johns, A.W. Mariner's Mirror vol. 14 1928 p. 52
Tomlinson, H.C. E.H.R. vol. 90 Jan. 1975 p. 21

Hammond op. cit. p. 489 note
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places which had been abolished in 1652. In some cases the same
individuals who had served at the Tower during the Civil Wars were
either confirmed in their posts or restored to their o¢ld positions.

Amongst those confirmed in office or restored were the
furbishers Robert Steadman and George Figher, the bowyer John
Jefferson, the carpenter John Pitt, the cooper, Alexander Norman,
by then over seventy years of age, the fletcher David Powell, the
smith Thomas Hodgskins and the wheelwright Thomas Bateman. Two
clerks of the Civil War era, Join Hooper and Jeffrey Fleetwood, were
confirmed in their posts at the Restoration., This marked the
continuation of a process,which began in a small way before the
Civil Ware, whereby under clerks came t¢o be regarded as permanent
officials in their own right rather than the personal servants of
the senior officers. This trend was to continue during the later
seventeenth century.1

At the Restoration the o0ld method of remunerating Ordnance
QOffice employees was likewise restored, although as we have seen
the amounts grented in standing fees and allowances did not in
theory differ very greatly from the amounts sllowed to the
establishment of 1653, where the corresponding post existed at the
tirﬁe.2 Some years after 1660, however, steps were again:taken to
reform the way in which Ordnance Office empioyees were paid. Private
fees were gradually withdrawn in return for ﬁonetary compensation
and salaries were increased.5

During the later Stuart. period the Ordnance O0ffice underwent
congideradble expansion and there were changes in the nature of the
organisation and in the methods of administration. Nevertheless,
many of the administrative and financial problems of an earlier

period persisted. There were gtill disputes over appointments to

1 Tomlinson, H.C. The organisation and ac¢tiwities of the English
Ordnance Office vol. 2 p. 616,appendix A

2 See above p. 88° .
% Tomlinson op. c¢it. vol. 1 pp. 213-21%; vol, 2 appendix A

o
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places at the Tower and recurrent difficulties were experienced in
securing the money needed to pay contractors, As in the past, the
Ordnance Office lacked the resources to carry out effectively the
tasks with which it was entrusted.1
The increase in the size and resources of the Ordnance

Office was insufficient to keep pace with the growth in the gcale of
provision for the forces on land and sea that was necessary at a
time when military activity was more intense and on a larger scale
than during the years before 1642, But in spite of this the
activities of the Ordnance O0ffice during the later seventeenth and
early-wmighteenth centuries were of a different order to those of the
first half of the seventeenth century. The prevailing impression is
that the Parliamentarian Ordnance Office had more in common with the
institution of Tudor times than with the Office of the late Stuart
period.
1 Tomlinson, H.C. The organisation and activities of the English

Ordnance Office vol., 1 p. 190 ff. vol. 2 p. 560

Tomlinson - E.H,R. vol. 90 Jan. 1975 pp. %6-37, 38



94

Chapter Six S

The'Péjiiamentﬁfién éontraé%oré

The principal sources of arms, ammunition, clothing and
equipment supplied to the Parliamentarian forces, both through the
Ordnance Office and otherwise, were merchants and manufacturers. They
dealt in munitions made both in Bngland and abroad and they were
supplemented by other casual sources such as supplies seized from
the enemy. These merchants and manufacturers, who represented the
traditional suppliers of the Ordnance Office, comprised the regular
providers of basic munitions such as gunpowder and shot, and
artificers and traders in London who together with employees at the
Tower provided the bulk of the arms, and equipment.

The involvement of merchants in the business of supplying
military stores and their links with the Ordnaence Office began at an
early stage. From the later fourteenth century London merchants and
artificers were participating in the procurement of munitions for
the Privy Wardrobe at the Tower, whilst some Masters of the Ordnance
in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries were themselves merchants or
manufacturers of nunitions.l

The existence of significant financial, commercial and
manufacturing resources constituted the chief advantages to the
Parliament of its uninterrupted control of the City and its environs.
The number and scale of the contracts made by or on ﬁehalf of the
Ordnance Office, representing as they did only a part of the total
amount of war materials made available to the Parliamentarian forces,
bear witness to the extent of those resources,

Although manufacturers and traders with premises in or near
London might be constrained to undertake work for the Parliament
whether or not they positively supported its cause, there existed in
the City a body of merchants which was already identified before the

1 Ashley, R. The organisation end - admin. . of the Tudor Office of
Ordnance pp. 22-23, 28-30
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outbresk of war with the political and religious interests
predominating in Parliament and which actively supported the latter
when the conflict began. It has been suggested that military contracts
were given to merchants with colonial connections becsause they were
accustomed to providing similar commodities to coloniats.l But this
cannot be regarded as the overriding reason for the prominent role

of merchants on the Par}iamentarian side.

Indeed, it was this section of the London merchant community
which provided the financial and material bases upon which the
Parliamentarian war effort rested. Merchants and tradesmen provided
money and participated in the collecticon and custody of
Parliamentarian war revenues. Merchant financiers who supported
Parliament expected to have a share in the control of revenue and
expenditure. They exercised close control over finance throughout
the Civil Wars. Por example, the advance of £80,000 by the City in
order to make possible initial provision for the New Model Army in
February 1645 was accompanied by the egppointment of Sir John
Wollaston and sevenlother London merchants and aldermen a&s treasurers
of the Army.2

However, even within the body of merchants and traders who
gupported the Parliament, there was hy no mesns unanimity of opinion.
Suppliers of victuals, clothing and runitions were prominent in the
abortive attempt by Presbytgrians in Parliament and in the City
during 1646 and 1647 to dominate Parliament and dispense with the
Army. But whereas some of them combined their desire for a
Presbyterian form of church government with the goal of a negotiated
peace with the Xing, others were closer to the Parliamentary
Independents in their political views. It was during this period
that differences between Parliament and the Presbyterian merchant
community which had been the mainstay of its support became most

1 Farnell, J.E. Econ., Hist. Rev. 2nd ser:y vol. 16 1964 p. 445
2 Pennington, D.H. in Figher, F.J. ed. Essays in the economic¢c and
asaial history of Tudor and Stuart England p. 184
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pronounced. Those differences were inspired in part by the financial
grievances of the latter as well as by political and religious
issues.

Association with commercial interests was to become a feature
of the Rump Perliament. Amongst the merchants who were prominent in
matters of government and commerce during the Commonweglth were some
who had supplied the Parliament with clothing and munitions, such
ag William Pennoyer, Richard Hill and Owen Rowe.2 The administrative
activities in which they were involved included schemes for the
reform of the Navy, the Custome and the Ordnance Office,

That group of merchants which supported the Parliament at
the outset has heen identified as one which was prominently
associated with colonial ventures and the interloping trade. The
group played a major part in the opprosition to the King within the
City. Few of its members had held important municipal or commercial
offices before 1642 and few of them were really wealthy. The
majority of them were either City mldermen or members of the Common
Council during the Civil Wars and a number of them served in the
trained bands. Men of similar backgrounds were of course to be found
in the House of Comnmons and indeed in the Ordnance Office itself,

Sir Walter Erle was associated with colonial enterprises in the
1620's and at least one of the new officers of the Ordnance who
replaced the excluded Royalists was a City trader.3

On the other hand this particular section of the merchant
community which was most clearly identified with the Parliamentarian
cause should not be regarded as completely different, economically
and socially, from those merchants who were connected with major

trading companies such as the East India Company and the Levant

1 Pegrl, V. in Aylmer, G.E. ed. The Interregnum pp. 34, 39, 44

2 Worden, B. The Rump Parliament pp. 167, 256-257
Farnell, J.E. Econ. Hist. Rev, 2nd ser. vol, 16 1964 pp. 441-442, 443

3 Pennington, D.H. in Ives, E.W. ed. The English Revolution p. 66
Pearl, V. London and the ocutbreak of the Puritan Revolution pp. 240-246
Keeler, M.F. The Long Parlisment p. 166

W.0. 55/1754 £. 8
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Company and who were prominent in the political and commercial life
of the City bvefore 1642. Not all of the latter were actively opposed
to the Parliament during the Civil Wars. In fact, a small number of
merchants belonging to the East India Company were sympathetic to the
Parliamentarian cause. As we ;shall see, some of those merchants who
were prominent in the field of Parliamentarian war finance and
munitions procurement were either freemen of the East India Company
or else theyparticipated in its trading ventures during the Civil
Wars.

A leading memrber of the Parliamentarian merchant group was
William Pennoyer, who had engaged in colonial enterprises in America,
privateering in the West Indies and interloping in the East Indies.l
During the Civil Wars he obtained arms for the Parliament. The
Committee of Safety contracted with him and another merchant, Richard
Hill, for the delivery of arms; and following a peiition to the
Comméns by Pennoyer negotiations were entered into with him concerning
the purchase of arms which were apparently secured on the Continent.
Agreement was reached on 10th September 1644. The consignment was a
considerable one, and on l4th October the Commons issued instructions
for the disposal of part of it comprising 360 carbines, 300 pairs of
pistols, 180 backs, breasts and pots aﬁd 2,000 muskets. Despite his
previcus interloping activities, Pennoyer subscribed to the Second
General Voyage of the East India €ompany during 1647-8. However, his
third instalment was refused by the Company in December 1648 because
it was overdue. In the following year he acted as an intermediary in
the purchase of the Company's salipetre by the state. At the same
time he was appointed to the Committee of Merchants charged with
regulating the officers of the Navy and Customs, and as such he was

connected with the projected reform of the Ordnance Office.?

Richard Hill, of Lime Street, was a substantial merchant and

1 Brenner, R. Past and Present no. 58 Feb. 1973 pp. 80-82, 93-94
2 C.J. 1643-4 pp. 622, 652
Reid, W. Guildhall Misc. vel. 2 no. 8 Sept. 1966 p, 321

Sainsbury, E.B. Cal, court minutes of the East India Co, 1644-49
oo, 308, 349, 350, 351
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shipowner and a member of the Cordwainers' Company. He‘was of
Devonshire origin and he had extensive business connections in the
West Country. He also traded with the Continent and with North
America. On 2nd June 1643 he was appointed a treasurer of the moneys
received at Goldsmiths' Hall from sequestrations. He was associated
with William Pennoyer in the purchasing of munitions and stores fér
the Parliament,
Hill sold imported saltpetre to the Parliament which was
then delivered to the gunpowders makers. He also provided some powder.
In September 1644 he received two debentures from the officers of the
Ordnance, one worth £192 for 48 barrels of powder and the other worth
£228 7s 64 for saltpetre. Hill was likewise to become a member of the
Commigsion of 1649. He again held office during the Commonwealth and
Protectoratel) and was elected an alderman.-
The clothier Thomas Atkins of Bassishawe in the City served
as an alderman for Lime Street ward from 1642 to 1658 and he was
Lord Mayor during 1644-5.lHe was a yeoman of the Drapers' Company and
in 1641 he was elected a freeman of the East India Company. Like Sir
John Wollaston, the future Army treasurer who was also a freeman of
the East India Company, Atkins -was exceptional amongst the
Parliamentarian merchant community in that he had held important
offices in the City before 1642. He lent more than £2,000 to the
Parliament between 1642 and 1649 and he sat in the Commons for
Norwich from 164% to 1653, He provided clothing and other items for
the Parliamentarian forces. Between 1642 and 1645 Atkins held the
rank of colonel in the trained bands.2
Stephen Estwicke, (or Eastwicke), of Fish Street Hill was a
1 Reid, W. Guildhall Misc. vol. 2 no. 8 Sept. 1966 p., 321
Hill, R.H.E. Devon Notes and Queries vol. 4 1906-7 pp. 50, 145
Farnell, J.E. Econ. Hist. Rev. 2nd ser. vol. 16 1964 p. 448
W.0. 47/1 p. 102
W.0. 49/82 ff. 12-13 o
2 Pearl, V. London_and the outbreak of the Puritan Rev. pp. 241, 312-313

Beaven, A, The aldermen of the City of London vol, 2 p. 64
Dale, T.C. Members of the City compenies in 1641 p. 148

Sainsbury, E.B. Cal. court minutes of the East India Co. 1640-43 p. 198




99

haberdasher and alderman for the Dowgate and Bridge Street wards
from 1650 to 1657. He had once been imprisoned for refusing to pay
ship nmoney. A liveryman of the Girdlers' Company, he was one of the
principal suppliers of clothing to the Parliamentarian forces and
early in the War he had charge of a store of clothing and equipment
out of which the Earl of Essex's army was furnished in 1642.

Estwicke was alsc connected with the supply of munitions. He
was one of the main agents charged by the Committee of Safety with
érranging the procurement of large amounts of arms from the Continent
in the first months of the Civil War. As a member of the City Militia
Committee he was involved.in the purchase of munitions by that body,
making arrangements with the Army Treasurer, Sir Gilbert Gerard, for
the payment of contractors, Estwicke was another of the commissioners
appointed in 1649 to regulate the officers of the Navy and Customs.1
Clothing was also supplied in large quantities by Francis Peck, a
member of the City Council and a draper of Watling Street.2

Thomas Andrewes of New Fish Street was a merchant and linen
draper who served as an alderman for Tower ward from 1642 until 1649,
He played a leading part in the financing of the Parliamentarian war
effort, Together with Stephen Estwicke he organised the purchase of
a large gquantity of arms from France in the early days of the War.

In May 1643 Andrewes himself provided a large number of weapons worth
£1,728 for the Committee of Safety. In September 1645 he provided 4
tons of flemish match for the New Model Army. Andrewes alsol:headed a
group of merchants who supplied gunpowder to the Ordnance Gffice

stores early in 1648. He had the livery of the Leathersellers'

1 Pearl, V. London and the outbreak of the Puritan Rev. . 315
Beaven, A, The aldermen of the City of London vol. 2 p. 73
Reid, W. Guildhall Misc. vel. 2 no. 8 Sept. 1966 p. 320
Dale, T.C. Members of the City companies in 1641 p. 224
S.P. 28/1A f. 85; 28/20l ff. 284, 428; 430-1; 28/262 f. 317

2 Pearl op. cit. p. 323
S.P. 28/9 f. 319
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Company and was likewise a member of the Committee of Merchants of
1649.1
Andrewes was associated with the East India Company despite
his activities as an interloper during the 1640's. In September 1647
he refused to take the oath of allegiance for admission to the freedom
of the Company because it contained a profession of allegiance to the
King, He andé other dissenters were nevertheless allowed to participate
in the subscription for the Second General Voyage of the Company
during 1647-6 on giving an assurance that they would do nothing
prejudicial to the Company's interests. Together with Stephen Estwicke
and others, Andrewes had taken part in an earlier venture to the East
which had resulted in their goods being seized by William Courteen's
creditors. In November 1648 they were refused permission by the East
India Company to send out a ship on their own initiative to recover
their goods. Two years later Andrewes became a governor of the Company.2
Owen Rowe, a silk merchant of Coleman Street, was a liveryman

of the Haberdashers' Company and a member of the City Council. He was
active in colonial ventures in North America and the West Indies. He
also served in the trained bands. When the Presbyterian dominated
Militia Committee was reformed under pressure from the Army in July
1647, Rowe was one of those appointed to the new committiee. He was a
member of the court which tried the King and he signed.the death warrant.
Consequently he was imprisoned at the Hestoration but was not executed.
Along with another merchant, John Bradley, Rowe was the Committee of
Safety's chief purchasing agent for arms in the English markei. From
July 1642 until the next summer -the two accumulated a large amount of
munitions from their own purchases and through the purchases of the
1 éearl, V. London and the outbresk of the Puritan Rev. pp. 309-311

Beaven, A. The aldermen of the City of London vol. 2 p. 66

Dale, T.C. Members of the City companies in 1641 p. 272

Mungeam, G.I. J. Arms and Armour Soc. vol. 6 no. 3 1968 p. 55

S.P. 28/51 f. 333; 28/54 f. 84; 28/140 ff. 142, 143; 28/261 f. 284;

28/264 ff. 352, 353

W.0. 55/1662 p. T3b
2 Pearl op. cit. p. 282

Sainsbury, E.B. Cal. court minutes of the East India Co. 1644-49
pp. 222-223%, 224, 305




101

City Militia Committee which were delivered into their hands. They
also acquired some munitions from abroad on behalf of the Committee
of Safety. During the Firat Civil War Rowe delivered arms and
ammunition to Essex's army and to other forces as well.l
Walter Benge, who supplied carbines, muskets and pistols
to the Army between 1646 and 1648 was a member of the Armourers
Company and seemingly & man of some subastance. His name was impressed
upon the companies list of 1651 with a stamp and in 1648 he presented
a small cup to the Armourers Company. He possessed two houses, one
in Blaqkfriars and the other in the Minories. Yet at his death his
assests, amounting to £400, were exceeded by his liabilities., He
had also contracted with the Ordnance Office before the Civil Wars.2
HMerchants continued to provide munitions, clcecthing and
equipment for the Parliamentarian forces throughout the Civil War,
both by way of the Ordnaence Office stores and by direct deliveries
to the principal armies and garrisons and to local forces also.5
The more important of these merchants have been mentioned, but there
were many others. On 22nd February 1643 the officers of the Ordnance
recorded the receipt of about 5 tons of flemish gunpowder, 500
nuskets and 50 pairs of pistols from two merchants, Everard Weberley
and Francis Webb, in accordance with an agreement made between the
Committee of Safety and themselves on 18th January 1643.4
Amongst the contractors who supplied the New Model Army
there were Richard Downeé, a clothier, Christopher Nicolson, linen
draper, and Michael Rayner, leather seller, who_befwéén‘them sent
to the Ordnence Office stores large quantities of coats, breeches,
1 Fearl, V¥, London and the outbresk of the Puritan HRevolution p. 324
D.N.B, vol. 17 p. 345
Farnell, J.E. Econ., Hist. Rev. 2nd ser. vol. 16 1964 p. 442
Dale, T.C. Members of the City companies in 1641 p. 233
S.P. 28/2A f. T; 28/2B f. 670; 28/261 - 28/26% passinm
2 W.0. 49/82 f£. 103
W.0. 55/1663 f. 58
S.P. 28/1D f. 568; 28/140 f. 174
Stern, WM. J. Arms and Armour Soc. vol, 1 no. 5 Mar, 1954 p. 81

Whitebrook, J.C. London citizens in 1651 pp. 5, 12-13

3 See also chapter ten
4 W.0., 55/1660 f. 8
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shirts, and kna.psacka.1 Other merchants who supplied the Ordnance
Office included Captain Thomas Bostock, "ecitizen and girdler of
London", who provided carbine belts. He was a member of the
Haberdashers' Company and had a house in Snow Hill, Holborn.2

The manufacturers of gunpowder, ordnanﬁe and shot were
amongst the most important contractors supplying the Ordnance Office.
In turn, the most prominent of these suppliers were former holders
of patents from the Crown who were obliged to contract with the
Parliement if they;wished to retain control of their ﬁorks, mgintain
access to the London market and perhaps eventually secure payment of
the sums owed to them by the state, These works were located in
Surrey, Sussex and Kent, counties which were predominantly under
Farliamentarian control. Before the Civil Wars Samuel Cordwell had
held the contract to supply gunpowder to the Crown, in which he
acquired a ﬁalf share in 1636. His works were at Chilworth near
Guildford.5

The other principsal powder manufacturer who supplied the
Farliament was John Befisford. The output of Cordwell and Beriaford
accounted for by far the greater part of the powder manufactured in
England for the service of the Parliament. There are records of
powder being received from a few other persons, such as John Samin,
George Boreman and Thomas Fossan, but their contributions were small
in comparison. Boreman, or Bowerman, is described as being of
Stockwood near Sherborne in Dorset. He generally supplied powder to
places in the West for the use of the Navy rather than to the Tower.
In any case the Royalist presence would have restricted his ability

to supply the Parliament during the First Civil War.4 The other

1 W.0. 47/1 pp. 209, 210
W.0. 55/1662 pp. 26b, 75b (a denotes a sequence numbered from the
front of the book and b that numbered from the back)

2 8.P. 28/37 ff. 335, 337
Mungeam, G.I, J, Arms and Armour 3cc, vol. 6 no. 3 1968 p. 55

3 V.C.H. Surrey vol. 2 p. 319
4 i.0. 47/ 1 p. 80
V.0. 49/82 f. 100

W.0. 55/1660 f. 7
S.F. 28/44 f. 320; 28/47 ff. 101, 115
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major source of supply was represented by merchants who puréhaaed
gunpowder on the Continent, chiefly in the Netherlands.

The provision of ordnance and shot for the Parlismentarian
forces was largely in the hands of John Browne, who had been
appointed King's Gunfounder by Charles I, angﬁhis eldest son. Their
works were situated in the Weald district of Kent and Sussex. John
Browne was a member of a family whioh had produced iron ordnance
since the late sixteenth century and continued to do so for much of
the seventeenth. In 1614 he was granted a monopoly of the casting of
iron and brass ordnance for the Navy, and in the following year he
was appointed founder of iron ordnance to the Office of Ofdnaﬁce.l

The manufacture of weapons, clothing and equipment for the
Ordnance Office was shared by the artificers belonging to the Office
and by others working in and about the City, The UOrdnance Office
plumber, Daniel Judd, was contracted with mainly for lead shot and
mgtch. He was the principal supplier of musket shot during the Civil
Wars and he also supplied a coneiderable amount of mateh. His
contracts included those for 7 tons of lead shot and nearly 4 tons
of match in July 1644.2 Between June and December 1645 Judd delivered
to the New Model Army's store 43 tons of musket shot, one ton of
pistol shot, 36% tons ef match, 200 coats and 200 pairs of breeches.
On 20th March 1646 he delivered 10 tons of match and on 5th February
1648 a debeniure was made out to him in respect of 30 tons of musket
shot and 30 tons of ma.tch.3

Thomas Hodgsking, the master smith at the Tower, contributed
ironwork and metal implements and toola. A contract was made with him
in Auguet 1644 for the provision of 397 pickaxes and in the following
1 Straker, B. Wealden iron p. 162

K.A.0. TR 1295/49
2 W.0. 49/82 £f. 2, 5
Add. iMss. 25,585 f. 69

3 B.0. 49/82 f. 96
W.0. 55/1662 pp. T6b-7Tb; 55/1663 f. 83
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November for é cwt of ironwork for a culverin field carriage,
together with associated hoops, bars, bolts, pins and chains. In
January 1645 he was awarded a debenture in fespect of blacksmiths'
and armourers' tools for the new train of artillery intended for the
Earl of Essex's army. Between April and September 1645 Hodgskins
provided 1,400 pickaxes and 2 tons of iron for the New Model Army.
In March 1646 he delivered 7 tons of ironwork for wheels, 2 tons of
iron, 500 pickaxes and a set of blacksmitha' tools. A more unusual
task was the making of three sentinel bells with clappers for which
he received a debenture in November 164811

The master carpenter, John Pitt, supplied chiefly carriages
and associated woodwork. For the Earl of Egsex's new train he
contracted in September 1044 to make two field carriages and an
additional fore-carriage fr 2 three-pounder guns. Twenty further
carriages were contracted for in the following month for asix-pounder,
demi-culverin, saker and three-pounder, together with ancillary
equipment for ordnance, Repairs to other carriages were also carried
out. For the New Model Army Pitt delivered in June and August 1645
carriages for cannon, demi-cannon and mortar, together with gins,
crowlevers and slings for mounting the ordnance. These were followed
by a set of carpenters' tools and large quantities of nails in
March 1646.2

A debenture was made out to Alexander Norman, master cooper
at the Ordnance Office, on 18th February 1645 in regpect of 50
double casks and 75 pieces of hoops. Included in the amount a&llowed
was the sum of £9 16s 8d for "10 days work by several men in opening
and heading up powder at 20d per day".3

In addition to wheels and axles, the master wheelwright,

Thomas Bateman, provided fore-carriages, waggoms and carts. In

1 W.0. 49/82 ££. 1, 55, 57, 61, 1C6
W.0. 55/1662 p. 48b; 55/1663 f. 81
2 W.0. 49/82 £f. 13, 40, 45 °
W.0. 55/1662 p. Tlo; 55/1663 f. 82
3 W.0. 49/82 £, 20
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November 1644 he was contracted with for wheels, axle-trees and
fore-carriages for "three battering pieces for the army". Altogether
in October and November 1644 he delivered into the stores for the
new irain of artillery nearly fifty waggons, carts and tumbrils,
along with wheels, axle-trees, fore-carriages and barrows. In April
and May 1645 Bateman supplied a further 32 waggons for the New Model
Army. These vehiclea were not necessarily made wholly by him but ware
probably assembled in conjunction with the smith and the carpenter,
In the summer of 1647 gun carriages were required for the island of
Jersey, and Bateman contracted to supply wheels, axle-trees and
fore-carriages.l

Cutside the Tower, the Ordnance Office relied upon a large
number of contractors for the provision of weapons, clothing and
equipment. During the years 1644 to 1646 around 110 persons,
-excluding members of the Ordnance Office ordinary establishment and
regular contractors such as Samuel Cordwell and John Browne, were
contracted with at one time or another.2

Most of the information about contractors to be found in the
Ordnance Office reeords is derived from the extensive transactions
made on behalf of the New Model Army in 1645 and 1646. Contracts
were made by the Committee of the Army with individuals, groups and
corporations. One of the first of these was one made with the
gunsnmithe Richard Jones, John Norcott, William Fell , John Watson,
William Watson "and thir ptn.rs" Yet on other cccasions one or more
of them was contiracted with separately.

Several of the gunsmiths who supplied the Ordnance Office
during the Civil Wars had done so in the early 1630's or even
earlier. Two of them, John Watson and John Silke senior, are recorded
a8 having contracted with the Office in 1627, Watson and William
Greaves (or Graves) were anongst those involved in an abortive
1 W.0. 49/82 ff. 62, 91-92

¥.0. 55/1662 pp. 2a, 46b

Add. Mss. 25,585 f. 70
2 W.0. 55/1662, 55/166% passin
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scheme for the establishment of a contract with gunamiths for the
regular supply of firearms for the state. Another gunsmith, John
NKorcott, was employed at the Tower as a furbisher between 1627 and
1633,
Individual contributions from gunsmiths during the Civil
War period include 1,548 muskets from Richard Jones and 1,170 from
John Norcott in April 1645; 459 muskets and 397 pairs of pistols
from Williem Fell between May and July 1645; and 4,560 muskets and
1,094 peirs of pistols from William Watson and his co-workers between
April and July 1645.2 Meost of the gunsmiths supplying the Ordnance
Office were members of the Gunmakers' Company, although they
probably subcontracted some of their work, John Watson was Master of
the Company from 1640 to 1644, William Greaﬁes during 1644-5 and
William Watson from 1645 to 1648. Both Watsons and Greaves also
served as wardens of the Company at various times during the 1640'9.3
-The principal suppliers of matech for land service to the
Ordnance Office stores were John Freeman and Thomas Steventon. They
were contracted with for 8 tons of match by the Army Committee in
March 164% and for another 4 tons in June 1645. Freeman also
provided some gunpowder for the Ordnance Office and for the Committee
of Safety, although the amounts were not very great.4 On 3rd February
1643 he brought in a small quantity of flemish powder., Freeman has
been identified with the labourer of that name who was employed at
the Ordnance Office from 1637 until his dismissal in 1649, but this
seems unlikely.5
1, ¥.0. 47/1 pp. 208, 210
Harl., Msa, 429 ff. 8, 123
Stern, W.M. J. Arms and Armour Soc. vol. 1 no. 5 Mar. 1954 pp. 69, 73
W.0. 55/1663 fr, 6, 8, 9, 13, 16-18, 20-22, 32
G.L. Ms, 5220 vol. 2 unfol,
W.0. 47/1 pp. 208, 267
W.0. 55/1660 f. 7
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The first recorded receipt of match from Freeman occurs in
August 1644, On 16th July 1644 the officers of the Ordnance had
contracted with him for "good and serviceable English match" for
the stores. Between 7th October and 8th November 1644 he turned in
over 11 tons of match "towards ye furnishing ye Lord Generals traine
of artiilery". In April and July 1645 he delivered a further 11 tons
for the New Model Army. Other contributions from Freeman are
recorded in a debenture awarded him for match and powder proﬁiﬁéﬁfin
‘Jenuary., 1646 for thé Committee of the Eastern Associstion and in
another debenture of June 1648 for 10 tons of match brought in for
land service,

Thomas Steventon was contracted with for 7 tons of match on
6th September 1644 and thereafter he was a regular supplier of that
commodity. Between April and August 1645 he provided 11 tons for the
New Model Army. Amongst the debentures made out to him are one of
December 1645 in respect of 10 tons of English and flemish mateh,
another of April 1646 for 7 tone of match, and another of February
1648 for 6 tons of match.2 A certain amount of match was also
provided by Daniel Judd of the Ordnance Office. On 18th December
1645 the Committee of the Army contracted with him for the delivery
of 50 tons over the ensuing six months. By the following June he
had supplied 56 tons.-

A few contracis were made with the guilkds intoe which London
trades were largely although not exclusively organised. During the
seventeenth century the significance of the guild as a form of
economic organisation was declining for a variety of reasons. The

gradual expansion of production outside the guilds naturally

1 47/1 p. 68

49/82 ff. 67, 95

55/1662 pp. 5a, 34b

47/1 p. 99

49/82 f££. 78, 79, 95
55/1662 p. 55b

46~78/709 f. 88

55/1663 £f, 73, 8%
28/140 ff. 110, 114, 119
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weakened their position, whilst the traditional craft guilds came
increasingly under the control of wealthy merchants who exercised
influence both individually and collectively through their
membership of the mercantile guilds or livery companies. Furthermore,
during the earlier seventeenth century the Crown had used the
granting of incorporation as a revenue raising device and the
consequent proliferation of guildé tended to diminish their overall
influence,

Therefore by the time of the Civil Wars the significance of
the guilds was becobing incressingly a social and ceremonial one
rather than an economic one. To a decreasing extent did the business
followed by a member of one of the City companies correspond to the
trade with which that particular company was nominally associated.
This process of dissociation had gone furthest in the livery
companies such as the Grocers and Haberdashers.l

Membership of City companies was widespread ambngst suppliers
of the Ordnance Office. Apart from the more prominent merchants to
whom we have already referred,i;;}bther contractors who are known to
have been either liverymen or freeman include the saddlers, William -
Deacon and William Platts, both members of the Saddlers' Company.
Nathaniel Humphries, who provided bandoliers and cartridges for the
New Model Army, was & member of Ironmongers' Company, whilst the
gsame items were also supplied by Thomas Roach (or Roche), a member
of the Haberdashers! Company.2

Membership of the City companies as recorded in the poll tax
returns of 1641 ranged from less than one hundred for small companies
like the Bowyers to between three and five hundred for larger
companies such as the Blackesmiths, Cogpers, Drapers and
Leathersellers. However, the poll tax returns are not wholly
accurate in this respect and they do not include the names of

1 Coleman, D,.C, Industry in Tudor and Stuart England pp. 20-22
2 Mungeam, G.I. J. Arms and Armour Soe, vol. 6 no. 3 1968 pp. 56, 57

¥.0. 55/1662 p. 25b; 55/1663% ff. T, 52, 66
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hpprentices.l

One of the numerous companies formed during the earlier
seventeenth century was the Company of Gunmakers, founded in 1637
but not recognized in law until 1656, after prolonged opposition
from the Armourers' and Blacksmiths' Companies. John Watson and
William Greaves, originally members of the Blacksmiths' Company,
were amongst those responasible for forming the new conmpany.
Nevertheless, the Blacksmiths' Company continued to include some
gunmakers amongst its members during the Civil Wars and the
Interregnum. The poll tax returns of 1641 list John Watson, William
Watson and William Greaves as liverymen of that compe.ny.2

The Gunmakers' Company contracted in 1639 and 1640 for the
supply of hand guns to the Ordnance Office. In December 1639 the
Company undertook to provide 1,600 muskets a month, whilst in May
1640 this figure was increased to 2,000 a month. Thus there are
some precedents in the period immediately before the Civil Wars
for the large scale delivery of arms to the Ordnance Office stores
on something like a regular basis, The practice of making collective
contracts with the Gunmakers' Company, which then distributed the
work amongst its members, was continued during the Commonwealth
period. The majority of the members of the Company supplied the
Ordnance QOffice stores during the Civil Wars.3

The Army Committee contréétéd in March 1645 with the Company
of Cutlers for swords and'be}ta é#§;with1£ﬁe Sadigféﬂ:Company for
saddles and their accessories., Shortly afterwards the gsaaigié_
delivered 600 saddles into the stores., Contracts were also made with
individual cutlers and sadlews, * On 1ith July 1645 Thomas Freeman,
Warden of the Cutlers, contracted for the delivery of 2,000 swords
and belts.4
1 Dale, T.C. Members of the City companies in 1641 passim
2 op. cit. pp. 100, 1.0l
5
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A few women were numbered amongst the contrectors. Elizabeth
Betts and Elizabetih Worrall, "widow Worrall", provided saddles for
the New Model Army, whilst another widow, Elizabeth Thacker,
contributed pikes. Elizabeth Betts sent in 450 cavalry and dragoon
saddles between April and August 1645, Mrs. Worrall delivered 200
saddles during and July 1645 and Mrs. Thacker supplied 700 pikes in
the same two months. Yet another woman contractor was Hester
Leverland, the widow of Joshua Leverland, who provided carpenters'
and wheelwrights' tools.

These women presumably maintained workshops previously run by
their husbands. Elizabeth Thacker was the widow of Robert Thacker,
pikemaker, who had supplied the Ordnance Office before the Civil
Wars. Perhaps Elizabeth Betts was the "widow Betts" who in 1638
rented a house in East Smithfield for which she paid a rent of £2
in that year.l

Brief mention may be made of socme of the numerous other
artificers and tradesmen who fulfilled the needs of the
Parliamentarian forces at this time. John Munnings supplied horse
harness, of which he brought in 494 between March and July 1645.2
Jenkin Ellis and Francis Marriott, shoemakers, provided jointly
12,000 pairs in April and "between July and October 1645.3 Edward
Tench, joiner, supplied 80 drums in May and July 1645; and John
Snow, tentmaker, 200 tents in April 1645. Snow subsequently became
master tent maker to the army in Ireland during the Commonwealth.4

John Gace (or Gase), of Eastcheap, was a turner and a past
Master of the Turners' Company who contracted mainly for:thegsﬁﬁpiﬁ
1 ¥.0. 47/t pp. 209, 235, 236

W.0. 55/1662 pp. 6b, 15b, 52b

W.0. 49/82 ff. 41-42

SWP, 28/UD.f. 560; 28/6 f. 3

Dale, T.C. The inhabitants of London in 1638 vol. 1 p. 219
2 W.0. 47/1 p. 209

W.0. 55/1662 p. 1b
3 W.0. 47/1 p. 210

W.0. 55/1662 pp. 21b, 67b
4 W.0. 47/1 pp. 210, 211

W.0. 55/1662 pp. 6b, 450
Mungeam, G.I. J. Arms and Armour Soc. vol. 6 no. 3 1968 p. 58
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bandoliers, shovels and spades. During October 1644 he brought in
1,700 shovels and spades, %0 hair tilts and serses and 60 lanterns,
all for the Earl of Eszex's new tréin of artillery. For the New Model
Army Gacé delivered 3,200 bandoliers and 1,700 shovels and spades
between April and September 1645. Gace was one of those traders who
played a prominent part in the attempt by Presbyterians in London to
assert themselves in the face of Parliament and the Army during 1646
and 1647.l
In addition to the deliveries mentioned here many of the
contractors continued to supply the Ordnance 0Office stores until
the close of the Civil Wars, although the largest contracts are to
be found in the years 1645 and 1646. Some of the suppliers had, like
the gunsmiths, dealt with the Ordnance Oftice before 1642. They
include Michael Reynolds, who provided sheepskins, and the pikemaker
John Edwards, both of whom had been doing business with the 0ffice
since 1627 at 1east.2
The Ordnance Office contracts also afford some evidence of

the places of work of lesser known suppliers. Similar information
can of course be derived from the poll tax returns. Many of the
contractors were located either in the vicinity of the Tower or
nearby in the City. With the growth of the Ordnance Office during
the sixteenth century, numbers of artificers, instrument makers and
mathematical practitioners with a special knowledge of ordnance and
munitions had established themselves in the neighbourhood of the
Tower. The Minories, which became Crown property in 1563, were the
gite of the workshops and residences of some of those who were
connected with the Ordnance Office. The gunmakers were established
chiefly in the Minories, Tower Street and at East Smithfield and
Whitechapel. Amongst the gunemiths with premises in that area were
1 ¥.0. 47/1 p. 211

w.0. 55/1662 pp. 6a, 3lb

Pearl, V. in Aylmer, G.E. ed. The Interregnum pp. 34, 217 note
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John Norcott, Henry Cox, John Watson, William Watson, John Eales,
Willian Greaves and William Gardner.:

Other contractors whose neighbourhoods are recorded include
John Penbury, founder, of Tower Street; and Francis Butcher, hosier,
of 5t. Katherine's by the Tower. A little more distant from the Tower
were John Murden, gunsmith, of Charing Cross; and William Deacon and
George Langley, sadlers, of Fieet Street. In Priday Street, near St.
Paul's, there were the leather workers Mathew Appletree and Michael
Rayner. The latter had & house there for which he paid a rent of £30
in 1638. Outside the City proper there were Peter Andrews, harness
maker, of 5t, John's Street, Clerkenwell; and Michael Reynolds of
Bermondsey Street, Southwark, who provided Bheepakins.2 Some of the
contractors referred to here also supplied the Navy stores, and indeed
they were bringing in munitions and equipment for the Fleets from the
early days of the Civil Wars. Likewise some of them were probably
employed in the winter of 1646-7 when the Committee £6r Irish Affairs
contracted for military stores for the forces in that country.5
Contractors who are known to have furnished the Ordnance 0ffice stores
virtually throughout the Civil War period inciude John Watson,
gunsmnith, John Gace, turner, and John Freeman who provided match
and gunpowder.

One question concerning outside contractors is that of
whether or not sub-contractors were employed, and, if so, to what
extent., The gshort time within which large quantities of arms and
ammunition were frequently delivered to the stores for the New Model
Army indicates that either the orders were met wholly or partially out
of existing stocks, or else the task of making and supplying them was
subcontracted by the person in whose name the contract had been made,
1 L.M. 46-78/709 ff. 73, 81

Stern, WM., J. Arms and Armour Sce. vol. 1 Wo. 5 Mar. 1954 p. 80
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Although the Crdnance Office records offer no positive
information on this matter, it is apparent from other sources that
sub-contracting in the gunmaking trade existed before the Civil Wars.
Many gunmakers appear to have been in effect assemblers of components
made by others, They farmed out work and ‘bhorrowed' guns from each
other when they had to meet orders quickly. There were groups of
gunmakers who carried out work for government contractors. One of
the complaints made by the latter was that workmen whom they
employed by the day attempted to secure higher wages if they knew
that & large contract had to be fulfilled quickly. There is every
reason to suppose that subrcontracting along these lines continued
during the Civil War period.1

A pimilar practice is suggested in the case of the cutlers
by a petition of Abraham Ivory, a London cutler, to the Committee
of Safety. Be stated that he had supplied £31 worth of swords,
scabvards and other items in December 1642 to Benjamin Stone on the
understanding that they were needed to make up an urgent order for
the Parliament. The delivery was recorded in Stone's name and
although he had received payments from the Tresasurer o¢f the Army,
he had not kept his promise to pay the petitioner for his share of
the consignment, Stone had since died and his relatives were said to
be attempting to deprive the petitioner of his money.z

In addition to those slready described, munitions were
brought to the Ordnance Office from a number of other sources during
the Civil Wars. With regard to imports, England had never been self-
aufficient in arms, ammunition and essential war materials. There
were varying degrees of dependence upon purchases from foreign
sources, with saltpetre, match and gunpowder numbered amongst the
commodities that were most consistently imported.

It is not possible to construct a comprehensive picture of

1 Stern, WM. J, Arms_and Armour Soc. vol. 1 Mar. 1954 pp. 60, 81, 82
2 8.P. 28/263 £. 96
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the nature and quantities of the munitions that were imported for the
use of the Parliamentarian forces during the Civil Wars, Nor can it

be stated with any real accuracy what proportion of the imports

found their way‘into the Ordnance Office stores. Munitiona for the

use of local forces and for the forces in Ireland were obtained on

the Continent. Many transactions were arranged by provincial merchants
and the supplies brought in through local ports.1

An undetermined guantity of imported munitions was delivered
to the Tower from a ship at Harwich, probably in the late spring of
1643. The consignment must have been a considerable one, for omne
merchant alone, Francis Webb, was authorized to receive £1,620 16s 84
from the Army Treasurer, Sir Gilbert Gerard, for his share of the
delivery. Perhaps this was part of the large purchase arranged by
Thomas Andrewes and Stephen Estwicke jin the prev;ous year. The
officers of the Ordnance had already contracted with the master of
this same ship, John Giles, for the supply of gunpowder for the
stores.2

A certain amount of Dutch or fiemish match and gunpowder
was brought into the stores between 1644 and 1648 by regular
contractors, whilst large quantities of imported saltpetre were
needed as they had been before the Civil Wars. Arms and equipment
were also imported from the Netherlands but generally speaking they
appear to have gone to the stores acquired on behalf of the Committee
of Safety by Owen Rowe and John Bradley and to local forces rather
than to the Tower,

The overall impression regarding imports is that during the
earlier stages of the Civil Wars munitions of all kinds were sought
abroad, whereas in later years imports consistfed predominantly of
munitions which were in particularly short supply, like match and
gunpowder, and such essential raw materials as saltpetre and non-

1 See chapter ten
2 S.P. 28/261 f. 284; 28/263% ff, 61, 178-179
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ferrous metals. One reason for this trend was that the numerous
regional and local forces which augmented the demand for munitions

at the outset were disappearing by 1645, whilst English manufacturers
had had an opportunity to organise themselves for production on a
larger scale than hitherto.

Although the Ordnance Office was customarily responsible for
negotiating contractas with the merchants and manufacturers who
delivered munitions, equipment and clothing to the stores at the
Tower, the offigers did not, except in certain limited circumstances,
enter into contracts upon their own initiative during the Civil War
period. The authority to make contracts was vested in Parliament and
when the officers of the Ordnance negotiated contracts, they
generally did so in accordance with instructions issued to them,

\ This was not in fact so very different from the situation
that had existed before the Civil Wars, since the officers of the
Ordnance had never enjoyed autonomy in the business of placing
contracts. The ordinary allowance which was intended for internal
use by the cofficers was insufficient for large scale purchases and
frequently went unpaid for considerable periods. The accumulation of
debts to suppliers also made it difficuit for the officers to make
fresh contracts for the replenishment of the stores. The Ordnance
Office was ultimately dependent therefore upon the Exchequer for
the settlement of its debts and for the underwriting of large
contracts. Authorization for such expenditure had to be obtained,
for example, in the shape of estimates submitted to the Privy Council.
This external supervision of the Ordnance O0ffice was continued and
indeed reinforced during the Civil Wars by Parliament and the
committees concerned with the admiﬁistration of the war.

Instructions to the officers of the Ordnance came directly

from the House of Commons in some instances. By orders of 14th

October and 6th November 1644, the House directed that money beée made
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availavle to Sir Walter Erle, Lieutenant of the Ordnance, for the
purchase of arms and equipment for the Earl of Essex's army, which
were then duly provided.l The Commons also voted on 4th October 1644
a supply of money for a new train of artillery for Easex and the
necessery items were ordered through the Ordnance Office.2

More commonly, instructions to arrange contracts emanated
from one of the Parliamentary committees which were set up for the
purpose of administering the strategic, logistic and financial
aspects of the war effort. Even 80, initiative for such action may
have come originally from the Commons as a whole. The committees
which were most concerned with the procurement of ordnance stores at
various times were the Committee of the Navy, the Committee of Safety,
the Committee of the Army and the Committee Appointed to Contract
for Powder, Match and Shot. There were also committees formed for
‘the purpose 0f overseeing established departments such as the Mint
and the Ordnance Office.3 The functions and degrees of authority
enjoyed.by thege committees differed considerably.

Their functions and spheres of influence were not mutually
exclusive nor were they delineated absolutely clearly in the matter
of procurement for the Ordnance Office stores, Although the Committee
for Powder, Match and Shotf) was technically responsible for the
provision of ammunition and other munitions upon its formation in
1645, the function of this committee and that of the Army and Navy
Committees continued to overlap during subsequent years. On 20th May
1648 all three committees were requested by the House of Commons to
provide the ordnance and ammunition required by Cromwell who was
then in South Wales.4 Whatever its theoretical powers in relation to
procurement, no committee could do more than the financial resources
at its disposal would permit of.

1 W.0. 49/82 ff. 58-64
2 Firth, C.H. and Rait, R.S. Acts and ordinances vol., 1 pp. 736-737
W.0. 55/1662 pp. 3a, 9a

Add. Mss. 25,585 ff. 69-71

3 Aylmer, G.E. The state's servants p. 10
w.0. 47/1 p. 88
4 .3, 1646-C p. 566
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The Committee of the Navy, which was in existence throughout
the Civil War period, was one of the first Parliamentary committees
to acquire executive powers, The Committee was originally formed in
August 1641 and after being allowed to lapse for a time it was
reestablished in the following November. The financing of the Navy was
a primary concern of the Committee. On 5th August 1642 it was given
control over Navy finances and it assumed responsibility for making
and settling contracts and for forming_ yearly estimates of naval
expenditure. On account of the importance of customs duties to naval
revenue, the Navy Committee merged with the Committee of the Customs.
Although the Wavy Committee played a permanent role in the
administration of the Navy during the Civil Wars, its functions seem
to have overlapped to some extent those of the Admiralty Committee
which was created in April 1645 upon the resignation of the Earl of
Warwick as Lord High Admiral and which continued in existence until
Woarwick was restored to office in the summer of 1648-1

The administration of navalrsupply resembled the organisation
of the Ordnance Office in a number of ways. The Navy Office was
itself situated on Tower Hill and the two bodies had much in common
with regard to organisation, administrative procedures and problems
of finance. Although the Navy Committee was not primarily concerned
with provision for land gervice,rit-neveftheless negotiated contracts
for the supply of gunpowder that was used by the land forces as well
a8 by the Navy. This praectice continued until the formation of the
Committee for Powder, Match and Shot which then largely but not
completely took over responsibility for the provision of ammunition
for the land and sea forces. On the 8th October 1644, the Navy
Committee made a contract with the gunpowder makers John Beriaford
and Samuel Cordwell., Some or perhaps all of this powder was used for
land service. Ppwder ordered under this contract was still being

1 Aylmer, G.E. The ptate's servants p. 10
Hammond, W.N. The administration of the English navy pp. $-10, 18
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received for land service in December 1645.1

The Navy Committee was also involved indirectly in the
provigion of munitions for the land services in that deliveries to
the Navy magazine, particularly those of ammunition, were frequently
pre-empted for the armies in conseguence of the shortfall of supplies
for the latter. A receipts book entitled "Supplies furnished to the
Summer Fleet 1644" contains some entries relating to powder, match
and shot which are endorsed "land service". This suggests that they
may have been intended originally for the Navy.2

Conversely, in or about May 1647 after the fighting on land
had subsided, the Committee of the Navy cancelled two debentures made
out to Samuel Cordwell in December 1646 and April 1647 for the supply
of a total of 360 barrels of powder. The powder was re-allocated to
the Navy atores.3 On 6th February 1645 the House of Commons ordered
the Navy Committee to consider the report of the Committee of Both
Kingdoms concerning deficieneies in the magazine at the Tower and to
bring in an ordinance for the regular supply of munitions for land
and sea service.4 The Committee for Powder, Match and Shot was
established in the fellowing June.

The Committee of Lords and Commons for the Safety of the
Kingdom, or Committee of Safety, was formed on 4th July 1642 and
remained in existence until 1645, although its competence was
gradually restricted by other newly created bodies during the summer
of 1643%3. The Committee was discredited by the generally unfavourable
course of the War during 1643, but continued to give instructions to
the Ordnance Office. Its duties included arranging for the purchase
and delivery of war materials and issuing instructions for the payment
of suppliers, subject to the surveillance of Parliament as a whole.

At the beginning of the War the Committee of Safety was

W.0. 49/82 ff. 25, 77
Add. Mas. 25,585 ff. 44, 51, 55-56, 65
W.0. 49/82 ff. 84-85

W.0. 47/1 p. 169
See below p. 121,

1
2
3
4
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responsible for instigating the purchase of arms both in England and
on the Continent.1 It continued to make arrangements for the supply
of munitions by merchants, gunpowder makers and artificers during
164% and 1644. In February 1643 the Committee procured gquantities of
powder and weapons from merchanta for the Ordnance 0ffice stores. On
24th February 1644 the Committee gave orders for the procurement of
gunpowder from Samuel Cordwell, powdermaker, which was received at
the Tower at intervals during the ensuing months.2

The Committee of the Army was set up in March 1645 under the
chairmanship of Robert Scawen and with Sir Walter Erle as one of its
members. Scawen was also chairman of the committee concerned with the
internal administration of the Ordnance Office.3 The Army Committee
was endowed with responsibility for contracting for all the arms,
ammunition,equipment and clothing required for the summer's campaign,
that is, for the New Model Army.

On 24th March 1645 the Army Committee ordered the officers
‘of the Ordnance to received into their charge and to prove all
munitions and other stores which had been contracted for. The
Committee's powers were renewed on 15th January 1646. It was
empowered to contract for all victuals, arms, ammunition and other
necessaries for the Army and the train of artillery as the Commons
should direct or as the Committee should think fit.4

The Army Committee made numerous contracts invelving large
quantities of munitions during 164% and the early part of 1646.

These were duly notified to the officers of the Ordnance.5 The
Committee continued to make contracts on behalf of the Army until
1 Glow, L., E.H.R, vol., 80 1965 pp. 291-292, 294, 297, 308

Notestein, W. Amer, Hist. Rev. vol, 17 1912 p. 478
2 W.0. 47/1 pp. 3, 9, 18, 21
W.0. 55/1660 ff. 7-8
3 W.0. 47/1 pp. 96-97
4 C,J. 1644-6 p. 78
Firth, C.H. and Rait, R.S5. Acts and ordinances vol. 1 p. 828
W.0. 47/1 p. 205
5 op. c¢it. pp. 208-211, 289-290
L.M. 46-78/109 passim
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the end of the Civil Wars. During 1648 it assumed responsibility for
procuring munitions for certain garrisons as well, The contracts made
by the Commities were generally sent to the Ordnance Office in
batches accompanied by instructions to the officers to "take notice
hereof and see That the provisions be answerable to the agreemts End
for as many Provisions as they shall receive in and allow to certifie
the same unto this Committeq??

However, it was not uncommon for formal notification of a
contract to reach the Ordnénce Office afte? the provisions_ mentioned
therein had already been delivered into the stores. Thus a contract
for the supply of muskets and pistols made by the Army Committee on
22nd November 1645 was received at the Office on 19th December,
eleven days later than the date of the receipt.of the stores. Another
letter from the Committee dated 16th January 1646 giving details of
contracts for the supply of muskets, pistols, and pikes was received
by the Surveyor on l19th March, by which time some of the arms had
already been brought in. From December 1645 the officers of the
Ordnance were required to mark each batch of munitions delivered to
the Army magazine with a serial number for identification purposes
and perhaps also to ensure that the oldest stocks were issued first.1

The establishment of the Committee for Powder} Match and
Shot was foreshadowed in June 1644 when the Committee of Both Kingdoms
regolved to inform the Commons of the shortage of gunpowder and to
request the setting up of a committee with power to contract for
powder. By then the gquestion of gunpowder for land service had become
critical, for reserves were virtually non;éxistent and new supplies
were being pre-empted for the most urgent needa of the moment.

Then on 27th January 1645 the Committee of Both Kingdoms
decided to urge the Commons to expedite the ,ordinance for the
provieion of powder and other ammunition.2 On 6th February the
1 L.M. 46-78/709 passim

¥%.0. 55/1662 p. 77b; 55/1663 passim
2.£.8.P.D. 1644 p. 232; 1644-5 p. 275
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'Commons ordered that the report of the Committee of Both Kingdoms
concerning the replenishment of the stores be referred to the Navy
Committee which was to bring in an ordinance for "ye constant supply
and furnishing the Stores wth all provision both for Sea & la.nd".1

Accordingly, the Navy Committee asked the officers of the
Ordnance to certify what munitions "are fitt to be furnished into ye
Stores for the yeere according to ye last yeares proﬁErcon" and what
stores for this purpose were already in the Tower. The officers were
also to make an estimate of the sums needed for the stores that would
have to be purchased.2 Such an approach was more relevant to the
needs of the Nevy than to those of the armies.

An ordinance for the appointment of a committee guthorized
to contract for powder, match and shot and charged with overséeing
the Ordnance Office was passed by the Commons on 30th June 1645 and
approved by the Lords on the following den,y.'3 This was twelve months
after the matter had first been raised by tihe Committee of Both
Kingdoms. The solution of the problem of munitions supply therefore
depended ultimately on the spéed with which Parliament acted as well
as on the appropriafeness of the measures which it took. It was not
until the War had continued for aslmost three years that Parliament
actually set about creating the administrative machinery necessary
for the provision of munitions on a regular basis. Yet such a step
carried the implication that the War would continue indefinitely and
it is not surprising that political issues took precedence over
congiderations of military efficiency. It was the reorganisation of
the Parliamentarian armies that effectively prepared the way for the
reform of munitions supply.

On 31st July 1645 the new Committee for Powder, Match and
Shot put into effect its powers to supervise the receipt and issue
of munitions at the Tower by instructing the officers of the Ordnance
1 W.0. 47/1 p. 169

2 op. cit. p. %25
30,7, 1644-6 pp. 190, 191
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to state how many of the 678 barrels of powder received from Samuel
Cordwell since the second of that month had already been issued and
for what purpose. In future, the officers were to present weekly
summaries of the issues of ammunition in order that adequate provision
for the magazine could be made.1 There was however a precedent for
such regular checks. In January 1641 the Storekeeper was ordered to
provide a monthly return of the amount of gunpowder in atore.2

Sir Walter Erle was a member of the Committee for Powder,
Match and Shot, whose chailrman was Giles Greene, likewise chairman
of the Navy Committee. The latter committee continued to contract for
powder which though technically for the use of the Navy was at least
in part supplied %o the land forces.3 Degspite the fact that some of
its members served on other committees concerned with the administration
of the war effort, the Navy Committee could not be expected to have
full knowledge of the needs of the land forces and indeed it may have
shared the misgivings felt by the Navy itself at being asked to hand
over some of its munitions for other purposes. The demand for
munitions on land was subject to greater fluctuation than that created
by the sea forces which was associated with something like a regular
pattern of summer and winter activity. There was no military
equivalent of the annual estimates of naval expenditure compiled by
the Navy Committee, inaccurate though they proved to be.

The Committee for Powder, Match and Shot was primarily
engaged in the business of dealing with gunpowder menufacturers.
Although it was in theory responsible for the provision of any kind
of munitions that might be required, in fact the supply of powder,
match and shot remained its principal concern. The Committee alao
effectively took over the responsibility for the stores at the Tower
which had hitherto been exercised by the Committee for the Ordnance

Office. The Committee remained in existence until the end of the

1 W.0. 47/1 p. 325
2 5.8.P.D. 16401 pp. 449-450

3 W.0. 47/1 p. 283
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Second Civil War.l

The Committee of Both Kingdoms, formed in February 1644,
was not normally involved at first hand in the making of contracts.
One exception was the provision of saltpetre, in which the Committee
of Safety had also been concerned, for under the terms of an ordinance
of 7th February 1646 the Committee of Both Kingdoms contracted with
various persons for the supply of petre to the gunpowder makers.2
However, since the Conmittee was coﬁcerned with the overall direction
of the Parliament's military activities and frequently issued warrants
for delivery from the Ordnance Office stores it was involved
indirectly in the business of supply.

The Committee made requests to the House of Commons or to an

appropriate committee asking them to find ways of providing arms and

——

ammunition together with means of paying'fﬁﬁfthéﬁziihggégréqusts were
based upon estimates of the requirements of fresh levies that were
being raised or upon demands that were communicated to the Committee
by commanders i&hfield, by the governors of fortified places and by
the Crdnance officers themselves who reported to the Committee
concerning the state of the magazines.5
There were in fact some instances when the Committee of Both
Kingdoms did issue direct instructions for procurement of munitions,
Sir Walter Erle was instructed on 16th September 1644 to make
arrangenents fo? the casting of 12 guns for the Earl of Essgex's new
train of artillery. The gunfounder John Browne was directed by the

4

Committee to utilise metal acquired from Holland for the purpose,

Foliowing the breach with the Scots, the English membera of the

old Committee of Both Kingdoms eventually constituted the body which in

1648 was known as the Derby House Committee. It was not directly concerned

with contracting for munitions, although it inherited the problem of

1 W.0. 49/82 ff. 35-36, 79-89
W.0. 55/461 £, 16

Add. Mss. 35,332 f. 17
€.5.P.D. 1648-9 p. 35

op. cit. 1645-7 p. 191

op. cit. 1644 pp. 508-509
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organising the provision of saltpetre.l

One significant factor to which we have briefly alluded and
which afiected both the procurement of munitions and the issue of
warrants for deliveries from the Ordnance Office stores was that
there was a degree of overlap in the function and personnel of those
comnittees which were involved in the maintenance of the
Parliamentarian war effort. The dividing lines between them were not
always clear cut. Thus the activities of the Committee of Safety and
of the Committee of Both Kingdoms encroached upon one another, whilst
the functions of the Committee for Powder, Match and Shot impinged on
those of the Army and Navy Committees in the field of procurement and
issuing of stores.

The activities of these various committees were.also
interrelated in that to some extent they shared the same personnel.
There was & core of members of Parliament who were involved in the
task of munitions procurement for much of the Civil War period. Some
of these men were active in the wider sphere of Parliamentarian
finance and administration too and consequently they served on other
committees besides those referred to here, This proliferation of
committees made it possible for individuals with special knowledge
and skills to exercise them in more than one sphere at the same time.
The multiple committee memberships held by Giles Greene and others
may be ascribed in part to this desire to make use of their-abiiitie;t
In political terms however this facior facilitated the influencing of
the conduct of the war by a small group of members of Parliament.
Contrel over the execution of policy could be a8 important as control
over its formulation.

Giles Greene, who like Sir Walter Erle held a seat in Doraet,
was a member of the Committee fHr the Ordnance Office and then of the
Committee for Powder, Match and Shot which took over responsibility

1¢,5.P,D. 1648-9 pp. 35-36
CoJ. 1646-8 p. 261
2 Hammond, W,N, Phe administration of the English navy p, 26
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for the supervision of the Office in June 1645, He was also chairman
of the Navy Committee, and naturally he was appointed to the Admiralty
Committee which exercised some of the functions of the Lord High
Admiral whilst that office was in abeyance between 1645 and 1648.
Greene was associated with the 'Middle Group' in Parliament led
firstly by John Pym,and then by Oliver St. John during the years 1643
to 164%. He has tentatively been identified as a Presbyterian during
later years. In December 1648 he was secluded in° Pridels Purge along
with Sir Walter Erle.1
Robert Scawen sat for Berwick, although he too had
connections with the West Country. He had been associated with
military matters before the outbreak of the Civil Wars and had held a
financial post under thé Crown. He also was a member of the Committee
for the Ordnance Office and then became chairman of the Committee of
the Army which was formed to manage the contracts for the supply of
the New Model Army. For this service Scawen was voted the sum of
£2,000 in 1646. During the periéd of his chairmanship from 1645 to
1648 his views have been identified with those of the old 'Middle
Group', although such opinions were becoming untenable by that time.2
Other members of the Committee for the Ordnance Office were

to serve on the Committee for Powder, Match and Shot and in some cases
on other committees as well. Sir Robert Pye, who sat for Woodstock,
servéd on both the above mentioned committees, He had acquired
experience of naval and financial matters before the Civil Wars. He
was Auditor of the Exchequer of Receipt and retained his position
despite being suspected of Royalist sympathies at one time. Fye was
agssociated with that group in the Commons which was in favour of a
peace settlement in the early years of the War., Subsequently he
1 W.0. 47/1 p. 97

Keeler, M.F. The Long Parliament p. 194

Underdown, D. Pride's Purge pp. 168 note, 374 .

Bammond, W.N. The administration of the English navy p. 17

2 W.0. 47/1 p. 97 ,
Pennington, D.H. in Fisher, F.J. ed. Essays in_the economic and
gocial history of Tudor and Stuart England p. 185

Keeler op. cit. p. 335
Underdown op. cit. p. 385
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became a Presbyterian.l

John Rolle was a London merchant who sat for Truro. His
conmittee memberships includeéd seats on the Committee for the Ordnance
Office, the Navy Committee and the Committee for Powder, Match and
Shot.2 Another member of these same three committees was Alexander
Bence, who was likewise a merchant and sat for Aldeburgh until 1648,
Both Rolle and Bence were members of the Admiralty Committee too.5
Finally, S3ir Walter Erle himself was appointed to the Army Cgmmittee
in March 1645, about the time that he ceased to hold the office of
Lieutenant of the Ordnance. Shortly afterwards he also joined the
Admiralty Committee.4 Again in 1645 he acted as chairman of a sub-
committee appointed to consider an aspect of the long drawn out
business of the East India Company's trading privileges. An ordinance
on this subject had been brought before the Commons two years
previously. Giles Greene was also a member of this sub-committee.5
There may be said to be a connection between this matter and that of
munitions supply insofar as the importation of saltpetre would be
affected by the nature of any decision on the regulation of trade
with the East.

Apart from the committees which were concerned with military
administration from the centre, the committees responsible for
overseeing countieg that were associated for the purposes of defence
and providing resources for the war effort sometimes arranged for the
‘making of contracts through the Ordnance Office. The most important
of these committees, the Commnittee of the Eastern Association,
arranged contracts in December 1645 for the supply of arms through
1 W.0. 47/1 p. 97

Pennington, D.H. in Fisher, F.J. ed. Essays in the economic and
socigl history of Tudor and Stuart England p. 185

Keeler, M.F. The Long Parliament p. 317

Aylmer, G.E, The state's servants p. 353 note

Underdown, D. Pride's Purge p. 383

2 W.0. 47/1 pp. 97, 303, 309
Keeler op. cit. p. 327

3 W.0. 47/t pp. 97, 303, 309
Keeler op. cit. p. 106

4 Hammond, W.N. The administration of the English navy p. 17

> Sain8bury, E.B. Cal. cour} minutes of the Bast India Co. 1644-49
Pp. 115, 13%4
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the Office for the use of the forces in Lincolanshire and at King's
Lynn.1

When the officers of the Ordnance were themselves responsible
for making contracts, they usually did s¢ at the instigation of one or
other of the foregoing committees. However, the officers seem to have
exercised the right to make contracts for the cleaning and repair of
weapons, These were made both with the furbishers employed at the
Ordnance Office and with gunsmiths and cutlers in the City.2

The overall pattern of contracting was such that clothing,
gunpowder, match and shot were supplied in the main by a limited
number of substantial contractors who were usually contracted with
for large quantities., Sometimes they were required to deliver over an
extended period of time as much as could be provided for a given sum
of money or as much as they could make with the materials available,
These large and expensive contracts were however ocutnumbered by the
generally smaller contracts for the supply of arms and equipment
which were spread over a wider range of individuals. Although the
total amounts delivered in this second category were large, the
quantities stipulated in individual contracts were often quite small.
The result was a proliferation of small contractors who were able to
share the market with more substantial merchants and manufacturers,
although in some instances tradesmen and artificers combined either
in their craft guild or in private associations for the purpose of
carrying out contracts. These features of Ordnance Qffice contracting
are also to be found during the Commonwealth period.3

In a number of instances wezfind laid down in the contracts
the technical specifications of the munitions, clothing or equipment
and also instructions concerning the rate at which they were to be
delivered to the Tower. Sometimes the contract merely states that the
provisions are to be "according to the pattern in the Tower", but in
1 W.0. 49/82 ff. 65-67

2 ¥.0. 47/1 pp. 1, 20, 177
3 Hammond, W.N. The administration of the English navy p. 151




128
other éases it goes into conéi%erable detail, presumably with a view
to ensuring a reasonable degree of standardisation in an age of small
scale production and hand tools which made uniformity difficult to
achieve,.

A contract made by the Army Committee on 14th February 1646
with the City merchant Richard Downes for the provision of coats,
breeches and stockings lays down the colour and pattern of the
garments in detail and declares "although it may be impossible for
any person %o undertake ye sayd provisions exactly suitable for
goodness to any pattern for yt many wil be better and some may be a
little worse yet it is ye resolution of ye said Contractor and he
does hereby promis that as neere as he can none of ye said provisions
...3hall be worse than ye patternes presented to ye honouratle Comttee
or such as they sghall appoint...shall have power to refuse any of
them against which there is inst, exceptions".1

Another contract of 30th April 1646 for the supply of
bandoliers states that they are to be "of wood wth whole Bottoms to
be turned wthin and not bored, the Heade to bee of wood and to bee
layd in oyle, vizt Three times over and to be coloured blew wth blew
and white strings, wth strong thred twist and wth good belts..."2
Control over the specifications and quality of arms such as muskets,
pistols and swords was also effected by the appropriate livery
companies who appointed their own proofmasters. There is, however,
gsome evidence of concern over the quality of firearms supplied to the
Ordnance Office. Apart from the recorded instances of substandard
weapons being delivered to the stores, the court of the Gunmakers'
Company discussed procedures for proving guns on several occasions
during the Civil Wars.3

Prom a comparison of the dates on which contracts were agreed
with the dates upon which the provisions were received into the
1 L.M. 46-78/709 ff. 27-28

2 op. cit, f. 67

3 W.0. 47/1 pp. 230, 23%
G.L. Ms. 5220 vol. 2 unfol.
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stores we can get an impression of how long it took to complete a
contract, although on the other hand these dates were not always
recorded with absolute accuracy. In many cases delivery dates were
apecified in the contract itself.

Four thousand pairs of shoes ordered for the New Model Army
were to be delivered "by Saturday next Seavenight". The contract was
made with Jenkin Ellis and Francis Marriott and it was notified to
the Ordnance Office on lgt April 1645. Two thousand pairs were sent
in by Marriott six days later, but the first recorded delivery from
Ellis is dated 11th July 1645.l Yet another contract made with Ellis
on 5th January 1646 for the delivery of 4,500 pairs of shoes of
various sizes was successfully complied with.2

There is a record of a contract made with John Penbury on 3rd
April 1645 whereby 5 tons of musket shot were "to be deliv'ed w'lin
14 daies". The date of the receipt of the final consignment is given
as 25th April.5 On the other hand 10 tons of musket shot and one ton
of pistol shot ordered from Daniel Judd for the New Model Army on 22nd
November 1645 and required by lst January 1646 were received into the
stores on 8th December.4 Another contract recorded at the Ordnance
Office on 4th April 1645 féquired George Langley and Nathaniel
Rawlinson to provide 300 saddles for dragoons, one hundred by the
following da& and the remainder a week later. The order was complied,with,
although the saddles were not new;5 4 more long term contract was
that made with John Thacker on 23rd December 1645 for the supply of
400 pikes at the rate of 100 a month, This too was successfully met.6
1 W.0. 47/1 p. 210

W.0. 55/1662 pp. 21b, 67b

2 L.1. 46-78/709 f. 71

W.0. 55/1663 f. 66

W.0. 47/1 p. 211

W.0. 55/1662 p. 44b

L.M. 46-78/709 f. 13

V.0. 55/1662 p. 77b

W.0. 47/1 p. 211

¥.0. 55/1662 p. 18b

L.M. 46-78/709 f. 16
w.0. 55/1663 ff, 61, 78
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Contracts for the repair of weapons generally prescribed a
date by which they were to be returned to the stores. The officers
of the Ordnance issued 257 muskets on 5th April 1644 to George Fisher,
Robert Steadman and William Ridgway for cleaning and repair. They
were to be returned to the stores on or before the 19th of that month.1

This gquestion of the length of time required to obtain
munitions for the stores is worthy of further consideration since it
would be an important factor when supplies were needed urgently. The
factors which might have been expected to influence the length of
time taken to complete a contract include firstly the size of the
order; secondly, the size of existing stocks held by the contractor
or of those to which he had access if he was acting as a middleman
rather than a manufacturer; thirdly, the availsgbility of raw materials
and fourthly the question of finance.

A study of the Ordnance 0ffice records does not reveal a
definite correlation between completion periods and the size of
contracts. In the majority of cases where records of deliveries are
available, the supplies were received within 21 days of the date of
the contract. In quite a number of instances deliveries were made
within 7 days. As we have seen there could be an interval of several
days or even weeks before contracts made by the Army Committee were
formally notified to the officers of the Ordnance. Furthermore, the
dates of the entries in the receipts books are not necessarily an
indication of the days on which the stores actually reached the Tower.
The provisions were supposed to be examined and proved before they
were accepted into the stores. Ordnance, round shot and gunpowder
were generally manufactured outside London and some allowance must
be made for transit time which could be affected by bad weather.

Firearms contracts generally took longer than the average to
complete, 20 to 28 days in some cases, although gquite a number of

guch contracts were completed within a bhorter period of time. Apart

1 W.0. 47/1 p. 3



131

from the complexity of the manufacturing process, which requiwéd
special skills, the necessity of submitting new guns for proving may
also have contributed to longer delivery times. A contract made with
various gunmakers in December 1645 for the provision of up to 300
muskets apiece stipulated that the snaphance muskets were to be
delivered by each contractor at the rate of 25 a month, and the
matchlock muskets at 50 a month. In the majority of cases the
specified quantities were delivered on 1’.ime.‘L

Contracts for the supply of holsters als¢c tended to take
longer than most to complete, up t¢ two months in certain instances.
This may reflect the intricacy of the manufacturing process, the
length of time required to prepare the leather, and perhaps a shortage
of raw materials.

It is clear that many orders were fulfilled wholly or
partially from & supplier's own existing stocks or else they were
met by purchasing supplies elsewhere. Some large contracts were
completed within a few days or indeed one day. Even after making
ellowance for possible inaccuracies in regard to the dates of
contracts and receipts, it is apparent that the supplies could not
have been manufactured in the time aveilable, For example, a contract
for 2,000 pairs of shoes is recorded as having been made on 10th July
1645, followed by delivery to the storées next day.2

This suggests that the process of obtaining munitions for the
Ordnance QOffice stores need not necessarily have been a slow one
compared with procurement outside the Office, provided that some
reasonably satisfactory administrative and financial arrangements
existed. In the case of the New Model Army the officers of the
Ordnance were not themgelves regponsible for placing the contracts.
This dealt with another objection to procurement through the Ordnance
Qffice, namely, that prices were inflated due to the payment of

1 L.M. 46-78/709 £f. 79, 81
W.0. 55/1663 passim

2 V.0. 47/1 p. 297
W.0. 55/1662 p. 67b
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fees or gratuities by contractors.

The time taken to complete a contract could be extended if
there were delays in proving the munitions or if they were found to
be unsatisfactory. Sometimes supplies were delivered without having
first been proved. The Army Committee ordered the officers of the
Ordnance on 25th April 1645 not to sccept any more pistols from John
Tucker or his agents. Tucker had been coniracted with for 1,200 pairs.
In reply, the officers stated that they had so far received 910 pairs
of pistols from Tucker, *0 of which they had not inspected. A
further 690 pairs were delivered by Tucker in the following month.
Other supéliers of pistols included Samuel Bartlett "at the Excise
Office", whose 200 pairs of Dutch firelockipistols included 187 pairs
without proof marks, of whiib in turn 117 pairs were found to be
under bore. On 1lst May 1645 the Army Committee directed that these
pistols be returned to Bartlett who was to take them to the gunsmiths
for proving.1

There is no'jevidence that the period of large scale ordering
on behalf of the New Model Army in the spring and summer of 1645 had
the effeect of depleting suppliers' stocks with the result that
delivery times were extended in subsequent months. Moreover, these
orders, although large, were not unprecedented. Apart from munitions
for the Navy, contractors had previously been called upon to supply
large quantities both through and outside of ihe Ordnance 0ffice to
the English armies in the Bishops' Wars, to the first Parliamentarian
armies and to the forces in Ireland.

With regard to. the other f{aciors such as the availability of
raw materials and f{inance, which may have influenced contract
completion times, the Ordnance Office records shed little light upon
them. The shortage of saltpetre from both domestic and foreign sources
undoubtedly had an adverse effect upon the rate of production of

gunpowder, whilst the preparation of match was similarly handicapped

1 W.0. 47/1 pp. 208, 230, 233
W.0. 55/1663 f£f, 11, 17, 18
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by the lack of suitable materials, During 1643 the manufacture of

firearms in London was hampered by a shortage of coal as a result of
. ") - - '

s -

= .-

I RN . . .1
l+‘Royalist-held Newcastle being blockaded by Parliamentarian ships,

— - —— —_— - - P -_

A lack of meoney was more:iikeiy to prevent the makingvbf a
contract in the first place rather than to delay its completign.
However, a shortage of funds may well have undermined some large
open ended contracts which depended upon the allccation of money on a
continuing basis. This was the fate of the arrangement instituted for
the provision of English saltpetre to the powder manufacturers.2

Finally, there are a number of occasions when a record of g
contract has neither a corresponding record of delivery in the
Ordnance Office receipts books nor any record of payment to the
contractor in the Coqmonwealth Exchequer Papers. There are also cases
where the guantities stipulsted in the contract do not appear to
have been delivered in full. It is impossible to say categorically
whether or not this is due to deficiencies in the records, but the
number of contracts which were ostensibly lefi unsatigfied is not
large enough to affect materially the account of the nature of
procurement for the Ordnance Office land stores that has been built
up from the available records.

1 Roy, I.'TQQ Royalist ordnance papers %ﬁ. 1 p. 14

- Howell, R, Newcastle and the Furitan Revolution p. 154
2 See’ below- p. 190
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Chapter Seven

Deliveries to the Ordnance Office Land Stores, 1643 to 1648

Closer consideration will now be given to the provision of
the more significant kinds of munitions, equipment and clothing for
the Ordnance Office stores for land service during the Civil Waras. An
attempt will be made to estimate the quantities so delivered, relying
upon the evidence primarily of the books of receipts and of debentures.
Yet it is doubtful whether these records provide a complete picture
since they are almost certainly not comprehensive. In the first place,
some of the relevant records may simply not have survived. Secondly,
the entries in the ledgers were made from time to time from the
originsal recéipts, whilst full and accurate record keeping had never
been a characteristic of the Ordnance Office.

According to the officers of the Ordnance in their statement
of 1630, the procedure to be followed was that after the supplies had
been delivered to the Tower, proved and accepted into the stores, the
contractor was issued with s bill signed by the Surveyor of the
Ordnance and the Storekeeper, which he then presented to the Clerk of
the Ordnance. The latter made out a debenture and entered a copy in
the ledger. The original bill thereupon became void, although the
officers declared that "they have been all wayes to be kept upon i‘ile".1
On the other hand the issue of debentures accounts for only a part of
the provisions obtained for the Ordnance Office during the Civil Waras.
Between 1645 and 1648 the number of debentures made out by the officers
was far exceeded by the number of payments in cash made to suppliers,
mostly by the Army treasurers,

Furthermore, supplies from abroad and from contractors in
England which were delivered directly to the armies and garrisons
without passing through the Tower are with but few exceptions not
included in the Ordnance Office records. But despite their

limitations, these records do make possible a quantitative assessment

1 S.P. 16/179 no. 51
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of & major part of the Parliamentarian war effort, especially with
regard tc the provision of gunpowder, match and shot and to the
upkeep of the New Model Army,

" The monopoly as a form of economic organisation had with
government encouragement proved more durable in the field of munitions
production than in other spheres of industrial and commercial
enterprise. Although legal monopolies had been abolished before the
outbreak of the Civil Wars, the situation on the Parliamentiarian side
with regard to the manufacture of war materials was not in fact very
different from what it had been during the 1630's.

The number of significant producers of.gunpowder, ordnance
and shot remained small and the former Crown patentees were prominent
amongst them. This situation was brought about by the scarcity of raw
materials, which had to be channelled to the few major producers who
had been contracted with; the existence of only a small number of
large scale works for making gunpowder and ordnance; the difficulty
of financing and building new plant under civil war conditions and
the fact that large scale and continuous production of munitions for
the Farliament could only be carried on in areas which were militarily
secure and possessed adequate communications with London.

Government interest in the manufacture of munitions was
fostered during the sixteenth century by awareness of the importance
of ensuring access to arms, ammunition and essential rgw materials
from the point of view of national security. The granting of
monopolies facilitated control by the state of the activity in
question, benefited the Crown financially through the sale of patents
and in theory at lesst it safeguarded the patentee from competition.
Another possible advantage was that a monopoly reduced the risk of
overproduction and consgguent financial loss in a sphere of activity

where demand was typically unstable. When the state was the principal

customer then the success of the venture depended on the readiness of

the Crown to take a regular supply and to make satisfactory payment



136

for what it received. Frequently this did not happen and state
contractors resorted to selling at least a2 part of their output on
the open market which could be a more profitable business.

During the early seventeenth century opposition grew both
in Pariiament and in the countr& at large to the restrictions upon
commercial and industrial activity in general and to the powder and
saltpetre monopolies in particular. The monopolies system was also
undermined by the failure of the patentees to produce munitions in
sufficient quantities, particularly at times of exceptional demand.
Imports were from the outset an important source of supply.

However, in spite of public opposition to monopoclies, there’
were factors which favoured the existence of some form of licensed
production as the most likely means of providing a regular and
adequate supply of munitions to the state as well as the potential
to meet increased demand in the event of war. Such an arrangement,
if successful, would also mitigate the adverse effects of fluctuations
in the level of demand upon the munitions trades and so prevenf then
from becoming unduly run down.

In the early 1630's an unsuccessful attempt was made to
ensure a ready and adequate supply of firearms by giving cértain
armourers and gunsmiths in London an exclusive contract to provide
handguns for the state, However, the arrangement was not approved and
in subsequent years the gunmaking trade was said to be in a depressed
state owing to lack of demand. Eventually the conflict with Scotland
led to a standing arrangement being made with gunmakers through the
Ordnance Office for the supply of weapons during 1639 and 1640.1

Munitions were exempt from the Statute of Monopolies of 1624,
which abolished such devices‘in other fields of endeavour. However,
theré was a growing amount of unauthorised manufacture of gunpowder
in particular during the 1620's and 1630's. PFurthermore, concessions

1 Stern, W.M. J. Arms and Arﬁour Soc, vol. 1 no. 5 Mar. 1354 pp. 56-60
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were made which weakened the position of the monopolists, In 1636
the King attempted to revive the gunpowder monopoly and bestowed it
upon two new patentees, George Collins and Samuel Cordwell.1
Because of the importance of gunpowder, the supply of this
commodity auring the Civil Wars will be considered at some length.
The prinecipal powder mills of England were located in Surrey and Kent.
The new patéentees worked mills at Chilworth, near Guildford, whilst
their predecessors had carried on the work at Long Ditton, near
Surbiton and at other places south of London. On 17th November 1642
the King ordered the complete destruction of the Chilworth mills to
prevent their being used by the Parliament, but this was apparently
not done, for in July 1643% the Royalist General of the Ordnance
referred to the Parliament's main powder works near Guildford which
was "not guarded at all".2
In fact the safety of the Surrey mills was a recurrent

source of concern to the Parliament. On 24th November 1642 the House

of Commons ordered two members, Vassall and Ashe, to give instructions
~
Latie

for the seizure of the Temple powder mills together with the brimstone,-

galtpetre and other materials there.5 The EBarl of Essex directed

Colonel Samuel Jones, governor of Farnham Castle, on 5th July 1643 to

survey the Surrey powder mills together with the defence works and

bridges about them, authorising him to take ;ﬁhateyer‘ateps were

necessary to improve the fortifications. Then on 3rd April 1644 the

Committee of Both Kingdoms called for an investigation into the

security of the Surrey mills.4 A Commons order of 2lst October 1644

instructed Sir Richard Onslow to inform the Committee of Both Kingdoms

of the condition of the powder mills in Surrey and to take steps to

1 Nef, J.U. lrddustry and government in France and England pp. 89-96
V.C.H. Surrey vol. 2 p. 319 -

2 Roy, I. The Royalist ordnance papers pt.g*p:_359

The Pythouse papers p. 53 '

Nef op. cit. p. 90

C.J. 1640-3 p. 863

S.P. 28/8 f. 75
V.C.H. Surrey vol. 2 p. 321
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ensure their safety.l

There were a8lso mills near Bow and at Rotherhithe, although
the length of time for which they were in operation and the quantities
of powder that they produced during the Civil Wars are uncertain. The
Derby House Committee was instructed by the Commons on 3rd June 1648
to consider the security of the mills a% Bow.2 The "weekly paynment"
to men engaged in powder making, referred to in an order to the Army
Treasurer, Sir Gilbert Gerard, for the payment of £5 to Richard Hill
on 3rd June 1643 presumably related to the making of powder in London.3
On 9th May 1644 the Committee of Both Kingdoms directed that all
gunpowder in London, whether manufactured there or imported, should
be held at the Tower pending the disposal of it by the owners.4
Finally, there was an old established powder mill at Ospringe near
Faversham in Kent. Gunpowder was being manufactured there in 1649
when the proprietor was Daniel Judd. It is possgible that this powder
was used by the Navy as it was during the 1650'8.5

The supply of saltpetre was fundamental to the mgnuf&éfure
of gunpowder. There were no known deposits of saltpetre in Europe,
but a method of producing artificial petre was introduced to England
in 1560. Powder mills were also established during Elizabeth's reign.
The government made arrangements with saltpetre commissioners for the
delivery of saltpetre to the licensed powder manufacturers, but on
account of the unpopularity of the saltpetre men, which stemmed from
their encroachments on private property and in particular from their
requisitioning of carts for transporting the liquid petre to their
works, governments were sensitive to complaints about their
activities except when a shortage of gunpowder gave an additional
C.J., 1643-4 p. 671
op. cit. 1646-8 p. 583
S.P. 28/7 £. 471
C.5,P.D. 1644 p. 154
Percival, A. The Faversham gunpowder industry pp. 2, 3
Chalklin, C.W. Seventeenth century Kent pp. 156, 205

See above p. 36
6 Bovill, E.W, Mariner's Mirror vol. 33 1947 p. 183
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urgency to their task.

This attitude persisted from the time of Elizabeth to the
Commonwealth era, In April 1649 a committee was formed to consider
the supply of saltpetre "without the disturbance that will be made
by making it at home",. Shortly afterwards the acute shortage of
powder led to a proposal that the domestic production of saltpetre
be recommenced, but the government was not moved to take action until
the situation became critical as a result of the First Dutch War of
1652-4.%

In any case the saltpetre commissioners had not always been
able to supply the quantities which they had undertaken to provide.
During the 16202s and 1630's they ceased to possess the right to
meke galtpetre.exclusively and supplies were also obtained from abroad.
In fact the production of saltpetre in England was never satisfactory,
for the output was of indifferent quality as well as being insufficient
in quantity. The chief provider of high grade saltpetre from 1626
onwards was the East India Company.2 Domastic production represehted
a supplementary source and a partial safeguard against the interruption
of imports in time of war.

The great demand for gunpowder during the Civil Wars led the
Parliament to intervene directly in the business of providing
saltpetre. By 1644 it had become clear that the supply of ammunition,
and of gunpowder in particular, was the most crucial aspect of the
"provision of munitions. In consequence, ordinances intended to ensure
a regular supply were necessary. A series of measures was introduced
whereby :saltpetremen were appointed, as they had been in the past, to
supply the powder contractors. At the same time large quantities of
foreign asaltpetre were purchased from merchants.

An ordinance of May 1643 appointed men who were to dig for
1 Ferris, J.P. Proc. Dorset Nat. Bist. Soc. vol. 85 1963 pp. 158-159

Hammond, W.N. The administration of the English navy pp. 277, 278, 279
2 Tomlinson, H.C. The organisation and agctivities of the Engligh

Ordnance Office vol. 1 pp. 272-273
Chaudhuri, K.N. The Enplish East India Company p. 189
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saltpetre., 1t was stated that larger amounts of powder were needed,

whilst the foreign saltpetre and powder available .__m‘ )

inferior gquality. Some countries had prohibited the export of those
commoditiea.1 Another ordinance introduced on 7ih December 1644 which
dealt with the provision of saltpetre and ammunition referred both to
the appointment of saltpetre men who were to supply the powdgr
contractors Samuel Cordwell and John Berisford; and to the purchaée
of foreign saltpetre from William Courteen and William‘r@oomes.2
| Courteen, (or Curteen), was the son of Sir William Courteen,
a very wealthy merchant who during the 163%0's headed an association
trading with the East in competition with the East India Company. He
died in 1636 and disputes over his estate prevented his son from
acquiring a significant share of his fortune. William Courteen carried
on the long standing dispute between his father's Association and the
East India Company, but he was unable to take much advantage of the
difficulties created for the Company by the conflict between King and
Parliament. Many of the leading members of the East India Company
were Royalist sympathizers, whilst the Company was unable to secure
the confirmation of its privileges and the exclusion of interlopers
from the trade with the East. The Company and William Courteen tried
unsuccessfully to settle their differences by negotiation and the
matter was left in the hands of Parliament. Courteen was hampered by
serious financial difficulti®s and by the misfortunes which befell
the ships which he sent to the East. Being unable to satisfy his
creditors, he withdrew to the Continent in 1643% or 1644. He died in
Italy in 1655.5

An agreement vasg nade between the Committee of Safety and
Courteen in January 1644 for the refining of 180 tons of saltpetre
imported from the East Indies. Courteen was to receive £5 per
1 C.J. 1643-4 p. 97
2 Firth, C.H. and Rait, R.5. Acts and ordinances vol. 1 pp. 578-579

2 D.N.B. vol. 4 pp. 1259-1260
Pearl, V. London and the outbreask of the Puritsn Revolution p. 88

Sainsbury, E.B. Cal, court minutes of the East Ipdia Co. 1640-4%
passim; 1644-49 pp. x, xi o _
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hundredweight. On 4th April 1644 the Commons ordered that a
proportion of the saltpetre bought from Courteen sufficient to make
600 barrels of powder for the Navy be delivered to Sir Walter Erile.
Shortly afterwards, on 20th April, the Committee of Safety instructed
Erle to deliver to John Berisford 10 tons of saltpetre which he would
likewise received from Courteen. The petre was to be taken in part
gettlement of a debt due to Berisford for powder supplied to the
Ordnance Office.1

The officers of the Ordnance were directed by the Commons on
10th September 1644 to receive into the stores gunpowder refined by
John Berisford from 2 tons 12 cwt of saltpetre provided by Richard
Hill, a City merchant, and to issue debentures accordingly.2 William
Courteen and others supplied 264 tons of foreign saltpetre from which
Berisford made powder under a contract with the Navy Committee in
October 1644, By the same contract Samuel Cordwell received %6 tons
3 cwt of saltpetre from the same source.3 At least part of this
powder was used for land service,

Although the financial and legal disputes with the East India
Company dragged on, Courteen had withdrawn from the Eastern trade by
about 1644, so that it appears unlikely that he provided any more
saltpetre.4 It is not clear how much saltpetre was made available by
the East India Company during the Civil Wars for the use of the
Parliament. Commercial activity was naturally curtailed by the
political uncertainties engendered by the Civil Wars and the Company
was reluctant to commit itself too extensively to trading ventures
in the East whilst the confirmation of its monopoly of that trade
remained in doubt.
1 C.J. 1643-4 pp. 364-565, 448

¢C.5.P.D. 1644 p. 129

2 W.0. 47/1 p. 102
W.0. 49/82 ff. 13, 14
op. ¢it. ff. 26, 29 .
Sainsbury, E.B. Cal. court minutes of the East India Co. 1644-49
pp. xi, xiii
The D.N.B. article on Courteen implies that he actually went

bankrupt in 1643, but this is contredicted by the court minutes
which state that he had still not been declared bankrupt in 1646,
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Imports of saltpetre by the Company were probably well below
the average of 200 tons a year in:the esarly 1630“s. The real expansion
of the Company's saltpetre trade did not occur until!after the Civil
Wars. An ordinance intended to confirm the Company's privileges was
not considered by the House of Commons until November 1643, nor was
it passed until March 1647, whereupon it was rejected by the Lords.1
Before the Civil Wars the Company had been selling up to 50 tons of
saltpetre a year to the licensed gunpowder maker. Thereafter it
adhered to a strictly commercial policy and was not prepared to make
supplies available to the Parliament on more favourable terms than
hitherto. The practice seems to have been one of selling to the
highest bidder, sometimes employing a broker to dispose of the petre.
The Parliamentarian gunpowder manufacturers usually bid for whatever
was available, but they were not successful in every case. In November'
1645 all the East India Company's saltpetre was sold to Samuel
Cordwell for £4 10s a hundredweight, payable in three months. But in
the following year, a bid of £4 a hundredwéight for all of the
Company's saltpetre by a former overseer of one of the Company's
trading establishments in Java} was rejected and one of the committees
was authorigsed to dispose of the rpetre at £4 58.2

Another ordinance concerning the domestic supply of saltpetre
was made on 7th February 1646, but the provision of English petre was
hampered by the inadequacy of the Parliament's measures for financing
munitions procurement, as well as by the practical problems of the
collection and manufacture of the materials. By an order of the
Committee of Both Kingdoms of 13%3th April 1646, two thirds of all the
saltpetre made by saltpetre men in certain counties was to be
delivered to Samuel Cordwell and the remainder to John Berisford.5

In the later years of the Civil Wars Berisford took over f?om

1 Sainsbury, E.B. Cal., court minutes of the East India Co., 1640-43

p. xxvi; 1644-49 p. 196
2 Chaudhuri, K.N. The Engligh East India Company p. 189
2 Sainsbury op. cit. 1644-49 pp. 112, 156

3 V.C.H. Surrey vol. 2 p. 321



143

Cordwell in bidding for the East India Company's saltpetre. In June
1647 he bought through a broker all that was available for £1,500,
although he had to assign to the Company as security for payment a
debt due to him for gunpowder supplied to the Navy Committee. At £4
a ﬁundredweight this amount would have been about 18 tons. In the
following year he was less successful. It was reported in April 1648
that several persons were interested in buying the East India Company's
gsaltpetre and two months later it was resolved to put the consignment
up for sale. Berisford's offer of £3 58 a hundredweight was rejected
and the saltpetre was eventually sold to a Richard Clutterbuck for
£3 123.1

The Derby House Committee ordered on 23rd March 1648 that
Robert Cordwell be allowed the same proportion of domestic saltpetre
that had been given to his brother Samuel. The Committee also stated
that although the ordinance of February 1646 had provided for the
delivery of about £12,000 worth of saltpetre, perhaps 150 tons, to
Cordwell and Berisford each year, no permanent arrangement had been
made for the payment of the saltpetre men. As a result, the powder
makers were unable to pay for the saltpetre and the former were left
with a greast deal of it on their hands.2 Licensed production of
saltpetre had therefore ceased by 1648 and did not regume until
1656, The powdermakers themselves preferred imported saltpetre,
although supplies from abroad were likewise impeded by financial
difficulties. Failure to make satisfactory arrangements with the
East India Company for the settlement of contracts had the effect of
reducing supplies from that source.3

In 1649 the Council of State attempted to re-establish the
regular supply of saltpetre by the'East India Company. The Council
negotiated for the Coumpany's stocks, employing the merchant William

1 Sainsbury, E.B. Cal. court minutes of the East Indims Co. 1644-49
Pp. 206, 208, 222, 263%, 278, 290, 296

2 C.J. 1646-9 pp. 35-36
C.S.P.D. 1645-7 p. 411

3 Hammond, W.N. The administration of the English navy pp. 281,

493 note
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Pennoyer as an intermediary. The latter's offer of £3 10s a
hundredweight was refused and the Company insisted upon the £4 5s,
"ready money", at which they had originally offered the saltpetre to
the Ordnance Office.l

By 1640 Samuel Cordwell seems to have acquired sole charge of
the Chilworth mills. In December of that yeér he certified that as
Royal Gunpowder Maker he had delivered for land and sea service the
equivalents of 6,480 barrels of powder in each of the years 1636-T
and 1638-9, and 5,776 barrels in 1639-40. His contract required him
to supply 6,480 varrels a year. His work was apparently hampered by
insufticient amounts of saltpetre. He requested and was granted
permission in 1637 to take saltpetre imported by the East India
Company, but again complained of inadequate supplies. On the other
hand, English saltpetre men claimed at the time that Cordwell refused
to accept supplies from them.

In February 1639 it was stated that the amount of saltpetre
produced in.England was insufficient by about 50 tons fof the
gunpowder maker to supply the annual amount of powder for which he
had contracted. In November 1641 the total detficiency was put at over
100 tons.2 The East India Company had saltpeire at its disposal from
which the deficit could have been made up, but the continuance of
supplies from this source depended upon satisfactory arrangements for
payment by the state. With the re-establishment of the gunpowder
monopoly by the King in 1635, the Company had agreed to sell all of
its saltpetre to the Crown at £4 a hundredweight. In the early 1630's
imports by the Company amounted .to around 200 tonsg a year, of which
a proportion was re-exporited to Amsterdam,

The Company declared in June 1640 that saltpetre worth £2,733,
amounting to about 34 tons at £4 a hundredweight, had been delivered
to Cordwell in the previous Cctober, buit payment had not been made

1 Sainsbury, E.B. Cal. court minutes of the Fast India Co. 1644-49
pp. 346, 349, 350, 351
2 Mef, J.U. Industry and government in France and England pp. 90-91, 95
V.C.H. Snurrev vol. 2.p. 310
; _———
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within the stipulated pericd. Shortly afterwards it was stated that
a total of £4,744 was owed %0 the East India Coampany by the Crown in
respect of saltpetre delivered to Cordwell.1 The powder maker in turn
claimed that part of the consignment delivered to him in October 1639
was defective and he asked for a reduction in price accordingly, This
was refused by the Company who declared that had they been allowed to
re-export the saltpetre it could have been sold for £5 a hundredwéight
instead of the £4 accepted in England. At the same time, however,
Cordwell asked the Privy Council to arrange for the regular purchase
of suppliesfﬁgﬁﬁthe East India Company. Such a scheme presupposed
the existence of adequate financial.provision, bﬁt it was thé lack
of this which hampered the supply of munitions both before and during
the Civil Wars. In September 1640 Cordwell was offered 50 tons of
saltpetre by the Last India Company, whilst in February 1642 he
contracted for all of the Company's petre at £3 105 a hundredweight.2
Meanwhile Cordwell had become concerned at the threat to his
monopoly. On 3lst March 1641 he petitioned the King, declaring that
if he proceeded t¢ manufacture the amount of powder for which he had
contracted and the gunpowder patgnt were to be revoked, he would be
left with large st&cks on his hands and consequently he would be
ruined. However, this did not prevent the abolition of his monopoly,
already undermined by the illicit manufacture of powder in London and
elsewhere., In addition to supplying the state, Cordwell also repaired
defective gunpowder for the East India Company hefore the Civil Wars.s
On 1lst August 1642 Cordwell was directed by the House of
Commons to provide 20 barrels of powder "at the agreed rates" for the
city of Norwich, an arrangement not generally found in later years

when large contracts for the supply of the Ordnance Office stores

1 Sainsbury, E.B., Cal. couri minutes of the East India Co. 1640-453
pp. 44, 73

Chaudhuri, K.N. The English East India Company pp. 189, 190
Sainsbury op. cit. pp. 12, 14, 88, 232

C.5.P.D. 1640-1 p. %03

V.C.H. Surrey vol. 2 pp. 310, 319, 320, 321

Sainsbury op. cit. pp. 7, 34, 101, 102, 221
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predominated.1 By order of the Coumons on 2nd March 1643, Cordwell,
having been appointed to make gunpowder for the Parliament, was
suthorigsed to transport saltpetre and other materials to his works
at Chilworth without hindrance. His first recorded deliveries for
land service to the Ordnance Office stores during the Civil Wars took
place in July 1643.2

In reply to a request from the ¥avy Committee on 27th July
1644 for a statement of the quantity of gunpowder available for the
use of the Navy which had been delivered under a contract made by the
Committee of Safety, the officers of the Ordnance declared that sas tq
the contract "wee knowe nothing of it", but they had received
instructions from the Committee of Safety dated 24th Februery 1644
whereby they were to receive into the stores all the gunpowder brought
in by Cordwell. This they had done. Since that time 2,400 barrels of
powder had been delivered by the powder contractors, of which nearly
two thirds had been employed for land service. 0f this amount,
Cordwell had supplied 1,300 barrels.5

In March 1644 the Committee of Both Kingdoms ordered Cordwell
to send all his powder to the Tower as soon as it had been made and
not to keep more than 7 tons of saltpetre at his works. Then in the
following September the Surrey county committee reported that they
had taken charge of 517 barrels of powder at Weybridge, which they
were instructed to send to the Tower. The Commons directed that
Cordwell be examined by the Committee of the Tower in view of the
directive that he had been given earlier. The Committee of Both
Kingdoms acknowledged the receipt of this powder on 14th September,
and two days later the House of Commons was asked to find some means

of satisfying the owners ot it. But the matter was raised again in

1 C.J. 1640-3% p. 698

2 op. c¢it. p. 988
W.0. 55/1660 ff. 12, 13

3 W.0. 47/1 pp. T4, 75
To facilitate comparisons all gunpowder quantities are expressed
in barrels. A barrel:ie taken as representing 100 1lbs net weight

of powder.
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January 1645 when Cordwell was once more told not to keep more than
a week's supply of saltpetre at Chilworth and &t the same time send
his powder to London.1
Apart from the urgent need for gunpowder, the most likely
reason for these injunctions was the fear lest significant quantities
of powder and saltpetre should fall inte the hands of the Royalists
in the event of an attack upon the mills. Another possible factor is
that Cordwell was reluctant to deliver further large amounts of
powder until he had obtained adequate security for payment together
with satisfaction for the supplies already delivered. Like some other
contractors during the Civil Wars, he may have mesde some of his
output available in the épen market, where there was the proapect
of a better return. In January 1644 tﬂe East India Company resolved
to negotiate with him for the delivery of 100 barrels of powder.2
Nevertheless, Cordwell continued to supply the Ordnance Office until
his death in 1648, when he was succeeded by his brother Robert.3
Amongst the €@ontracts undertaken by Samuel Cordwell for the
Parliament was one made with the Navy Committee on 8th October 1644,
whereby he received 51 tons 15 cwt of saltfetre, from which 15 tons
11 cwt were deducted to pay for 370 barrels of powder, the balance of
495 barrels sent to the stores from Weybridge. From the remaining
36 tons 4 cwt of saltpetre Cordwell manufactured 96% barrels of

4

powder. Additional quantities were made from English saltpetre.” On

1st July 1645 the Navy Committee ordered the officers of the Ordnance
to receive and prove powder made by Cordwell from both domestic and

foreign salipetre under another contract. The powder was to be

5

employed in equal measure for land and sea service,
The Committee for Powder, Match and Shot stated on 3lst July
1645 that Cordwell had delivered 678 barrels of powder to the stores

1 €.3.FP.D. 1644 pp. 58, 500-501, 504, 508
C.J. 1643-4 |
V.C.H., Surrey vol. 2 p. 321::
2 ‘Sainsbury, E.B. Cal. court minutes of the East Indis Co. 1644-49 p. 5
3 6.J. 1648-9 p. 35
4 W.0. 49/82 f£. 29
5 W.0. 47/1 p. 283
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during that month. In their summary of the receipts and issues of
gunpowder during the period 2nd July to 4th August 1645, the officers
of the Ordnance stated that a total of 793 barrels had been received.
Their next weekly statement for the period 4th - 1lth August records
that a further 100 barrels had been delivered.1

The other major powder corntractor to supply the Parliament,
John Berisford, did so for almost the whole of the Civil War period.
During the summer of 1643 he provided powder for the Committee of
Safety's magazine in the custody of Owen Rowe and John Bradley.ijhe
Committee ordered the Army Treasurer on 26th May 1643 to pay Berisford
£450 immediately for gunpowder which he had delivered. The money was
paid on that same day.5 Yet eleven moAaths later it was stated in the
Commons, on 30th April 1644, that Berisford had not received payment
in full for 600 barrels of powder which he had provided. Such a
gquantity would have been worth around £2,500. In part settlement of
this debt, the Committee of Both Kingdoms had on 20th April 1644
ordered that 10 tons of foreign saltpetre be delivered to him.4
According to the statement made by the Navy Committee, Berisford sent
to the stores some 1,100 barrels between February and July 1644.5

In May 1644 Sir Walter Erle reported to the Commons that he
had spoken to Berisford about the provision of powder for the Earl of
Essex's army and that the former wag willing to supply 300 harrels
provided he received an initial cash payment of one +third of the
total price together with security for the remainder. An ordinance
was introduced to facilitate this.,

This illustration of the hand to mouth nature of the
Parliament's financial arrangements is another indication of the fact

that deficiencies in the supply of munitions were not simply the

result of insufficient manufacturing capacity, but were also due to

W.0. 47/1 pp. 325, 329-331, 340
S.P. 28/264 £f. 27-3%0, 56-60
S

P

J.
C.S5.P.D. 1644 p. 129
W.0. 47/1 p. 14
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financial causes. As the demand for munitions continued s0 confidence
in the Parliament's ability to pay for them dwindled. Although

certain contractors may have been constrained to supply the Parliament
by virtue of the location of their works, this did not mean that they
were totally subservient and prepared to make deliveries upon any
terms. Parliament could scarcely afford to dispense with their
services and it might have been difficult to find competent
replacements to finance and operate their works,

Berisford participated along with Cordwell in the contract
made with the Navy Committee on 8th October 1644. He received 26% tons
of foreign saltpetre, from which he manufactured 709 barrels of powder.
He also made powder from domesiic saltpetre. : For the New Model Army
he delivered 1,230 barrels during 1645 under contracts made with the
Army Committee.2 In the first seven months of 1646 he delivered 200
barrels a month to the Army magazine at the Tower. For the remainder
of the Civil War he was the principal supplier of gunpowder for.land
gservice, {g)those later years Berisford was also engaged in repairing
defective powder for the East India Company, a task undertaken earlier
by Samuel Corclwell.5

From the entries in the receipts and debentures books it is
possible to form an estimate of the quantities of gunpowder received
for land service at the Ordnance Office during the Civil Wars.
However, these figures cannot be regarded as definitive and they
account for only a part of the total amount of gunpowder provided
for the Parliamentarian land forcés. The inadequacies of the records
themselves, which sometimes give conflicting sets of fipures for the
game period.@i‘tim%} the_fact that not all gunpowder was brought to
the Tower béfore being issued and the frequent pre-emption of 'mavy!'
gunpowder for land service all make it impossible to build up a very
1 W.0. 49/82 . 26
2 W.0. 55/1662 p. S0b; 55/1663 ff. 51, 67 74; 55/1664 p. 19

S8.P. 28/140 ff. 104, 11%, 117, 120

3 Sainsbury, E.B, Cal. court minutes of the East India Co. 1644-49
pp. 172, 281
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accurate picture. In spite of this, it is probabie that the Ordnance
Qffice records are more comprehensive in respect of deliveries of
gunpowder to the stores than is the case with other kinds of munitions.
A summary of the deliveries of gunpowder to the Ordnance
Office stores for land service is given in Appendix one. It will be
seen that such deliveries did not assume significant proportions
until 1644, no doubt on account of the shortage of funds for the
purchase of ammunition. Thereafter the financial ordinances enacted
by Parliament provided an erratic and stiil inadequate revenue,
Deliveries rose to a peak of nearly 5,000 barrels in 1645, declining
to between 2,000 and 3,000 a year subsequently. The contribution by
Thomas Andrewes and other merchants in 1648 may have been occasioned
by the difficulty in financing the punchase of English saltpetre.1
A number of the lesser suppliers of gunpowder referred to
were to achieve greater prominence during the 16502s. Amongst the
major powdermakers recorded in 1656 were Daniel Judd, John Freeman
and John Samin. Freeman also supplied saltpetre and small ordnance.
Samin too was involved in saltpetre production whilst Thomas Fossan,
another small supplier of the Civil War pericd, obtained permission
in 165% to search for saltpetre in the West Indies.2
The figures for deliveries given in Appendix one may be
compared with the 6,480 barrels a year which Samuel Cordwell
contracted to provide for land and sea service between 1636 and 1640.3
After the Restoration the manufacture of gunpowder was considerably
expanded in order to cater for the increased demands of the Army and
Navy, yet the old problems remained. Some domestic saltpetre
production was still necessary and there were still difficulties in
financing the production of both petre and gunpowder, especially
during wartime. The output of gunpowder and the number of manufacturers
1 See below p. 190 -
2 Hammond, W.N. The administration of the English navy pp. 152, 279,

280, 492 note
3 See above p. 144
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fluctuated in these later years, yet in 1687 there were eight major
powder makers with & total annual output of more than 30,000 barrels.l

There were occasions during the Civil Wars when gunpowder was
sent directly to the place where it was required rather than to the
Tower, On 14th September 1644 the Committee of Both Kingdoms directed
Samuel Cordwell to send 200 barrels from Kingston to the siege of
Bésing House. Two months later he was told to send 60 barrels from
hig mills to Farnham Castle.2 In addition, there are some quantities
of powder which are not recorded in the Ordnance Office receipts
books and so may not have been sent to the Tower., These comprise 500
barrels provided by John Berisford in 1645 and'1646 and 10C barrels
delivered by George Boreman to places in the West in July 1647.3

The manufacture of ordnance and iron round shot was
characterized both vefore and during the Civil Wars by the
concentration of production in the hands of a small number of
manufacturers and by.the location of the principal works in the Weald
districtzof Sussex and Kent. Cnly a small proportion of ironworks
were capable of casting ordnance, although praatically all of them
would have been able to cast shot. One reason for this was that in
the later gixteenth and earlier seventeenth centuries it was the
practice of governments to regulate the number of foundries capable
of casting iron ordnaﬁce with the object of exercising closer control
over the disposal of the output.4

Iron gunfounding was also carried on in the Forest of Dean,
Worcestershire, Shropshire, Denbighshire ana Staffordshire, but
during the Civil Wars the furnaces and forges were in some instances
rut out of commisdion and in others they were eithexr worked for the

Royalists during the First Civil War or else were too remote to be

of more than occasional service when Parlismentarian forces were in

1 Tomlinson, H.C. The organisation and activitiegs of the English
Ordnance Office vol. 1 pp. 274, 282; vol. 2 pp. 560, 576

2 W.0. 47/1 pp. 134, 190

3 S.P. 28/31 ff. 453, 539-540; 28/36 f£f. 2%2-233; 28/47 ff. 101, 115

4 Jenkins, R, Prans. Newcomen Soc. vol. 44 1971-72 pp. 146-147
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the vieinity.
The chief gunfounding establishments of the Brownes included

those at Brenchley and Horsmonden in Kent and Brede in Sussex.({ﬁgﬁrf‘

%Brgﬁﬁﬁwsté%éd‘in 1613 that he was casting ordnance at Brenchley, where
he employed 200 men, and at four works in Sussex. In 1625 he claimed
to be empleoying nearly 1,000 men at his various establishments. Works
employing hundreds were quite exceptional in the seventeenth century.
Even within the ironfounding industry the typical unit of production
was small and output was limited by modern standards. Generally
speaking, demand was neither large enocugh or reliable enough to
justify really large scale production except in isolated instances,
and even then there was no immunity from the effects of fluctuations
in the level of demand. It ha's' been estimated that the gunfounding
industry as a whole empleoyed a labour force of not more than a 1,000
in the reign of James I.l

During the Civil Wars the Brownes supplied ordnance from at
least two other furnaces in Kent, ait Cowden and Barden, in addition
to those at Brenchley and Horsmonden., John Browne the younger, son of
the former Royal Gunfounder, declared at his examination before the
Committee of Both Kingdoms in June 1645 that he and his father had
three furnaces which were used for casting whole and demi-culverins
and round shot.2

Ordnance were also made at foundries in and about London, in
particular those which were cast in non-ferrous metal and special
weapons such as the 'leather'-/guns. The latter were for a time
constructed at the Vauxhall factory under the direction of James

Wemyss, although the foundries there were eventually abandoned by

the Parliament. One account states that the'ieather' guns employed

L Coleman, D.C. Industry in Tudor_and Stuart England p. 36
Jenkins, R. Trans. Newcomen Soc. voi. 44 1971-72 p. 145
! Straker, E. Wealden irom p. 162
Aylmer, G.E. Studies in the institutions and personnel of English
central administration vol. 1 p. 16 note
2 C.8.T.D. 1644-5 p. 607
Chalklin, C.3. Seventeenth century Kent p. 137
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by Sir William Waller's army were made at Lambeth.l
In September 1643 4 falcons and 10 cases of drakes were
provided by Wiiliem Burrows and Richard Broome, founders, by order of
the Committee of Adventurers for the forces in Ireland. In August
1647 Burrows was awarded a debenture for bringing brass ordnance
from Coventry to London. These were probably unserviceable pieces
which were to be recast. Burrows was a member of the Founders' Company,
serving as Under Warden, during 1642-3, Upper Warden during 1650-1 and
Master during 1651-8.2
On the other hand, there does not appear to have been any
significant production of ordnance in London during the Civil Wars,
The revair of a foundry st Houndsditch was under consideration in
1640, at an estimated cost of £150, whereupon John Browne offered to
prepare his foundry in Kent for the casting of 10 tons of brass
ordnance at a charge of £100. The Houndsditch foundry may have been
the one which, together with another on Tower Hill, the officers of
the Ordnance were asked to survey in 1633 with a view to restoration.3
Yet Browne may have had difficulty in meeting the demand for ordnance
in 1640, for in July of that year he offered to purchase all of the
Eést India Company's iron guns at an independent valuation.4
Browne was most likely the chief source of brass ordnance
during the Civil Wars as well as of iron guns. During the 1630's he
had produced considerable numbers .of brass guns for the Navy, although
that task was strictly speaking the prerogative of Thomas Pitt, the
licensed founder of brass ordnance. Pitt does not seem to have
supplied the Parliament during the Civil War period, but he was
1 Thorpe, W.H. PTrans. Newcomen Soc. vol., 13 1932-3 p. 84
A military memoir of Colonel Jeohn Birxch pp. 87-88 -
Ffoulkes, C. The gunfounders of England p. 50
2 C.5.P.D, la4l-3 p. 483

Parsloe, G, Wardens' accounts of the Company of Founders pp. 317,

339, 355
S.P. 28/47 f. 570
3 C.S.P.D. 1640-1 p. 365
Harl. Mss. 429 f. 120
4 Sainsbury, E.B., Cal. court minutes of the Easgt India Co. 1640-43 p, 68
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carrying out work for the East India Company during that time and in
1650 he was again sharing the production of brass ordnance with John
Browne. As King's Gunfounder Browne was entitled to fees of 2s a day
for casting brass ordnance and 6d a day for casting iron ordnance.
His manufacturing interests extended over a wide range of ironware
in addition to guns and Bhot.l

The manufacture of ordnance from non-ferrous metal for the
Parliament, chiefly for use as field guns, was limited by the supply
of metal available, as it had been before 1642, Recourse was made to
imported metal and to metal obtained from recasting broken ordnance,
bells and other sources of non-ferrous metal.

The production of ordnance for the state had not afforded
sufficient work to support the Brownes’ enterprise. In 1619 they were
making all the iron ordnance ordered by the government, yet over half
of their total output was taken by the Dutch. Access to the market
was essential if the business was to remain viable. John Browne
declared in 1620 that casting guns for the state occupied him for
about 10 days a year only.2 The low level of military activity in
England end the financial difficultiess’of the é;?ﬁgiﬁgégéégég:ggﬁghd
froem that quarter, but at the best of times the gunfounding industry
could not exist by supplying the state alone.

The greater part of the or8nance made by the Brownes for
Parliament went to the Navy as it had done in the past. Between July
164% and February 1644 John Browne received £3,095 15s 1054 .from the
officers of the QOrdnance in respect of ordnance and shot provided for
the Navy. A further £2,415 17s 644 was paid to him between February
1646 and January 1647 for supplies for the Fleets of 1645 and 1646.
The latter payments may have peen in part at least settlement for the
1 Harl. Mss, 429 ff. 121, 157, 159-16o

K.A.0. TR 1295/52 o
Aylmer, G.E. Studies in the ~institutions and personnel of English

central administration vol. 2 pp. 968-969
Jenkins, R. Trang. Newcomen Soc. vol, 44 1971-72 p. 149

Sainsbury, E.B, Cal. court minutes of the East India Co. 1644-49 p. 12

2 Jenkins op. cit. pp. 147, 148
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60 guns that Browne was required to cast for the Navy in March 1645.1
Deliveries of new ordnance to the land forces during the Civil Wars
were small by comparison.

Even~at this time, some of the ordnance made by the Brownes
were purchased by the Dutch. John Browne the younger stated in June
1645 that guns for disposal in the open market or to merchants were
delivered to the London ironmonger Samuel Ferrars. At that time
Ferrars was said to have ordered 300 small pieces./2 The Brownes did
not however, make irconwork for carriages and other military equipment
supplied to the Ordnance Office., This work was carried out mostly by
the master smith at the Tower.

On 7th October 1642 John Browne petitioned the EBouse of
Commons for a decision on the disposal of 20 pieces of ordnance
ordered from him in 1640 by someone who had since left the country.
The guns were now impounded at the Tower. Browne asked that either
they be taken for the use of the state or else he should be allowed
to sell them. His petition was referred to the Navy Committee.’’

During the early years of the Civil Wars large numbers of
ordnance were utilized én the extensive defence works which were
erected about London. Few if any of these appear to have been made
by the Brownes expressly for this purpose. The House of Commons
ordered on 10th November 1642 that all the ordnance made by the
Brownes in Kent be sent to London. Yet at that time John Browne was
apparently laying off men for want of work.ﬂ?Faced with the immediate
problems of equiﬁping and maintaining an army, it would have been
difficult for the Parliament to have provided ready cash for large

scale purchases of ordnance for land service,

1 E. 351/2664
C.S.P.D. 1644-5 pp. 359, 633
2 Ffoulkes, C. The gunfounders of England p. 76
C.5.P.D. 1644-5 p. 607
5 gp. cit. 1641~3 pp. 400-401
Can 164_0"'5 PP. 787, 798
¥.0. 55/%87 pp. 11, 13
4 C.5.P.D. 1645-7 p. 27




156

In April 1643 the Commons decided that 8 brass ordnance in
John Browne's hands should be removed to the Tower and kept there for
the rightful owner. Furthermore the Committee for Examinations was to
ingquire into the whereabouts of some mortar shells made by Browne and
to establish how 12 shells came to be between theiwa}Ls:suffbuﬁdiﬁg
Lambeth House.l As in the case of Samuel Cordweil, there is a
suggestion that Browne may have been reluctant to commit a high
proportion of his output to the Parliament without greater security
for psyment., As we have seen, some of his guns went to the Dutch, and
in 1645 he was selling some pieces privately in the London market.2
The officers of the Ordnance were ordered by the Committee of Safety
on 5th July 1643 to deliver to Browne all the broken pieces of
ordnance gt the Tower for recasting into new guns at the rate of
£16 10s a ton. Then on 12th September 1643 he received 4 tons of
chambers from the Tower for casting into drakes and other small
pieces of ordnance.3

The replacement of the Earl of Essex's train of artillery
following the surrender of his army in Cornwall in September 1644
created a fresh demand for brass field pieces. On 16th September the
Committee of Both Kingdoms instructed Sir Walter Erle to arrange for
the casting of 12 drakes. John Browne was told to alloy some metal>

received from Holland "with such metal as he shall think fit" and he
was to cast as many three-pounder drakes as possible.4

During the Civil Wars John Browne was involved in commercial
disputes and was suspected of political intrigue. He was a party to
a Chancery suit in which his agent, John Pearson of Philpott Lane,

Eastcheap, was also involved. Pearson claimed to have been engaged

in selling Browne's products and in protecting his gunfounding patent.

He alleged that Browne owed him large sums and that he had himself

1 ¢.J. 1640-3% p. 843; 1643-4 p. 37

2 Aylmer, G.E. Studies in the institutions and personnel of English
central administration vol. 2 p. 971

3 W.0. 55/160 ff. 23, 30
Add. Mss. 34,315 ff. 2%-24

4 C.S.P.D. 1644 p. 509
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purchased Browne's patent for him. Browne in turn accused Pearson

of embezzlement.l But in spite of the dispute Pearson continued to

act as Browne's ageni: According to John Browne the younger, &rdnance

for disposal in the open market were sent to Pearson from the ironworks

whilst those intended for the Oxdnance Office stores passed through

his hands on their way to the Tower.2

Pearson himself contracted for the supply of munitions to

the Parliament, although the work may have actually been carried out

by Browne. On 28th June 1645 the Army Committee contracted with

Pearson for 300 round shot. In the following month he received a

debenture for providing 2% tons of round shot for the garrisons of

Pembrokeshire.3 Pearson was one of those who gave evidence when the

Brownes were examined by the Commons as suspected Royalist ¢ i

sympathizers, in the summer of 1645.

During the winter of 1644-5 there had been a series of

Royalist intrigues in Kerit. which’ culminated in an unsucéésdful
- s - ~

uprising in April 1645.4 The Royalists had entertained hopes,

groundless or otherwise, of securing the allegiance ¢of the Brownes.

A letter written in May 1645 by Sir Thomas Walsingham, a member of a

leading Kentish family, to Lord Digby, suggested that John Browne was

a reluctant supplier:.of munitions to the Parliament and that he might

support a Royalist invasion of Kent. This letter had fallen into the

hands of the Parliament.

5

The Commons ordered on 23rd June 1645 that Browne and his son

be taken into custody and their papers confiscated.6 They were

examined before the Committee of Both Kingdoms. One of the allegations

1
2

O b

Edwards, 1. Trans. Denbighshire Hist. Soe. vol. 9 1960 p. 35

W.0. 47/1 p. 17

S.P. 28/19 f. 214

C.S5.P.D. 1645-7 p. B84

¥.0. 47/ p. 290

W.0. 49/v2 £. 69

Everitt, A.M. The Community of Kent and the Great Rebellion pp. 212-216
¢.S.P.D. 1644-5 pp. 607, 608

¢,J. 1644-6 p. 183
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made against Browne was that he had attended the King at the time of

the Five Members incident. Another of Browne's sons, Thomas, was a

pC
"‘—— e e =

e

Catholic. In his will John Brownealeft P%H;EEe ﬁgg'pfnfng?Qr:?pen he
shall be converted to the Protestant religion". At the hearing a
former empldyee stated that Browne had sent four‘men to cast ordnance
for the King "about four years previously"”, whilst Pearson declared
that one workman, Hugh Richardson, who had left Browne two years
previously, was now at Oxford. He was in fact working there ass a
brass founder. John Browne senior denied any knowledge of a Royalist
design against Kent. In the course of a second examination Qﬁ:?ﬁiﬁi}
“July,.he stated that about two and half years beforehand thirty men
had left his works as there was nothing for them to do. Richardson had
been dismissed for misappropriating money.

The charges against Browne were (::Eaﬁably néi‘regAEEEE‘;E
having been substantiated, for after ordering his release "upon good
security" on 28th August 1645 to await the decision of the House, the
Commons directed on 28th December 1645 that his ironworks be restored

i

to him "in the interests of the state" The need for his services may
have been such as to induce Parliament to discount any suggestion of
disloyalty. Browne's works had been bestowed in the meantime upon
Samuel Ferrars and Thomas Foley. The latter were now to be compensated
by Browne for the expenditure that they had incurred in undertaking a
contract for the Navy Committee,

Ferrars, of Thames Street in Tower Ward, was worthy of
inclusion in a list of potential contributors to a loan of £200,000

to the Crown in 1640.3 Foley was a member of a prominent family of

1 C.5.P.D. 1644-5 pp. 607, 619; 1645-7 p.
Straker, E. Wealden iron p., 164
Aylmer, G.E., Studies in the institutions and personnel of English
central adminstration vol. 2 p. 971
Roy, 1. The Royalist ordnance papers pt. 2 p. 473 note
K.A.0. TR 1295/23 f. 1
2,C.J. 1644-6 pp. 255, 390
3 Aylmer op. cit. vol. 2 p. 971
Dale, T.C. London citizens 1641-3 p. 35
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ironmasters established about Stourbridge in Worcestershire but with
widespread business interests in Britain and Ireland. In 1643 he
participated in a venture to manufaciure iron in Virginia. Thomas
Foley's father, Richard Foley, supplied ordnance and shot to the King
during the First Civil War., During the Commonwealth and FProtectorate,
Thomas Foley manufactured brass and iron ordnance for the Navy on a
large scale. He was an acquaintance of the former Army Chaplain
Richard Baxter and of Major General James Berry, a prominent figure
during the Interregnum. Yet Foley was apparently not an enthusiastic
supporter of Cromwell's regime.

These twe famiiies of ironmasters, the Foleys and the Brownes,
were connected by marriage. Thomas Foley married John Browne senior's
daughter Anne, He was an executor of Browne's will in which he was
left £3,000 for himself with a total of over £1,000 left in trust for
his children.1 The Foleys also had business contacts with the
Parliamentarian Sir Thomas Myddleton who was involved in ironworking
ventures chiefly in Denbighshire and Shropshire. There is a record of
s payment of £200 supposed to have been made to Sir Thomas by Robert
Foley, another of Richard Foley's sons, in 1643 but which was not in
fact settled until "after the warres" in 1649, About 1647 & slitting
mill was established by Sir Thomas Myddieton and his partners at
Wolverley near Kidderminster. The mill supplied iron products to the
Foleys and was eventually acgquired by them. Robert Foley was appointed
ironmonger to the Wavy O0ffice in 1660.2

No doubt the Foleys, like the Brownes, were motivated by
practical considerations in their dealings with one party or the
other during the Civil Wars and Interregnum. The manufacturing
interests of the Féleys 1aj primarily in the field of ironmongery

and hardware.(ﬁtjhough their principal works were at Stourbridge,

1 Palfrey, H.E. Trans., Wores. Arch. Soc. vol. 21 1944 pp. 5, 6
D.N.B. vol. 7 pp. 355-356
K.A.O. TR 1295/23 ff., 1, 3
2 Palfrey op. cit, p. 7
Edwards, I. Trans. Shropshire Arch. Soc. vol. 56 1957-60 pp. 190, 195
Rowlands, M.B. Masters and men pp. 64, 73, 88
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they were able to maintain their contacts with London during the
Civil Vars through Thomas and Robert Foley.
Meanwhile the Navy Committee had veen instructed by the
Commons in December 1645 to ensure thatfﬁoﬁ@_?;oéne\épﬁeared before
the House when required to do so and did nothing prejudicial towards
the Parliament. Browne continued to contract with Parliament until
his death in 1652, During these remaining years he was given control
of six additional furnaces in Sussex and Surrey, although it is
unlikely that all or even some of these were capable of cadting
ordnance.l
At his death Browne's interests were taken over by another:son,
George, his son in law Thomas Foley and Nathaniel Powell, But they
did not retain the predominant role as a supplier of ordnance to the
state that John Browne had performed. The expansion of the Navy during
the Commonwealth created a demand for guns and shot which could not
be met from the Wealden ironworks alone. In 1653 government sponsored
ironworks were established in the Forest of Dean. 2 Yet some idea of
the scale of John Browne's operations can be gained from an inventory
of ordnance, shot and materials lying at Brenchley and Horsmonden,
which was drawn up about 1650. There were 130 guns ranging in size
from demi-culverin to demi-cannon valued at some £6,200, together with
smaller pieces worth a further £4,200. There were also 170 tons of
round shot valued at £2,300 and quantities of coal, wood, metal and
tools worth a further £2,360. In his will John Browne left a total of
over £13,000 in legacies to members of his family.3
The QOrdnance Office‘receipts books record the delivery of a
large quantity of munitions by John Browne during 1643. It is
unlikely that such large amounts were procured expressly for land

service although some may well have been used for that purpose. The

1 C.J. 1644-6 p. 390

Aylmer, G.E. The state's servants p. 39
Straker, E. Wealden iron p. 164

2 Hammond, W.N. The administration of the English navy pp. 275, 276,
490 note

3 K.A.O0. TR 1295/23 ff. 2-3; 1295/54 unfol.
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munitions comprised 17,314 round shot, 4,120 hand grenades and 36
brass ordnance. During the same period 1,328 round shot and 105
grenades were delivered to the Ogdnance Office by Owen Rowe.1 The
delivery of a further 910 round shot and 3 iron ordnance by Browne
during 1644 is recorded in a ledger ostensibly listing receipts of
munitions for the Fleet, although the entry is marked "lgpiJgervice".2
égéﬁiﬁ;fhgsétqerg brébgbly ordered for the Navy but were pre-empted
for land service. Browne also made deliveries to the Parliamentarian
forces directly. Captain Peter Cannon, Purveyor General to the Earl
of Essex's train of artillery, recorded the receipt of 3% tons of
round shot from him on 13th and 20th May 1644.5 Deliveries of ordnance
and shot by John Browne to the Ordnance Office stores for land
service are summarized in Appendix two. The quantities delivered for
the use of the Navy during these years were of course much greater.
Deliveries to the Ordnance O0ffice land stores of the more
significant kinds of munitions other than gunpowder, ordnance and
shot are recorded in Appendix three. The contributions of individual
contractors are not identified there, although the names of the more
prominent suppliers have been mentioned already.4
It will be seen that by far the greater quantities were
received during the later years of the Civil Wars from 1645 onwards,
when procurement was largely in the hands of the Army Committee and of
the Committee for Powder, Match and Shot. During the period March 1645
to April 1646 the value of the known contracts notified to the officers
of the Ordnance by the Army Committee amounts to £59,206 0Os 104, The
records of contracts which are now available are most likely incomplete.5
On the other hand, there were considerable quantities of some kinds of

munitions, particularly ordnance and shot, which were already in store

in 1642 and consequently available for distribution during the earlier

W.0. 55/1660 ff. 13-14, 22
Add. Mss. 25,585 f. 44
S.P. 28/15 f£. 28

See chapter six

W.0. 47/1 passim

L.M. 246-78/709 passim

P o
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years of the Civil Wars.l These stores were virtually exhausted by
the end of 1644.

Additions to the Ordnance Office land stores during the first
vear and a half of the conflict are scarcely noteworthy. They
consisted mostly of small amounts of gunpowder and arms., At the same
time the officers of the Ordnence purchased some items of equipment
for the use of local forces, such as bullet moulds for Lord Fairfax,
field carriages for the Earl of Manchester and gunners' instruments
for Sir William Brereton. These were paid for out of money received
from the Army Treasurer, Sir Gilhert Gerard, whe advanced £1,059 to
the officers of the Ordnance between November 1642 and October 16453,
This sum may be compared with the £6,103 advanced by the Navy
Treasurer during the same period, out of which £4,300 was spent on
Navy stores and associated freight charges between November 1642 and
February 1644. These provisions were brought in by Ordnance Office
artificers and by outside contractors, most of whom subsequently
contracted for the supply of the land stores.

It is clear therefore that virtually the whole of the
resources available for the procurement of munitions, clothing and
equipment for the Parliamentarian forces were until 1644 channelled
outside the Ordnance Office and through the Committee of Safety and
its agents, the City Militia Committee and through direct Yinks
between suppliers and the various armies.2

Apart from conventional deliveries, the Ordnance Office stores
were from time to time augmented by the return of arms and equipment
which had been, issued earlier and by the seizure of stores of munitions
which either belonged to or might be secured by the enemy. The
magazine established at Hull for the English army raised in the
Second Eishops' War was then the largest in the country. It was
transferred to London in April 1642 after the King had attempted to
1 See chapter eleven

2 8.P., 28/264 ff. 20, 206, 207, 238
E. 351/2664

See also chapter ten

-



163

gain control of Hull. A further addition to the Tower magazine came
in September 1642 when a ship arrived from Hull with 1,000 tents and
B50 pairs of pistol holsters sent by Sir John Hotham who was then
governor of that place.1

Furthermore, a considerable quantity of arms was seized at
the royal armoury at Greenwich at the beginning of the Civil Wars.

In August 1643 a fortuitous supply of munitions was obtained from a
Danish ghip detained in the Thames with a large cargo of arms intended
for Newcastle.5

In the same way thiat munitions in the ﬁagaﬂines of ships of
the Fleet at sea were still regarded as being part of the Navy stores,
to which unexpended portions were to be returned, so arms and
ammunition which had been issued out of the Tower for land service
formed part of the total resources of the Ordnance Office.

The reorganisation of the Parliamentarian armies at the end
of 1644 made a proportion of these munitions available for
redistribution. This waa the case with the trains of artillery in
particular. On 23rd<April 1645 the Army Committee ordered that all
the ordnance, ammunition and equipment belonging to the Earl of
Manchester's former train of artillery, which had been sent from
Cambridge, be delivered into the stores. On the following day 5 field
guns, a mortar, ammunition, carts, gunners' implements, tools and
other accessories were brought to the Tower and to the Minories.4
Other contributions from the former army of the Eastern Association
included a quantity of arms from the.magazine at King's Lynn which
was sent to the Tower in March or April 1645 for the use of the New
Model Army, and a small amount of clothing forwarded by the High
Collector for Cambridgeshire in March 1647.5
1 C.J. 1640-% p. 753

C.3.P.D. 1641-% p. 333

W.0. 55/1754 f. 1
Roy, 1. The Royalist ordnance papers pt. 1 p. 13

2
3 c.J. 164%-4 pp. 199, 204, 211, 244
4 é.o. 4791 p. 229
W.0. 55/1664 pp. 21-23
5 85.P. 28/29 f. 296; 28/41 f. 376




164

Captain Peter Cannon, formerly purveyor general to the train
of artillery in the Earl of Essex's army, still had some stores in
his-possession in 1645. On 28th March the Army Committee directed him
to deliver them to the Tower. A week later the House of Commons made
an order threatening Cannon with arrest if he refused. An undated note
by Cannon, apparently written at this time, iists 200 spades, 130
barrels of musket shot, board tilts, grease and boxes of tools, all
of which he had bought, which constituted "those provisions not yet
delivered". He asked that the rent of the storehouse be paid for,
"amountiné to VIIIli for two years" and requested an order for the
delivery of the above items.1 Finally, a total of 2,645 muskets
belonging to the Army which had been repaired and cleaned at the
expense of the Army treasureré were returned to the stores by the
Commissary in February 1648.2

Besides the deliveries of stores contracted for by the Army
Committee which are inciuded in Appendix three, there is a category
represented by munitions ‘ordered by the Committee and paid for by
the Army treasurefs, but not recorded in the Ordnance Office receipts
books. Since it is not clear whether or not these provisions were
brought to the Tower;’they have been listed separately in Appendix
four. Swords, clothing and footwear figure prominentiy in this
category, as do suits of armour, (backs, breasts and pots), although
the latter have not been included in the appendix. With the exception
of the cutlers and armourers, most of the suppliers of these provisions
are known to have supplied the Ordnance Office stores on other
occasions.

With regard to shoes and stockings, these were sometimes
delivered directly by local manufacturers whilst the Army was on the
March. There is no obvious explanation of the infrequent appearance

of swords and suits of armour in the Ordnance Office receipts books.

1 C.J. 1644-6 p. 101
IW.0. 47/1 p. 221
2 S p, 28/51 ff. 263, 265, 267; 28/140 ff. 136-142
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Cnly 300 swords are recorded as having been delivered to the land
stores during the Civil Wars. Other weapons such as pistols, muskets
and pikes are in most cases recorded in the receipts books. In the
absence of definite information it has been assumed that the
guantities of munitions listed in Appendix four were not in fact
brought to the Tower.

Lastly, we may briefly survey the organisation of munitions
procurement on the Royalist side, although a direct quantitative
comparison cannot readily be made. Deliveries to the stores at
Oxford are selectively recorded in the edition of the Royalist
ordnance documents. Howéver, the records of receipts and deliveries
relate to the magazine with the Army in the field and to the magazine
maintained by the Royalists at Reading until 1644 as well as to the
stores at Oxford. The most significant deliveries to the Royalist
Ordnance Office appear to have taken place during 1643 and the earlier
part of 1644, at which time deliveries for land service to the
Parliamentarian Ordnance Office were at a low level.

Although lacking an established focal point for manufacture
and trading in munitions, the Royalists nevertheless had acceas to
considerable resources in terms of English and foreign munitions
dufing the First Civil War. At Oxford and Bristol in particular,
existing manufacturing facilities were utilised and expanded and new
ones were created, Local craftemen and tradesmen were employed
together with foreign artificers and one or two former employees at
the Tower.

The manufacture of essential commoditfes such as saltpetre,
gunpowder and match was organised at Oxford and foundries for casting
in iron and non-ferrous metal were set up. A number of wealthy City
merchants such as Sir George Strode and 3ir George Bynicn atiOxford r)

—
and John Shaw at Antwerp were invodved in the procurement and custody

of munitions and clothing for the Royalists. For ordnance, round shot

and related munitions the ironworks of Shropbhire, Worcestershire and
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the Forest of Dean were relied upon.1

As on the Parliamentarian side, deliveries to the Ordnance
Office stores at Oxford did not by any means represent the total
amount of munitions made available to the Royalist forces. It was
impossible to achieve the manufacture of sufficient quantities of
arms and ammunition in the areas controlled by the Royalists,
therefore imports were of great importance. Because of the land
locked situation of Oxford, access to ports such as Bristol, Weymouth
and Newcastle was essential. The particular importance of Bristol was
reflected in the presence there of an Ordnance Office official,
Richard Marsh, with his clerks between 164% and 1645, during which
time he was responsible for organising the importing and manufacture
of munitions.2

An examination of the gquantities of munitions delivered to
the stores at Oxford during 1643% shows that the amounts compare
favourably with those received at the land stores of the Ordnance
Office at the Tower in the same year. Yet procurement for the
Parijiamentarian forces was taking place on & considersble scale at
that time even though the Ordnance Office did not figure prominently
in it. Nor is there any suggestion of deliveries to the Royalist
Ordnance Office on a scale comparable to that enjoyed by its
Parliamentarian counterpart between 1645 and 1648. The powder maker
at Oxford in 164%, William Baber, rarely delivered more than 10
barrels at a time, whilst large scale receipts of any kind of munitions
oceur infrequently.3

Taking into account procurement from all sources for the
forces of both King and Parliament, it is clear that the Royalists
were unable to match the breadth and depth of the manufacturing and
commercial resources available to the Parliament, although on both
gides lack of money prevented the exploitation of English and foreign
1 Roy, I. The Royalist ordnance papers passim
2 ibid.

3 Roy op. cit. pt. 1 pp. 64-122
See Appendices one, two and three
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sources of supply to their fullest potential. Vhilst he wés at
Bristol, Richard Marsh declared early in 1644 that given the
necessary funds he could organise the production of a ton of musket
shot and at least 15 barrels of powder a week. In the following year
he promised an annual output of 15,000 muskets and 5,000 pikes
provided that money could he made available.l

At a time when the Royalist war effort was faltering during
1644 and 1645, that of the Parliamentarians was to rise(ito new levels
in 1645 and 1646 in spite of the effects of financial and administrative
deficiencies. AL the same time the role of the Ordnance 0ffice in
procurement for the Parliamentarian forces was revitalised after a
pericd during which little had been done 3o offset the outflow of
accumulated munitions from the Tower.

The central importance of one city, London, in the procurement
and distribution of munitions was not reproduced on the Royalist side.
A number of places, such as Oxford, Bristol, Worcester, Weymouth and
Newcastle, played a part in the manufacture, importation and
distribution of munitions, but neither individually nor collectively
did they possess the manufacturing and commercial resocurces and the
established trading connections of the capital. Bristol came closgest
to fulfilling a comparable role for the King, but the Royalists did
not have the means to deveidp the city adequately as a centreldfiwar
production and ultimately they were deprived of Bristol's rescurces
through being unable to guarantee its security.

Because of this network characteristic of munitions
procurement and distribution on the Royalist side, the loss of one
or more of these key towns, or the interruption of communications
between them, was of serious consequéence. Such a process began in
1644 and there soon followed a series of defeats in the field which
fatally undermined the King's military position and so rendered

super{luous the Royalist Ordnance Office unless fresh manpoweér, .

1 Roy, I. The Royaiist ordnance papers pt. 1 pp. 38-39
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could be obtmined. By contrast procurement for the Parliamentarian
Ordnance 0ffice was carried on within a relatively compact and secure
area of South East England which was alsc well situated for contacts
with the Continent. Although Parliament was often concerned about
security in London and the adjoining counties, it was the distribution
of the munitions once acquired to outlying armies and garrisons which

pregsented more of a problem for much of the Civil War period.
A
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Chapter Eight

The Cost of Munitions

In considéring the prices paid for munitions, c¢lothing and
equipment delivered to the Ordnance Office stores during the Civil
Wars, a distinction may be made between on the one hand those
commodities which experienced perceptible fluctuations in price and
on the other those supplies which underwent little or no change in
price. In the first category are to be found such 'basic' munitions
as gunpowder and match for which there was & continuous and heavy
demand. The second group comprises such items as clothing, toéls and
pieces of equipment for which demand was on occasions high, as when
an army was preparing to take the field. Many of the commodities in
this last category were not of an exclusively military nature and
were widely used in everyday life:. Finally, for the purposes of
comparison, some prices_of.munitiOns whiéh were not supplied through
the Ordnance - Office have been included, together with examples of
prices paid on the Royalist side,.

The sourcesa of information ébout prices are the records of
contracts and debentures and the warrants for payments to contractors
by the Army treasurers, which are to be found in the Commonwealth
Exchequer Papers for the years 1645 to 1648. Records of prices paid
for stores during the first two years of the War are not available,
although this was not a period when deliveries to the Ordnance Office
land stores were very significant.

The prices allowed for many kinds of munitions were either
determined by those obtaining in earlier contracits or else they
corresponded %o the ruling market price for the commodities in
question. Such prices may well have undergone little change since
before the Civil Wars. The undercutting of contractors by unofficial
suppliers of the Ordnance Office stores, of which there is some

evidence before 1642, is less likely to have occurred during the
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Civil Wars.

The Commission on the Ordnance of 1619 had pointed to the
fact that the prices paid by the Ordnance Office for munitions were
higher than those paid to merchants in the open market.1 Such a
discrepancy encouraged direct deals with merchants rather than
procurement through the Ordnance Office., It was this factor which
allied to the inabiltity of the Office to provide of itas own volition
a wide range of munitions quickly and in quantity accounted for the
traditional reliance upon the merchant community for much of what was
required when raising an army. In the earlier years of the Civil Vars
gomething of this system persisted with regard to the procurement of
munitions for the Parliamentarian forces. However, as the conflict
continued the process.of procurement became incremsingly subject to
regulation by Parliament with the Ordnance 0ffice serving as a
repository of the munitions acquired. There is some evidence that
this trend had the effect of reducing some of the disadvantages of
procuring munitions through the Ordnaence 0fficse.

The urgent needs of the Parliamentarian forces and the weak
financial position of the Parliament strengthened the hand of
contractors with regard to price and the terms of payment. In July
1644 Sir Walter Erle reported that he and the other officers had
been uneble to reach agreement with John Freeman on the price of 100
barrels of powder, and asked that Freeman be permitted to take them

away again.2

4

- In certain instances carriage and labour costs were specified

as separate elements in the price to be paid. This usually applied to
bulk commodities such as gunpowder and round shot which were
transported to the Tower from outside London and t& cases where some
special activity such as the setting up of equipment was involved,

The availability and cost of ammunition is of vital importance

1 Add. Mss. %6,777 f£. 19
2 W.0. 47/1 p. 72
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in any conflict. The movements of prices paid for gunpowder, match

and musket shot delivered to the Ordnance Office land stores during
the Civil Wars are shown on the graphs in Appendix five. Although this
aspect is not considered here, it should be borne.in mind that much

of the munitions and equipment referred to was also needed for the
Navy and that provision for the Parliamentarian land forces
represented only a part of the total demand,

The fluctuations sﬁown on the graphs should not be interpreted
too closely, since the gata from which they are derived represents
only a proportion of the total number of transactions involving the
provision of ammunition which actually took place. However, in the
case of both gunpowder and match, there is a broadly similar trend
not only for each of the two categories of munitions but also for
each variety of gunpowder and match. Prices rose to a peak during
the years 1645 and 1646 when demand from the English and Scottish
forces was at a high level, and declined thereafter. A comparison
with the quantities of gunpowder and match delivered during this
same period shows a broadly similar trend, with the exception of an
upsurge in the last year of the War.l It is interesting to note that
during the 1650's the price of gunpowder delivered to the Ordnance
Office stores ranged between £3 1l6s and £4 168 a barrel.2

Gunpowder made in England from foreign saltpetre was somewhat
dearer, on average by about 53 or 10s a barrel, than that made from
English saltpetre, Records of deliveries of foreign gunpowder to the
Ordnance Office stores are not numerous, but they indicate that
barrel for barrel such powder cost more or less the same as English
powder. Some foreign powder sold to the Committee of Safety during
1643 was about 5s a barrel cheaper than its English counterpart.3
Likewise Dutch or flémish match was roughly the same price, or even
cheaper in some instances, tihian the Englisgh product, However, a true

1l See Appendices one and three
2 Hammond, W.N, The admninistration of the Fnglish navy p. 493 note

3 5.P. 28/264 ff. 27, 28, 309, 310, 371, 372
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comparison of the prices of domestic and imported munitions must
take into account the additional costs incurred in procarement and
shipment from the Continent.

The price of saltpetre was the most significant element in
the price of guﬁpowder. At the beginning of the Civil Wars, the price
of saltpetre sold by the East India Company to the licensed powder
maker was £3 10s a hundredweight. By 1645 the the price had risen to
£4 10s a hundredweight, falling again to £3 12s in 1648. In the
following year the Company's saltpetre was secured for the state at
£4 53 a hundredweight.

Although in some years prices were driven up by competition
between the Parliamentarian gunpowder makers and other would be
purchasers, it appears that over the Civil War period as a whole

-

price levels were determined more by the cost of obtaining the

saltpetre in - Java. and by the rate of exchange for the rials of eight

in which the transactions were made., The Company pointed to these

factors in Jjusti .fication of its demand for a higher price for its

saltpetre in 164%. In February 1648 the Company had agreed to pay the

owners of a chartered vessel £22 10s a ton fozrShfbmént”bfiﬁélgggfre
.up to a mgxiﬁﬁm of 50 tons.1 |

On the other hand, the numbér of persons willing and able to
buy the East India Company's saltpetre if the state were excluded was
small. Thexre was a risk that the Company would be lett with unsold
saltpetre, which could not be re-exported, if it demanded too high a
price. Similarly, the English saltpetre makers were left with stocks
on their hands due to the inability of Parliament to finance purchases
by the gunpowder manufacturers. Saltpetre was imported not only by the
East India Company but atso by William Courteen and oiher merchants

such as Richard Hill in the early years of the Civil Wars.2
Turning to the cost of English saltbetre, the price is
1 Sainsbury, E.B. Cal. court minutes of the East India Co. 1640-43

P. 2%2; 1644-49 pp. 112, 259, 296, 346
2 See above pp. 140, 141
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recorded as being equivalent to £4 1ls 4d a hundredweight in August
1644, whilst in March 1645 the price of "foreign" saltpetre is given
as £4 19s. For gunpowder made with saltpetre provided by the
Parliament the contractors were allowed £1 per barrel.1

From 1644 to 1646 the demand for ammunition was maintained
at a high level not only by the requirements of the English and
Scottish armies, but by those of local forces and garrisons as well.
During these years an increasing number of places fell into the hands
of the Parliamment, and the more important of them had to be defended.
Sigﬁificantly, it was also at this time that there is most evidence
of the importing of ammunition for the Ordnance Office stores. On the
other hand, the price of musket shot supplied to the 0ffice does not
follow any particular trend. It appears that despite its importance
as a commodity, the price of lead shot was not clearly responsive to
the fluctuations of supply and demand. Nevertheless, there were
serious shortages of lead shot during 1645 in particular. The prices
of other kinds of ammunition remained relatively stable compared to
those of gunpowder and match. The cost of round shot remained around
£12 or £1% a ton, whilst hand grenadea continued to sell for 2s 6d
each.

Although the prices of 'key' munitions such as gunpowder
were subject to the influence of such obvious factors as the level
of demand and the availability of raw materials, there are a number
of other indeterminate factors which may also have influenced prices.
They include the attitudes of suppliers, the financial standing of
Pariiament and the extent of price inflation during the Civil War
period. During the Commonwealth, for instance, the price of gunpowder
was influenced to some extent by the source of revenue upon which
the contract was secured. The powder makers were prepared to reduce
the price slightly in return for better security.2 This same

1 W.0. 49/82 £. 14
2 Hammond, W.N. The administration of the English navy p. 281
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consideration may also have applied during the Civil War period.

It is interesting to note that a composite index of the
prices of essential commodities such as foodstuffs, fuels and textiles,
reproduced in part here, suggests that during the ‘seventeenth century
as & whole there was comparative stability of prices; and that during
the 1640's in particular prices moveddownwards slightly during the
earlier years of the Civil Wars and then moved more sharply upwards
between 1647 and 1650, in the latter year reaching their highest

level of the century.1
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The trend of essential commodity prices‘sﬁown.here is the
reverse of that displayed by the prices of gunpowder, match and some
other kinds of munitions which appear to have declined somewhat in
the later years of the Civil Wars. The factors governing the prices
of essential commodities and of ﬁunitions are ndt of course identical.,

Because gunpowder and match were needed more or less
continuously, and because the demand for them was directly related
to the level of military activity, the prices of these commodities
were the most responsive to external influences. As we shall see, -
the prices of other sorts of munitions, equipment and clothing
supplied to the Ordnance Office stores for land service tended to

experience less variation with no obvious correlation with the ebb

1 Phelps Brown, E.H. and Hopkin&j S.V. Economica new ser. vol. 23
Nov. 1956 p. 313
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and fiow of military activity. The demand for such munitions and
equipment tended to be more sporadic than that for ammunition and it
wag generally at its highest level when an army was preparing for the
field or when losses had to be made good. The prices of some of the
more significant kinds of munitions, equipment and clothing which
were at varioua times recorded during the Civil Wars are listed in
Appendix six,.

Not all the commodities supplied to the Ordnance Office
gstores were of an exclusively military nature, In addition to those
items referred to in Appendix six, a wide range of tools, implements,
covering materials, chemicals and other requisites was procured.
Although the demand created by an army preparing for the field may
have had some local influence on prices and perhaps created temporary
gcarcities, it is likely that the prices paid for commodities which
were alsc in everyday use corresponded to those prevailing in the
open market. A survey of prices paid for certain naval stores,
including candles, tallow, twine, textiles and metals, indicates that
during the Civil Wars prices remained fairly stable with no definite
trend either upwards or downwards.l This confirms the impression that
the prices of such commodities were not significantly affected by
demand from military sources during the Civil Wars.

The prices paid to contractors for many kinds of munitions
and equipment were no doubt similar to those prevailing before the
Civil Wars. As long ago as 1620 Ordnance Office contractors were
being paid 17s 6d for a musket, 38 2d for a pike and £10 to £1% a ton
for musket shot.2 Minor variations in price during the Civil War
period should not be regarded as very significant since there are a
number of imponderables whiah may have influygncedsthe prices allowed
in individual c¢ontracts. It is nevertheless c¢lear that there was no
general upward trend in prices insofar és provision for the Ordnance

1 Beveridge, W.E. Prices and wages in England vol. 1 pp. 672-673%
2 Add. Mss. 36,777 f£. 19




176

Office land stores is concerned. As we have seen, there is a
suggestion of a downward trend after 1645 in certain cases.

There are a number of possible reasons for such a trend. The
predominant position of the Army Committee in the busineas of
procurement from 1645 onwards may have enabled it to Hold down prices
by bargaining more effectively, contracting for larger quantities
and by appearing to offer somewhat vetter prospects for payment.
There is some eévidence that the prices secured by the Army Committee
were somewhat lower than those charged by the same contractors to
other customers. In May 1645 the gunsmith William Fell sold matchlock
and snaphance muskets to Colonel John Browne for 138 and 17s each
respectively, at a time when he and other gunsmiths were supplying
the Army magazine at the Tower for lls 64 and 15s 64 respectivély.1
Insufficient though they proved to be, the financial and

administrative measures introduced for the upkeep of the New Model

Army offered prospective suppliers :7___V a better chance of payment
than did previous arrangements. Accordingly, they may have been more
willing to accept lower prices,

Furthermore, the position of suppliers was by 1645 being
weakened in theory ati{least by a decrease in the number of potential
buyers on the Parliamentarian side as a result of the reduction of
local forces and garrisons wnich had previously been competing for
supplies. The disorganised state of the market and the host of official
and private buyers at the beginning of the Civil Wars would naturally
have tenﬁed to drive up prices. The gradual disappearance of these
conditions may have contributed to a decline in price levels after 1645.

The remodelling of the Parliamentarian armies was accompanied
by a reorganisation of the business of procurement, so that a decreasge
in prices paid by the Parliasment may have been due to administrative
as well as economic factors. Another possibility is that the Army

1 S.P. 28/30 f. 18
W.0. 47/1 pp. 208, 210
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Committee may have insisted on the use of cheaper materials with
simpler workmanship. The price of weapons such as pistols varied
considerably according to the elaborateness of the design. Yet the
formation of the Army Committee cannot alone be held responsible for
any reduction in price levels. The prices of gunpowder and of match
seem to have declined somewhat in the later stages of the Civil War,
whilst responsibility for the procurement of these commodities was
shared by the Committee for Powder, Match and Shot and the Army and
Navy Committees.

Three years of war may have provided contractors with the
opportunity to organise themselves to take advantage of the market
afforded by the creation of a large body of soldiery in England which
needed arms, clothing and equipment. On the other hand, the continued
existence of the New Model Army was by no means a certainty and by
1647 a considerable body of opinion in the City and in Parliament
was in favour of disbanding it.

The prices given in Appendix six are in all cases for munitions
which are asssumed %o be new, although it cannot be established in
every case that they were not second hand. In April 1645 600
matchlock muskets and 50 snaphance muskets were contracted for with
Lieutenant General Hammond. These weapons were probably not new, and
the prices paid for them, 103 and 14s respectively, were slightly
lowers«than those normally charged for muskets.l

It will be useful to compare the prices of munitions and
other commodities delivered to the Ordnance Office stores with those
paid by other buyers, particularlx pecause in many cases the same
suppliers served both the Office and other customers as well, A
selection of these prices is given in Appendix seven., It is apparent
that in the early stages of the Civil Wars when there wes great
demand from bothk the principal armies and local forces upon the
resources of the London market, the prices of weapons were higher

1 W.0. 47/1 p. 236
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than those subsequently paid by the Army Committee on:-behalf of the
Army magazine at the Tower from 1645 onwards.

Such basic requirements as muskets, swords, pistols and
saddles all cost more in the earlier years before they were bought
in any quantity for the Ordnance 0ffice land stores. On the other
hand, the price of ammunition purchased in the London market does
not appear to have differed much from that paid for supplies brought
to the Tower.

. It is difficult to generalise about the prices paid for
munitions in the provinces, since these could vary greatly in
accordance with the prevailing conditions. Since there was little of
anything available in quantity that was not obtained from London or
imported, such mnunitions as were available in remote areas had an
additional scarcity value. Gunpowder was manufactured in several
localities but not in sufficient quantity to afford self-sufficiency
to.any local force or garrison. Local commanders or their agents who
resorted to making purchases in London could well find that they were
at a disadvantage on account of their comparatively small requirements
and often limited funds. Consequently they could be obliged to pay
higher prices than those paid by buyers for the principal
Parliamentarian forces and they might also have to acdept inferior
quality. The competition for munitions and equipment of all kinds
during the First Civil War naturally put the small buyer at a
disadvantage.

Sir Samuel Luke's quartermaster Pelham Moore told him on
1st April 1645 that he had bought’/three cases of pistols fér £12 28 64
"and I told the party I bought them ¢f, they were too dear by £4".
Not only weapons were expenéive: "Wheelbarrows are very dear visz,

58 a piece though of the slightest making".1 Yet statements that
munitions were available only at high prices do not always seem: to
have been literally correct. The Scottish commissioners in London

1 Tibbutt, H.G. The letter books of Sir Samuel Luke pp. 494, 500
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reported in June 1644 that no pistols were available for less than
ACs & pair, in cash, yet in the previous month they were being sold
by Owen Rowe for él 143 s pair.1

In those areas where they were able to procure munitions in
reasonable quantities, the Royalists paid prices which did not differ
very much from those paid by the Parliament. During 1643 the Royalists
paid £14 to £15% a ton for iron ordnance, £13% to £15 a ton for round
shot and £30 a ton for match. it Bristol during the Royalist
occupation of the city, musket shot could be cast for £16 a ton and
gunpowder could be bought for £4 108 to £5 a barrel. Muskets were
evailable for 18s apiece.2

Imported munitions were of course more expensive, whilst
imports were overall a more vital source of supply for the King's
party than they were for the Parliament. The latter not only bought
directly from the Contiﬂent but slgodealt with the trading companies
and the English and foreign merchants in London who had established
contacts overseas. In December 1643 a Royalist agent in Antwerp
negotiated the purchase of muskets at £1 3s each, pistols at £2 1lé6s
a pair and match at €37 a ton.3
1 Meikle, H.W. Correspondence of the Scots Commissioners p. 33
*, 8.P. 28/15 f. 8
2 C.8.P.D. 1641-3 pp. 479, 488, 504

Roy, I. The Royalist ordnance papers pt. 1 p. 38; pt. 2 p. 515 note
3 op. cit, pt. 2 p. 373 S
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Chapter Nine

The Payment of Contractors

Ordnance Office contractors, including those who were also
members of the establishment at the Tower, were normally paid either
in cash or "ready money", oxr upon presentation of a debenture, or by
a combination of the two methods comprising part payment in cash with
a debenture for the remainder. Payments in cash by the officers of
the Ordnance, the Lieutenant excepted, were made during the Civil
Wars out of money advanced by the treasurers of the Army and of the
Navy. Since only a small sum was paid to the Office during 1642 and
1643 by Sir Gilbert Gerard as Army treasurer, the majority of these
cash payments were made in connection with provision for the Navy.
Almost all the contracts for land service which were settled by the
officers of the Ordnance during the Civil War period involved the
issue of a debenture. These were charged upon the various sources of
revenue which were allocated to the Ordnance Office from time to time.

Most of the payments in cash for stores brought to the land
stores were made by Sir John Wollaston and his fellow treasurers
between 1645 and 1648. The payments were made out of the proceeds of
the loans and assessments raised for the maintenance of Sir Thomas
Parrfax's army. The greater part of the sums expended on supplies for
the 1and stores therefore did not pass through the hands of the
officers of the Ordnance, whilst those funds which did go to the
Otftice were handled both by the senior officers and by the Lieutenant.
From 1644 onwards the Lieutenant received money from several sources
including the excise commissioners, the Army treasurers and the
various revenue committees.

The purchase of munitions for the Ordnance Office land stores
did not assume significant proportions until 1644, During the first
two years of the Civil War large quantities of munitions were
purchased outgside the Ordnance Office by agents of the Committee of

Safety, by ihe City Militia Committee and by representatives of armies
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and garrisons. These were mostly paid {q;fﬁiéﬁiéérraﬁfs issueg;to.the
Treasurer of the Army by the Committee of Safety and the Earl of
Essex. Yet a considerable proportion of the munitions acquired in
these early years was still. unpaid for in 1645, when the task of
assessing arrears andigxamining creditors was given to the
Committee for Taking the Accounts of the Kingdom.l

As the War contiﬁued and Parliament became less creditworthy,
potential suppliers were encouraged to insist upon at least part
payment in cash with security for the payment of the remainder., This
particularly applied to large scale contractors such as the gunpowder
manufacturers, who because of the vital nature of their product an&
the impossibility of meeting the Parliament's requirements solely out
of imported supplies were in the best position to exact safisfactory
termg for the settlement of theilr contracts. Yet they too %ere owed
large sums. Because of the financial difficulties which threatened
the supply of munitions, Parliament itself had to intervene directly
in the business of settling contracts.

This situation persisted into the Commonwealth period, with
suppliers demanding more rapid payment and good security Eor the
delivery of further supplies. By 1655 the officers of the Ordnance
were obliged to declare that they would be unable to procure any
additional stores for the Navy unlesgss the Treasurer was ordered to
sBettle outstanding debentures up to £10 in value.2

As an illustration of the Parliament's present difficulties,
Sir Oliver Luke told his son Sir Samuel Luke, then governor of Newport
Pagnell, in November 1644 that arms could only be obtained for cash,

3

"for they will not trust the state with any more".” Earlier, the

House of Commons had resolved on 8th April 1644 to ask the Lieutenant
of the Ordnance to ascertain what quantities of gunpowder were
available in the City and upon what terms 1,000 barrels with a
1 S.P. 28/264 f. 433

See alsotchapter ten

2 Hammond, W.N, The administration of the English navy p. 281
3 T;bbutt. H.G. The letter books of Sir Samuel Luke p. 385
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proportional quantity of match and shot could be obtained. The
ammunition was needed for a projected relief of Gloucester and the
establishment of a magazine there. The Lieutenant was also asked to
consider how 100 barrels of powder with match and shot could be
provided for Sir William Waller's army.

In the following June the Lieutenant prevailed upon John
Berisford, who was owed large sums, to provide 300 barrels of powder
for the Earl of Essex's army. Berisford's terms were an iﬁitiél i
payment of one third in cash and as security for the remainder the
timber belonging to a recusant's estate in Norfolk. The proceeds of
the sale of this wood were also to go towards settling a debt of £504
due to Berisford for powder supplied during the past year. However,
on 20th June 1644 the Commons ordered the Lieutenant of the Ordnance
to provide one ton of match and one ton of musket shot out of a sum
of £500, most of which had been assigned to Berisford.2

Owing to the shortage of ready cash, saltpetre was sometimes
employed in part settlement of gunpowder contracts whilst at the sane
time providing the wherewithal for further supplies of powder, To!)
take the case of John Berisford again, on 20th April 164# the
Committee of Both Kingdoms directed Sir Walter Erle to deliver 10 tons
of saltpetre‘to him. This petre was to be regarded as a settlement of
one third of a devt of £2,700 due to him for powdei which he had
delivered to the Ordnance Office stores. Ten days later it was stated
that Berisford was still owed £900., The Commons ordered that the
money be paid by the Committee at Haberdashers Hall on 24th June 1644.3

Then on 10th September 1644 it was noted that Sir Walter Erle
had'"upon his owne Creditt", that is, upon the security of saltpetre
provided by the Ordnance 0ffice, procured 118 barrels of gunpowder
for the armies of the Earl of Essex and Sir William Waller at a total
cost of £490 7a 6d. Seventy barrels had been made by John Berisford
1 C.J. 1643-4 p. 452

C.5.P.D. 1644 p. 98

2 C.J. 164%-4 pp. 518, 536
3 op. cit. p. 474

C.S5.P.D. 1644 p. 129
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from saltpetre Bought by the Parlisment -from the City merchant Richard
Hill. Berisford was allowed £1 a barrel for this powder. Debentures
for £70 and £420 7s 63 were made out to Berisford and Hill
regpectively. The money was to be paid out of such sums as Erle had
received since the contract was mmde and out of such as he would in
future receive for the provision of munitions.1

Another illustration of the complex interlocking nature of
payments for munitions is provided by John Berisford's purchase of
the East India Company's saltpetre for £1,500 in 1647. He was allowed
to take the saltpetre on condition that he made over to the Company
as security for payment a debt of £2,500 due to him for gunpowder
supplied to the Parliament. On 15th March 1648. Berisford reported to
the Company that he would shortly be receiving the £2,500 out of the
receipts of the excise, but he would require the return of the (7
debenture in order that he might secure a warrant for payment from
the Navy Committee.2

The formation of the Committee for Powder, Match and Shot in
June 1645 represented an attempt to bring the problem of munitions
supply under control. The Committee was to keep a check on the amounts
of ammunition issued out of the Ordnance 0ffice stores, provide for
the regular replenishment of those stores and ensure satisfactory
payment of contractors., Ultimately, however, the succeas of the
Committee would depend upon the provision of adequate resources for
the financing of munitions contracts.

Information about contracts for the supply of the Ordnance
Office land stores dates in effect from 1644. The principal sources
are the books of debentures and of receipts and the minute book,
together with the warrants for payments to contractors and the records
of settlements of debentures which are both contained in the
Commonwealth Exchequer Papers. Sometimes the method of payment was
1 C.J. 1643-4 pp. 623-624

W.0. 47?1 p. 102

2 Sainsbury, E.B. Cal. court minutes of the East India Co. 1644-49
pp. 222, 263
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specified in the contract, There might be an agreement to suppl& the
goods for cash as in the case of acontract dated 11th July 1644
between the officers of the Ordnance and Daniel Judd for the provision
of lead shot and casks; and likewise a contract recorded on S5th April
1645 between the Army Committee and William Kettle for the provision
of pad saddles "wth good iron plates & stran bitts" at 17s apiece,
"ready money".1 Nevertheless, the phrase "ready money" should not be
interpreted too strictly. In the late sixtéenth and earlier
seventeenth centuries it could be taken to mean payment within a
period of up to six months.2

Furthermore it was a common practice to make cash payments by
instalments in order to bring the burden of payment more into line
with the irregular and inadeguate flow of funds raised under the
various fiscal ordinances~which were then allocated to the purchase
of munitions. In such cases the contract usually stated that there
was to be an initial payment of one third or one half with the
balance at the end of three or four months. This practice was adopted
by the Army Committee particularly in the case of the more expensive
contracts for the supply of gunpowder, round shot and clothing. For
the delivery of round shot, hand grenades and a mortar in April 1645

3

John Browne was to receive "halfe in hand & halfe at 3 months".” A

numbef of contracts were maée by the Army Committee with John
Berisford for the provision of gunpowder upon the same terms.4
Expenditure upon munitions for the Ordnance 0ffice land

stores during the Civil Wars will now be considered in detail. We
have already seen that such purchases as were made by the otficers of
the Ordnance for land service during the first 18 months of the War
either for the stores or for the use of particular forces were paid
for during 1643% and 1644 by the Army Treasurer, Sir Gilbert Cerard,

himself, or by the officers with money advanced by him. The total

w.0. 47/1 pp. 67, 211
Beveridge, W,E. Prices and wages in England vol. 1 p. 623

w.0. 47/t p. 234
op. cit. pp. 234, 2%

S.Te 28/31 £f. 471, 474

AN N
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recorded value of these payments is £2,503 53.1

This sum includes partial payment for a consignment of imported
munitions which it is assumed rwas. intended for land service. Only
£426 out of the £1,620 ewing for this delivery had been paid by
March 1644, although in the case of other purchases payment had been
made in full, A part of the above mentioned sum of £2,503 was
forwarded to the Army Treasurer by the treasurers for sequestrations
at Guildhall. On 15th July 1643 the Committee of Saféty ordered that
£300 raised on delinquents' estates in Surrey be advanced to the
officers of the Ordnance for the purchase of ordnance, copper and tin.
But according to the officers' accounts, only £100 was actually
received by them.2

The officers' accounts show that prior to the appointment of
3ir Walter Erle as Lieutenant of the Ordnance they recéived a total of
£1,059 5s from the Army treasurer, compared with £6,100 from the Navy
treasurer.3 Total recorded expenditure by the officers on provision
for the Navy, land and water carriage, travelling allowances and
other allowances between November 1642 and February 1644 amounted to

¢

over £7,000. A certain amount of expenditure out of Navy funds was

allowed for the defence of places along the coast such as the Isle of
Wight. By way of comparison, the Ordnance Office received £66,993% fronm

" the Navy treasurer between 1635 and 1639, an average of £13,000 a year.5
The Navy itself was f{inanced largely out of the customs. Out of a

total of £1.4m received by the Treasurer between 1642 and 1649, £1.1m )
“~%

derived from this source.

Debentures issued by the officers of the Ordnance in connection
with the replenishment of the stores, apart from the purchase of
gunpowder, were traditionally supposed to be paid out of the ordinary

S.P. 28/263, 238/264, passim

B, 351/2664

ibid.

ibid.

Aylmer, G.E. Studies in the ingtitutions and personnel of English
central adminigtration vol. 1 p. .39 L=

Hammond, W.N. The administration of the Englisn navy p. 412 note

o NP o
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allowance of £6,000 a year introduced in the reign of Elizabeth. The
remuneration of members of the ordinary establishment at the Tower
was also charged in part upon this allowance. The ordinary was not
intended to cope with the demands of wartime and it was usually in
arrears or lapsed in any case., It has been estimated that between
1627 and 163%4 payments on the ordinary averaged about £4,350 a year
out of the £6,000 entitlement, whilst in the late 1630's they may
not have been made at all.l

The ordinary allowance therefore has little relevance toc the

financing of the Ordnance Office stores during the Civil Wara. As in

the case of earlier wars, most of the expenditure incurred was

extraordinary and had to be. settled. out of general revenues, .although
general €8y

a direct comparison with the situation Before 1642 is not possible
because of the changes in public finance introduced by the Parlisment
during the Civil Wars. The effect of these was to provide funds out of
fgevefaiNStreasuries, so0 that the central role of the Exchequer was
diminished.2

The Ordnance Office book of debentures for land service dates
from 1644, together with the gorresponding records of settlement in
the Commonwealth Exchequer Papers. The latter also include settlements
of debentures issued in respect of naval stores which were payable out
of the sums allocated for the supply of the Fleets. In some cases an
initial payment of one gquerter to one half was made by the officers
when the debenture was made cut.

The total face value of the recorded debentures is given in
Table five.3 It is calculated that out of this total sum of
£46,142 1ls 5%d, the proportion sfill unpaid on 31lst December 1648
amounted to £18,327 4s O%d. This assumes of course that all records
of settlements during the Civil War years have been traced. The value
of the debentures issued in respect of land and sea service between
1 Aylmer, G,E. Studies in the ingtitutions and personnel of English

central administration vol. 1 pp. 35, 40

2 Aylmer The state's servants p. 24
3 See p. 187
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Table Five

Face Value of Debentures Issued _in Respect of Stores for Land 3ervice

1644-48"
Year Face Value
1644 (Mar.-Dec.) £11,206 15s 83d
1645 16,397 3 6%
1646 6,943 0 O
1647 2,254 T 1
1648 6,341 5 2

U _£46,142 11s 5%d

1 W.0. 49/82 passim
S.P. 28/11 - 28/57 passin
The total for 1644 includes £3,505 9s 53%d for munitions and
equipment for a new train of artillery for the Earl of Essex. Of
the debentures issued in 1648, some at least were settled during
the following year.
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1638 and 1642, excluding payments on the ordinary, amounts to £68,000,

It will be seen that nearly two thirds of all debentures by
value were issued during the years 1644 to 1646. With regard to those
debentures which were settled in full, the period of time which
elapsed between the issue of the debenture and the date of settlement
ranges between one day and three or four months. During 1644 and 1645
the majority of debentures were settled within 28 days of issue and
only a small proportion of those settled eventually were still unpaid
after two months or longer. Between 1646 and 1648 the proportion of
debentures settled within one month was smaller, in spite of the fact
that fewer debentures were issued for land service than during the
earlier years, By way of contrast, suppliers of naval stores during
the Civil Wars and Interregnum received payment from the Navy
treasurer about s8ix %o nine months after delivery.2

It may not be fair to assume that delay in making payment was
always due to a shortage of funds. A debenture could not be made out
until the supplier had presented his bild. Then the debenture in turn
had to be brought to the Ordnance Office for settlement.3 There is a
debenture dated 9th July 1646 and worth £3 4s which was made out to
Michael Reynolds in respect of 4 dozen sheepskins. A footnote states
that the copy of the debenture was not entered in its proper place in
the ledger because the bill was not received by the Clerk of the
Ordnance until 15th January 1647.4

The settlement of debentures along with other payments to
Ordnance Office contractors was”™> made out of sums of money which had
been allocated to the provision of munitions for land service out of
the various revenues raised under the fiscal ordinances introduced by

the Parliament. It is therefore necessary %o consider the nature of

Pgrliagmentarian war finance and to outline the principal financial

1 Aylmer, G.E, Studies in the institutions and personnel of English
central administration vol. 1 p. 43

2 Beveridge, W.E. Prices and wages in England vol. 1 p. 624

3 See above p. 3

4 W.0. 49/82 f. B4

1
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measures., As in all aspects of seventeenthlcentury public finance, it
is necessary to distinguish between promise and performance, that is,
between the sums which fiscal measures were intended to yield and the
amounts actually produced. The disparity between the two was.accounted
for largely by inadequate machinery for collection, evasion of payment
and diversion of money raised to purposes other than those for which
it had originally been intended.

With the Parliamentarian armies and garrisons creating
pressing financial demands at both national and local level, the laat
of the three factors referred to above was particularly significant.
Although the arrangements for soldiers' pay were by no means
satisfactory, the potential and actual social and political
éonsequences of nonpayment and arrears, whéether they concerned a
local garriscn or the main army, were such that money was appropriated
for the purpose of paying troops and satisfying mgjor creditors in the
City which might otherwise have been used for the payment of munitions
contractors. Wnilst it may be true to say that the =soldiery did not
necessarily expect to receive their pay in full in the first instance,
or even the full settlement of their arrears, they were frequently
dissatisfied with the financial provision that was made for them and
were prepared to give forcible expression to their grievances.

In addition to the foregoing reasons, the failure to provide
adequate sums for the purchase of munitions was due in part to the
lack of standing arrangements for the purchase of essential commodities
such as gunpowder and saltpetre, with the result that supplies were
disrupted. Although the need for such machinery was gradually
recognized and steps were taken to create it, in prsasctice the efforts
that were made were undermined by the lack of a sound financial basis.
A difficulty here was the sheer size of the sums required {to maintain
large scale land forces in addition to a Fleet. The fiscal machinery

of the Civil War period was never equal to the task.

In March 1648 the Derby House Committee reported that the
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ordinance of 7th February 1646, whereby contracts were made by the
Committee of Both Kingdoms for the provision of about £12,000 worth
of saltpetre a year to the gunpowder manufacturers had not been
effective because no arrangements had been made for continued payments
for the saltpetre. The Derby House Committee requested £2,000 in
addition to the sum assigned out of the excise in order to purchase
existing stocks of saltpetre and to restart production. In order to
ensure a ready supply of saltpetre in the future, £16,000 a year,
payavble in monthly instalments, should be made available.

The House of Commons directed on 22nd May 1648 that the
Committees 6f the Army and of the Navy consider how a monthly
allowance could be made for the purpose of replenishing the stores at
the Tower and of purchasing saltpetre. In other words, the Committees
were expected to find the money from their own funds. On 15th June,
following a report by Sir Walter Erle on the condition of the
saltpetre works, the two committees were again instructed t¢ find
ways of raising the £2,000 required to procure the siltpetre and the
£16,000 a year needed to keep production going.1 This matter was more
logically the concern of the Committee for Powder, Match and Shot, but
perhaps it was recognized that the latter committee, which was largely
dependent on the excise for its funds, was still less able to do
anything about it, In reality, domestic production of saltpetre
lapsed and digging vy saltpetre men was nét sanctioned again until 1656.2

The tendency was to resort to impromptu decisions appropriating
money from the most readily available source in order to purchase
munitione that were urgently needed or to settle some particulary
pressing debt. This was encouraged by the fact that, as we have seen,
the traditional Crown revenues were réplaced and augmented by a
diversity of sources of revenue during the Civil Wars, over which
1.3

there was no central contro Those ordinances which were enacted

1 C.J. 1646=-8 pp. 568, 601
C.S5.P.D. 1648-9 pp. 35-36
2 Hammond, W.N. The administration of the English navy
Pp. 2 2
3 Avlmer, 6.E. Tho state's servants p. 24 17,278
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for the specific purpose of raising money for the purchase of arms
and ammunition had to take their place amongst the numerous other
fiscal measures imposed by the Parliament.

Moreover, these financial measures and the methods by which
they were administered had the effect of alienating the commercial
interests in the City upon which the Parliament depended for credit
and for the bulk of the supplies needed for carrying on the war. In
addition to their grievances concerning the money owing to then,
merchants and manufacturers were by the end of the First Civil War
expressing their resentment of the financial exactions imposed by
Parliament and of the committees and officials appointed to give
effect to them.1

The bagis of the Parliamentary system of war finance was laid
during 1643. A series of ordinences was introduced, of which the most
relevant to the financing of purchaseg for the Ordnance Office stores
were those of the weekly assessment to be raised by the county
committeeé (24th Feb. 1643), the sequestration of delingquents' estates
(27th Mar. 1643) and the excise (22nd July and 6%h Septl 1643).°
These measures were subsequently modified and extended to meet
changing circumstances, A distinctive feature of the ordinances was
that they were connected with the maintenance of an army rather than
a navy, a fact which contributed to their subsequent unpopularity,
egpecially with regard to the excise.3 Even so, the Navy treasurer
received a total of £173,262 out of the proceeds of the excise between
1642 and 1645.°

The original excise ordinance was introduced in July 1643 and
was later renewed and modified. The duty was payable by manufacturers
and it was imposed on & wide range of durable goods and foodstuffs,
The original ordinance was replaced by another of 6th September 1643
1 Pearl, V. in Aylmer, G.E. ed. The Interregnum p. 39
2 Firth, C.H. and Rait, R.S. Acts and ordinances vol. 1 pp. 85-100,

106-117, 202-214, 274-283%
For the financing of purchases for the New Model Army see below p. 200

3 Hugheg, B, Studieg in administration and finance p. 122
4 Hamiond, W.N. The administration of the English navy p. 412 note
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which was intended to extend the scope of the tax and to make it more
effective. This ordinance was in turn modified by later ordinances,
guch as that of 9th January 1644.1 On 8th July 1644 an excise duty
was imposed on alum, copperas, hats, silks and kindred goods in orderl
to raise money to pay artificers and merchants who had supplied
munitions to the Parliament.2

On 29th January 1645 the various excise ordinances were
renewed until lst April 1646, although by then the impost had becone
a focus of popular discontent and was attacked by both manufacturers
and consumers. As in the case’of other Parliamentarian fiscal measures,
hoatility was aroused not only by the tax itself but also by the
bureaucratic apparatus set up to collect it. Attempts to bring in the
excise provoked disorders in some areas during 1646 and 1647 and led
to the abandonment of the dufties on ftoodstuffs. A further ordinance of
22nd Pebruary 1647, inspired by opposition to the excise, justified
the imposition and laid down guidelines for its collection. Then on
28th August 1647 the excise was reimposed on all commodities except
flesh and salt. However, receipis had declined to a low level by the
end of 1646, partly on account of the unpopularity of the excise and
the difficulties of collection.3

The officers of the Ordnance received money from the Excise
Commissioners from 1644 until the close of the Civil Wars. One third
of the receipts of "an additional ordinance for an excise for land
service" was  allocated to the Ordnance Office for the purchase of
munitions. This was the duty introduced in July 1644. By an order of
3rd August following, one third of the receipts was allocated to the
settlement of the debis of merchants and artificers who had supplied
the Parliament, with the remaining two thirds going to the Ordnance
1 Firth, C.H. and Rait, R.S5. Acts and ordinances vol. 1 pp. 274-283,

364-366

2 op. cit. vol. 1 p. 466
3 op. cit. vol. 1 pp. 611-612, 916-920, 1004-1007

Hughes, E, 3tudies in administration and finance pp. 123, 125
Underdown, D. Pride's Purge p. 40

Morrill, J.S. Past and Present no. 56 Aug. 1972 p. 49
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Office to be divided equally between the land and sea services.l The
amount expended by the officers of the Ordnance out of receipts under
this ordinance from 1644 to 1648 was £5,230 10s Z%d.z
On a number of occasions between 1644 and 1646, when the
demand for munitions of all kinds was at a high level, specific sums
were advanced by the Excise Commissioners for the purchase of arms
and ammunition. On the security of an imprest of £1,000 to Sir Walter
Erle, £1,081 198 was paid out in settlement of debentures made out to
contractors in September 1644.3
. An ordinagce_of.4thJOcﬁob??“{63¢“allocgte&jﬁﬁéféﬁm!of-éﬁ,QOO
for the provision of a new train of artillery for the Earl of Essex's
army to replace that which had been lost when the army surrendered in
Cornwall. On 19th September the Committee of Both Kingdoms had asked
the officers of the Ordnance to estimate the quantities and cost of
the stores required to furnish a train of 20 pieces of ordnance, for
the provision of which the Committee had already requested £9,000,
one third to be paid at once. This sum was approved by the House of
Commons on 27th September 1644, the remaining £6,000 was to be paid
in two instalments of £3,000 at three monthly intervala. The money
was to be raised out of the arrears of the allowance of £30,504 a
month for the maintenance of Essex's army which had been grented when the
army‘was . reorganised in the previous March. A further ordinance for
the collection of these arrears was brought in on 26th December 1644.4
In all £1,386 1%s 6d was paid out in settlement of debentures
igssued for supplies for the new train during the latter part of 1644

and early 1645. The value of the unpaid debentures, on the other hand,

amounts to £2,166 14s S%d.s The reason for these arrears was that the

1 Firth, C.H, and Rait, R.S., Acts and ordinances vol. 1 pp. 466, 484
2 W.0. 49/82 passim
S.P. 28/18 - 28/57 passin
3 W.0. 49/82 ff. 10-15
S.P. 26/18 passim
4 Firth and Rait op. cit. vol. 1.pp. 398-405, 580-582, 736-737
¢.S.P.D. 1644 p. 500
W.0. 47/1 $p. 108, 112
5 W.0. 49/82 tf. 39-58
5.P. 28/19 = 28/21 passin
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money had not been brqught in as prescribed in the ordinances. Much

of it was still outstanding in the following summer. On 5th July 1645
B3ir Walter Erle was instructed to bring in an ordinance for the
collection of the arrears which were then to be spent on the acguisition
of match and shot. An ordinance authorising the collection of the
arrears in Middlesex, the City o¢f London, Westminster and the borough
of Southwark was passed on 24th July 1645.1 Then on 13th November 1645
the Committee for Powder, Match and Shot crdered that a debenture for
£3% jigsued to John Freeman in respect of match supplied tc the
Parliamentarian forces in Monmouthshire should be paid out of the

sums received through the collection of those same arrears.2 There is
no record of any settlement, nor is there any evidence that the
unsettled debentures as a whole were paid before the end of the Civil
Wars.

In accordance with ordinances of 7th and 12th December 1644,
the Ordnance Office was allowed the sum of £6,000 for the provision
of gunpowder and other essential stores. The money was to be raised
by excise duties on flesh, viétuals and salt, which were renewed for
a further year from 9ith January 1645. Sir Walter Erle was to receive
£2,000 upon the paésing of the ordihance and the balance in monthly
instalments of £2,000. The sum actually expended by the officers of
thé QOrdnance in settlement of debenturea charged upon these revenues
amounts to £5,93%2 53.5 The ordinance for £6,000 was renewed in March
1645, thereby increasing the amount allowed to the Ordnance Office
for the purchase of gunpowder and saltpetre to £12,000.

Then upon the formation of the Committee for Powder, Match
and Shot on 30th June 1645, £12,000 was again allocated out of the
receipts from the excise for the provision of munitions., Nine months
later, on 20th March 1646, a further ordinance allotted £12,000 out

of the excise for the purchase of powder, match and shot.for the land

1 C.J. 1644-6 p. 196

2 W.0. 49/82 £. 74

3 Firth, C.H. d Reit, R.S. i
Firt 49/82 f%n 24a§0 3. Acts and ordinances vol. 1 pp, 578-579
$.P., 28/18 - 28/28 passim
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and sea storeé. The sums raised under these ordinances, however, fell
short of the amounts specified. Actual disbursements in settlement of
debentures charged upon thése latter ordinances amount to £11,965 4s 6d.1
An indication of the shortfall in receipts from the excise came in
December 1647 when the Committee for Powder, Match and Shot instructed
Sir Walter Erleiiéipgx_ﬁliBQOEBn s debenture worth £2,000 with money
borrowed from the Excise Commissioners on the security of the
allocation of £12,OOO.2

In December 1045 £2,000 was appropriated from the excise on
behalf of Thomas Toll, who sat in the Commons for King's Lynn, in
order to pay for arms and ammunition provided ifor the forces of Lynn

and Lincolnshire which were to be employed against Newark. The munitions

were procured through the Ordnance Officeféﬁd in_ﬁgggmber'i645xgnd

—_— i

January 1646 the officers accordingly issued debe££ures to the value
of £1,05% to the contractors. However, there is no evidence that they
were settled before thé end of the Civil Wars.3

The total amount expended out of advances by the Excise
Commigssioners upon the settlement of debentures for land service
during the Civil Wars was £25,595 12s 234d. The total face value of
debentures which afe actually stated to have been made a charge upon
allocations from the excise and which were still unsettled on 3lst
December 1648 amounts to some £5,600. However, the actual arrears
were almost certainly much greater than this. Many of the unsettled
debentures issued during the years 1645 and 1646 were probably
intended to be paid out of advances by the Excise Commissioners. They
inciude debeniures for the provigion of ammunition which were issued

in connection with contracts made by the Committee for Powder, Match

and Shot, a body whose activities were supposed to be financed

primarily out of receipts from the excise. If this group of debentures

1 W.0. 49/82 ff. 31, 35-37
S.P. 28/28 et seq.
C.J. 1644-6 p. 481

2 W.0. 49/82 f£. 87
S.P
W.0

. 28/48 f£f. 475, 4771
. 49/82 ff. 65-67
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is taken into account, then the value of the unsatisfied debentures
which were & charge upon the excise amoupts to some £14,600, If this
calculation is correct, more than three quarters of all the debentures
for land service still outstanding at the end of the Second Civil War
had been payable out of appropriations from the excisgse. Such a
situation would be in accordance with the fortunes of the excise
itself during the years 1645 to 1647 when the shortfall of receipts
and the lifting of the duties on flesh and salt meant that the large
sums allocated to the purchase of munitions failed to materialize on
anything like the scale intended.

One category of debentures for which there is no recorded
instance of arrears being incurred is that comprising debentures
issued for supplies ordered and paid for out of the allowance of
£3,008, payable at the rate of £1,504 a month, which was made to
Sir Walter Erle in the summer of 1644 to enable him to buy munitions
for land service. Although actual expenditure between July and
September was £3,945 19s 10d, and so apparently.in excess of the sum
received, all the debentures were settled.l

Another source 6f funds for the settlement of Ordnance Office
debentures was provided by the seizure of the assets of active
Royalists, the compositions of declared delinquents and contributions
exacted from neutrals and passive Royalists. These measures were
administered by a committee sitting at Haberdasheré Hall which became
known as the Committee for the Advancement of Moneys and a committee
at Goldsmiths' Hall which was initially concerned with raising money
for the maintenance of the Scottish army and which in 1645 was
authorised to deal with compositiona.

One such allocation from this source of revenue was made on
11th September 1643 when the Committee of Safety directed the
treasurers at Guildhall to make available to John Faulkener, Keeper
of the Stores at the Ordnance Office, and to Captain Charles Guest,

1 W.0. 4y/82 f£f. 1-13
§.P. 28/17 - 28/18 passim
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a total of £1,031 out of such revenues and profits of the Archbishop
of Canterbury's estates as were received. The money was to be used to
pay for ordnance and round shot cast by John Browne, and for gun
barrels from Vauxhall. The Committee added that they wished the money
4o be paid forthwith, yet records of the amounts received by Faulkener
and Guest show that they were paid a total of £367 16s between
September 164% and March 1647.1

By an order of 12th June 1644 the House of Commons appropriated
£500 out of £650 belonging to the Royalist, Thomas Bowker, fof use by
Sir Walter Erle in buying gunpowder, match and shot for the
Parliamentarian forces in Lancashire and Yorkshire.2 Five days later
the Commons directed that £470 be paid out of Haberdashers! Hall to
the Lieutenant of the Ordnance for the purchase of 10 tons of match
and 10 tons of musket shot. The money was to be provided either from
the proceeds of the sale of jéwels seized at St. James's Palace or
out of the proceeds of the estates of delinguents and recusants "now
offered to be discovered".5 Since-Sff;Waltér Erle's accounts are not
evailable for this period, the sumsa actually provided are unknown.

In accordance with orders of 14th October and 28th November
1644, money was t0 be made available to the officers of the Ordnance
by the Committee at Haberdashers' Hall for the provision of dprums,
pertisens and halberds for the Earl of Essex's army. The House of
Commons had previously asked Sir Walter Erle to estimate the cost of
these items. In all £207 4s 6d was paid out in settlement of debentures,
with all recorded debentures being pa.id.4 Money was also made
availabe at Haberdashers' Hall for the provision of match, shot and
field carriages‘for three battering pieces in accordsance with an order
of 6th November 1644. Within three days, debentures worth a total of
1 Add. Mss. 5497 ff. 58, T75-T7

2 CiS.P.D. 1644 p. 196
3 op. cit. p. 243

C.J. 1643-4 p. 532
4 W.0. 49382 £ff. 58-60

S.P. 28/19 -~ 28/21 passim
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£%06 1s 64 had been settled, leaving arrears of £3 68 Bd.l

During the Second Civil War the sum of £7,000 was allowed for
the purchase of munitions out of the fines and compositions received
at Goldsmiths' Hall, in accordance with ordinances of 3ist August
and 2nd September 1648, Debentures to the value of £2,359 6s 8d
charged upon this allocation were made out to suppliers between
September and November 1648. None of them was settled before the end
of that year.2

The remaining debentures which were settled during the Civil
Wars were paid for out of various small allocations from different
sources. They include & number issued in the summer of 1647 to
contractors who brought in carriages and other accessories for
ordnance which had been ordered for the defence of Jersey. They were
charged upon a special estimate made for this purpose and the total
amount expended in settlements was £266 17s 5‘};d.3

Money raised for the maintenance of Sir Thomas Fairfax's army
between 1645 and 1648 was not normally employed in the settlement of
Ordnance Office debentures, although in March 1648 the Army treasurers
did settle a contract worth £i,365 for e large consignment of match
and musket shot which had been arranged by the Committee for Powder,
Match and Shét.4 This was presumably done because the munitions were
needed for the Army and the necessary funds were not forthcoming out

of the receipts from the excise. The total amountQégpénded»ii settling
E I

(éii_?hése~miBQelianeouéTdébentures was £1,83%5 3s 9%d.
Summing up the position of the Ordnance Office debenture
holders during the Civil Wars, it may be said that whilst those who

failed to receive gatigfaction within a reasonable pericd of time were

1 . 49/82 ff, 60-64

47/1 p. 109
28/20 ff, 5-19
. 1643-4 p. 688
. 49/82 ff, 101-104, 108.
% op. cit, ff. 90-92
S.P. 28/47 passim
4 W.0. 49/82 £. 96

3.P. 28/52 f. 407
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in the minority, just over one third of all debentures issued were
unpaid or not paid in full at the end of the Civil Wars, a
considerable sum of £18,000 was still owed to debentufe holders in
December 10648. The greater part of these arrears had been incurred
during the years 1644 to 1646 and the majjority of the unsatisfied
contractors were holding debentures which were charged upon receipts
from the excise. Both large and small contractors were affected. The
principal suppliers of gunpowder and match were owed large sums. The
value of debentures issued to Samuel Cordwell during 1645 and 1646
and which were still insettled at the end of the Civil Wars amounts
to around .£5,000, whilst the other leading powder maker, John
Berisford, was owed sums totalling over £2,000 for supplies delivered
in that same peridd. One of the two main providers of match, Thomas
Steventon, also held unsettled debentures worth over £2,000, and the
other, John Freeman, was owed several hundred pounds sat least.1

iﬁéée>figures take no account of debts due to these same
suppliers for ammunition provided for the use of the Navy. For
instance, John Berisford was owed £2,500 in 1647 in respect of
gunpowder contracted for by the Navy Committee. This was due to be
paid for out of the proceeds of the excise also.2

Delays in making payment to Ordnance Office contractors was
by no means & novel development. The problem had existed in the
earlier sixteenth century.3 Furthermore it seems that the availability
of funds was not the only difficulty. One practice complained of by
gunsmiths who supplied the Ordnance Office in 1640 was that the
officers resorted to unofficial suppliers who charged lower prices,
paying them in cash whilst the regular contractors were obliged to
4

wait for their money.

A number of debentures which were issued before or just after

-

W.0. 49/82 passim

2 Sainsbury, E.B. Cal. court minutes of the East India Co. 1644~49
pp. 222, 263

3 Ashley, R. The organisation and administration of the Tudor Office
of Ordnance p. 98 ) .-

4 Stern, W.M. J. Arms and Armour Soc. vol. 1 no. 5'Mar. 1954 p. {60
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the outbreak of the Civit Wars were settled in 1644. A debenture made
out in June 1642 to Mathew Banks for £26 10s was settled in May 1644.1
Debentures made out in September 1642 to various gunsmiths for
cleaning and repairing muskets were settled on 27th May 1644.2 Yet in
January 1647 the officers of the Ordnance cértified to the widow of
John Compton, gunmaker, that peyment had not been made for arms
repaired by him in 1641.3

The financing of the New Model Army impinges on the Ordnance
Office to the extent that the buli of the large quantities of match,
clothing and equipment contracted for by the Committee of the Army
and paid for by the Army treasurers between 1645 and 1648 was in the
first instance brought to the Tower and for our purposes may be
regarded as provision for the Ordnance Office land stores. In addition,
the treasureras advanced sums to the Lieutenant of the Ordnance, some
of which were spent on supplies for the Army that were brought to the
Tower,

The reﬁodelling of the Parliamentarian army was accompanied
by an endeavour to reform the method of financing armies. An attempt
at centralisation was made whereby the county committees were directed
to raise £5%,4%6 a month and to remit the money to London. However,
a8 in the past it proved impossible to prevent the diversion of
revenues %o local uses or the accumulation of arrears. The receipts
from the assessments therefore had to be supplemented by loans. A
loan of £80,000 by the City was followed by two forced loans for a
total of £240,000 in the latter months of 1645.4

The largest single item of expenditure was that of pay, and
the shortfall in revenue meant that the device of respiting or

deferring a proportidn of pay was resorted to. Receipts from the

assessment in subsequent years were erratic. When the first monthly

S.P. 28/1D f. 554

S.P. 28/15 f£f. 298, 323, 327

Stern, W.M. J. Arms and Armour Soc. vol. 1 no. 5 Mar. 1954 p. 66
‘Gentles, I. B.I.H.R. vol. 48 no. 117 May 1975 pp. 53-54 .
Firth, C.H. and Rait, R.S. Acts and ordinances vol. 1 pp. 786-789,
818-819
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asgsessment expired in September 1646, the ordinance was not renewed
until March 1647 and money did not start to come in until January 1648.
Income from arrears of the original assessment was supplemented by
special (payments ordered by Parliament and the Army Committee.

Alkhough the assessment was renewed again in March 1648, the nominal

yield of £60,000 & month was never actually attained.

e T T

CDn;ing_;ﬁgféﬁémg: of 1646, money was appropriated from the
proceeds of compositions administered at Goldsmiths' Hall and from the
excise for the partial settlement of the Army'slarregrs. In these
circumstances the attempt to centralize the financing of the Army
was unsuccessful and led to the renewal of the practice of paying
reginents out of assessments raised in the district in which theyiwere
statibhed.l This could have disadvantages for contractors. Two
shoemakers who were paid £377 10s in October 1648 for shoes which
they had delivered to the Ordnance Office stores were allowed an
additional £2 10s to cover the cost of going to Northampton to get
their money out of the assessment collected there.2

Despite these deficiencies, revenue from the monthly
assessment was the mainstay of the Army's finances. According to the
treasurers' accounts, total receipts from this source between
February 1645 and February 1649 were £2.7m. - The excise was intended
to play an importent part in the financing of the Army, but in fact
the treasurers received only £124,000 from this source during the
period October 1645 to November 1646 and nothing thereafter. The
income from loans and delinquents' compositions beiween 164% and 1650
amounted to some £538,OOO.3

The attempt at centralised finance was accompanied by the
reorganisation and concentration of the business of munitions
procurenent for the remodelled Army and in this sphere there was a
greater measure of success, The House of Commons resclved on 10th
1 Gentles, I. B.1.H.R. §01. 48 no. 117 May 1975 pp. 56=5T7
2 5.P. 28/55 f. 275

3 Gentles op. c¢cit. pp. 62-63
Morrill, J.S. Past and Present no. 56 Aug. 1972 pp. 44-50, 53

Cal. Proc. Comm. for Compourding vol. 1 p. 37
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March 1645 upon hearing estimates submitted by Robert Scawen that
£31,989 be provided for the purchase of arms, egquipment and clothing
for the horse and foot and £4,406 for the train of artillery.l
Shortly afterwards, the Army Committee was formed under Scawen's
chairmanship to manage the businesgs of procurement.é;The total value
of contracts made by the Committee and recorded at the Ordnance Office
between April and August 1645 amounts to £31,233 165.?)

When in December 1645 the Committee was instructed to take
steps to bring the Army up to strength and to procure the necessary
munitions, the list of arms and ammunition required inciuded 8,000
muskets, 1,000 barrels of powder, B0 tons of match and 30 tons of
nusket shot. For this purpose £84,847 was allowed out of the receipts
from the excise. By and large these munitions were provided during
1646, although they were not necessarily paid for out of the excise.ﬁ

The total amount paid by the Army treasurers to contractors
who brought stores to the Ordnance 0ffice upon contracts made with
the Army Committee between March 1645 and December 1648 was
£93,542 11s 54d. The amount outstanding-to conéractors on 31lE%
December 1648 was £11,140 29.4 About two thirds of these arrears
relate to contracts made during the years 1645 and 1646. In addition,
a further £31,118 9Ys 10d was paid by the Army treasurers upon
warrants of the Army Committee tc suppliers of provisions for the
Arny between 1645 and 1648 which are not recorded in the Ordnance
Office receipts books. Unless the records themselves are deficient,
these stores were not brought to the Tower(ib

There are no references in the senior officers' accounts to
receipts of money from the treasurers of the New Model Army, yeét Sir
Walter Erle's own account shows that during the periecd April to June

1645 he received a total of £4,000 from the Army ftreasurers. Out of

1 C.J. 1644-6 Pp. 73, 78

2 W.0. 47/1 passinm
3 C.J. 1644-6 p. 388
See Appendices one, three and four
4 S.P. 28/29 - 28/57 passim; 28/352 unfol.
5 ibid.

See Appendix Tour
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this sum £2,388 2s 2d was spent'by Erle on stores contracted for by
the Army Committee and delivered to the Ordnance Office and

£1,610 7s 7d on provisions "which past not ye Office of ye Ordnce".1
In all, therefore, the Army treasurers paid out £119,475 5s 6%d on
munitions, equipment and clothing for Ordnance Office stores and
otherwise between 1645 and 1648. This compares with a declared
expenditure of £257,000 by the itreasurers on provisions of all kinds
between 1645 and 1651.2

Considering the situation of Ordnance Office suppliers who
had contracted with the Army Committee between 1645 and 1648, the
impression gained is that they were more fortunate than any other
category of contractor: who supplied the Parliamentarian forces during
the Civil Wars, the more so in view of the large quantities of
munitions involved. Although they were still owed a considerable
amount, £11,000 in all, at the end of the Second Civil War, the
nunber of actual deliveries unpaid for, about fifty, represents just
under one ninth of all transactions involving this group of
contractors.

This sum of £11,000 is 1little more than one half of the
arrears due to Ordnance Office debenture holders for provisions
brought.in-between 1644 and 1648. Yet the total face value of all
debentures issued in connection with the land service during these
years is only £46,000, compared with over £100,000 worth of stores
brought to the Office by those who had contracted with the Army
Committee between 1645 and 1648. Incidentally, the total arrears of
£29,467 in respect of munitions for land service still not paid for
at the end of 1648 may be compared with the overall debt of the
Ordnance 0ifice, including arrears of the ordinary, of £38,147 in
1638, 7

As in the case of the debenture holders, both large and small
1 S.P. 28/30 ff. 635-640; 28/140 ff. 4-8

2 Gentles, I. B.I.H.R. vol. 48 no. 117 May 1975 p. 63

3 Aylmer, G.E, Studies in the ingtituiions and personnel of English
central edministration vol. 1 pp. 40-41




204

suppliers were numbered amongst the Army Committee contractors who
were owed nmoney. Those who had made expensive contracts for the
supply of ammunition and clothing were again owed large sums. The
least fortunate group of suppliers probably comprised those who dealt
with the Committee of Safety, the City Militia Committee and with
agents of local forces during the Firut Civil War. The failure of
many of them to obtain satisfaction is reflected in the series of
petitions presented on their behalf., Since their transactions did not
normally involve the Ordnance Office, their fortunes have been
considered eeparately;l

By way of contrast, an exercise in private fund raising
towards the close of the Civil Wars gives some indication of the
extent of the resources available for investment in spite of the
financial demands of the War. The total amount subscribed to the
Second General Voyage of the East India Company during 1647-8 was
£16%,600, of which £125,000 was forthcoming almost at once and a
total of £141,200 by July 1648. This amount compares quite favourably
with the sums subscribed for earlier voyages in the 1620's and 16308s.
Some of the leading Parliamentarian merchant financiers subscribed.
As we shall see, this latter sum of £141,200 exceeds the total
recorded expenditure on the Ordnance Office land stores between 16453
and 1648. Despite the fact that the Company's monopoly had not been
confirmed, would be subscrivers were encouraged by the prospect of an
end to the Civil War and by Parliament's approval of the venture.2

In the final analysis, the question of arrears must be seen
in the context of Parliamgntary indebtedness as a whole. The burden
of debt created by the Civil Wars was such that no government either
then or afterwards was able to come to terms with it. Sufficient sums
could never be made available for the purpose of repaying in full the
1 See Chapter ten
2 Sainsbury, E.B. Cal. court minutes of the Fast India Co. 1644-49

rp. Xv, 278
Chaudhuri, K.N. The English East Indla Company p. 209
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debts due to military personnel and to civilians.1

In order to get a proper perspective of expenditure on
munitions, the above mentioned sums laid out on supplies for the
Ordnance Office land stores may be compared with other major items
of military spending, the chief of which were soldiers' pay and
viectuals, Expenditure on munitions, c¢lothing and equipment had to
compete for a share of the sums raised for the maintienance of the New
Model Army with the demands c¢reated by pay, victuals, horses, and the
remuneration of recruiting agents and collectors of the assessments.
Actual expenditure on the pay of the Army in England between 1645 and
1651 amounis to £1.4m%,, whilst the arrears incurred under this
heading dwarfed those arising out of the procurement of munitions. The
arrears of all Parliamentarian land forces have been estimated at £1.2m.
for the period spring 1645 to early 1647, of which £600,000 relates to
the New lModel Army. The arrears of all Parlismentarian forces incurred
between 1642 and 1647 amount to at least £2.6m.°2

Turning briefly,to the Parliamentarian navy, the overall cost
of that service during the years 1643 to 1647 has been put at some
£1,3m., whilst the total receipts of the Navy Treasurer in the period.
1642 to 1649 amounts to £1.4m., mostly from the customs. The projected
cost of the summer fleet of 1648 was £142,371, and that estimate was
about one third below the figure for the previous year. Furthermore,
estimates of this sort were invariably too.low. Like the forces on land,
the Navy was burdened with debt, although this did not assume
astronomical proportions until the Commonwealth era.5

The expenditure on supplies for the Ordnance.Office land

stores during the Civil Wars is summarised in Table six.4 For our

purposeg it has been assumed that all records of payments to debenture

holders and other suppliers have been traced. It is pogsible that some

1 Habakkuk, H.J. Econ. Hist. Rev. 2nd ser. vol. 15 1962-63 p. 83

2 Gentles, I. B.I.H.R. vol. 48 no. 117 May 1975 pp. 54-55, 63

% Hammond, W.N. The administration of the English navy pp. 86, 87, 412 note
4 See p. 207
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have still not come to light and that the scale of the arrears at the
end of the Civil Wars is therefore less than it appears to be.

It is not possible to form an estimate of the total cost of the
Ordnance Office within the scope of the present work. In order to do
g0 it would be necessary to take into account expenditure on provision
for the Navy and to calculate the arrears of salaries and allowances,
including those in existence at the beginning of the War. There is,
however, ;some evidence of the scale of the Ordnance Office's debts
after the Civil Wars. Compared with the arrears of around £30,000
owing to suppliers for land service alone at the end®f 1648, the total
debt of the Office, including arrears of fees and allowances as well as
sums due to contractors, stood at £143,862 in February 1651, By May
1656 the debt had declined to £46,213, yet by 1658 it had risen again
to £58,674.1

Comparisons can ve made between the recorded expenditure and
commitments amounting to £162,000 in respect of the Ordnance Office
land stores during the period 1643 to 1648, and estimaﬁes of expenditure
at other times before and after the Civil Wars. In the last years of
the sixteenth century annual expenditure incurred by the Ordnance
Office ranged between £15,000 and £20,000, most of it in connection
with the maintenance of the Navy. These figures were far exceeded by
expenditure on pay and victuals. Exchequer payments to the Ordnance
Office naturally fluctuated with the level of military activity.
During the 1620's such payments, which included spending on the Army,
ranged between £19,000 in 1626 and £49,000 in the period April to
September 1627, the year of the Ile de Rhe expedition.g

These latter figures are thought to include payments for
powder, armoury expenses and direct payments to contractors abroad,
rather than representing Jjust the sum total of the ordinary and
extraordinary expenditure of the Ordnance Officegbﬁégeﬁ over the
1 Hammond, W.¥. The administration of the English navy p. 283
2 Dietz, F.C. English public¢ sinance 14%58-1641 pp. 81, 112, 216-217, 240

Aylmer, G.E. Studies in the institutions and personnel of English
central administration vol. 1 p. 41
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Table Six

Expenditure on the Ordnance Office Land Stores 1643-48

£ 8 (d
Paid by the Army Treasurer and paid )
out of moneys advanced by him 1642-3% 2,503% 5 00
Paid out of the £1,504 a month
allocated to the purchase of munitions
for land service July-3ept. 1644 3,945 .19 10
Faid out of moneys advanced by tihe
Excise Commissioners 1644-8 725,595 12 2%
Paid out of moneys advanced out of the 1
proceeds of fines and sequestrations 1,851 2 0
Paid by Sir W. Erle out of the moneys
advanced by the Army treasurers Apr.-
June 1645 2,%38 2 2
Paid by the Army treasurers 1645-8 93,542 11 5%
Paid out of miscellandous allocations 1,835 3 9%

131,611 16 5%

Owing to debenture holders and to
other suppliers on 3ist Dec. 1648 29,467 6 0%

161,079 2 5%

1l This is a tentative figure bhecause records of the amounts actually
. received at the Ordnance Office are incomplete. The actual total
may have been less.
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period 1635 to 1639 Ordnance Office expenditure on the ordinary and
the extraordinary averaged £13,000 to £14,000 a year, excluding
spending on gunpowder which from 1637 to 1639 ranged from £15,000 to
£18,000 a year.1 All these figures relate to expenditure on both land
and sea service.

In the later seventeenth century Ordnance Office expenditure
took on new dimensions with the expansion of English forces on land
and sea. An early indication of this growth came with the notable
development of the Navy during the Commonwealth and Protectorate.
Between 1655 and 1657 the Navy Treasurer paid from £34,000 to £42,000
8 year to the Ordnance (O0ffice, sums which represented only a fraction
of total spending on the Navy.2 During the later Dutch Wars Ordnance
Office expénditure on the land and sea gervices was in excess of
£100,000 a year, amounting to £243%,000 between August 1664 and
September 1666, £121,000 in 1671 and £175,000 in 1672. Estimates of
Ordnance Qffice spending on the land service which were prepared for
Parliament amount to £158,000 for 1690, £320,000 for 1693 and
£172,000 for 1706. With the addition of expenditure oi the sea
service, but excluding payments of the ordinary allowance, the overall
estimates for these same years are £418,000, £720,000 and £304,000
respectively, thereby equalling or surpassing the total expenditure
likely to have been incurred by the Parliamentarian Ordnance Office
during the Civil War years.3
1 Aylmer, G.E. Studies in the institutions and personnel of English

cental administration vol. 1 pp. 39, 47
2 Hammond, W.N. The administration of the English navy p. 493 note

3 Tomlinson, H.C. The organisation and activities of the English
Ordnance Office vol. 2 pp. 538, 542-543%, appendix B
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Chapter Ten

The Procurement of Munitions Outside the Ordnance Office

An account of the role of the Parliamentarién Ordnance
Office during the Civil Wars would not be complete without some
reference to the various channels of supply other than through the
Office itself. As might be expected, the ngggiggﬁeiﬁéof lesser forces
and garrisons in particular were met in these ways, yet during the
first two years of the War large amounts of munitions, clothing and
equipment were obtained for the main Parliamentarian armies also.
The scale of these transactions greatly exceeded those involving
the Ordnance QOffice land stores at this time,

Since merchants had traditionally been relied upon to supply
much of the military stores that were required when an expedition
was being prepared, it was only natural that Parliament should turn
to the commercial and financial resources of London when the conflict

began in 1642. The Privy Council had in the past dealt directly with
merchants and manufacturers-on occasions.l Moreover, the City
treasuryy known as the Chambver of London, did not confine its
expenditure to the purely municipsl sphere but also supplemented the
the inadequate measures taken by governments towards the financing f
of military ventures. During 1642 a total of £6,785 was disbursed by
the Chamber on powder and match purchased by order of the House of
Commons.2

The report of the Commission on the Ordnance in 1620 had
opposed the retention in the Tower of those commodities which were
readily available in the open mgrket, although it is not clear how
far this recommendation was observed in practice.3 With regard to
procurement for the Parliamentarian land forces, we may detect as
the Civil Wars continued a movement away from the process of direct
1 Aylmer, G.E., Studies in the institutions and perscnnel of English

central administration vol. 1 p. 15

2 Pearl, V. London and the outbreak of the Puritan rev. pp. 336-337
C.L.R.0. Ms., 86.3

3 Add., Mss. 36,777 ff. 5-6
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contacts with merchants and artisans by a variety of committees and
individuals and towards the consclidation of the business of
procurement in the hands of specialist committees who themselves
authorised and negotiated contracts for munitions, clothing and
equipment, much of which was delivered to the Ordnance Office.
Although it can be argued that it was quicker and cheaper to deal
directly with suppliers and to by-pass the machinery of the Ordnance
Office, this claim is not wholly borne out by the experience of the
period during which the Army Committee and the Committee for Powder,
Mateh and Shot were respomsible for makiﬁg contracts and the Ordnance
Office was responsible for proving, storage and issue.

Of the City merchants who played a prominent part in the
supply of the Farliamentarian land forces in the First Civil War,
gsome have already been referred to in connection with the supply of
the Ordnance Office stores.1 Those who played a most significant part
were Owen Rowe, John Bradley and Stephen Estwicke. From the summer of
1642 Rowe and Bradley were accumulating arms and ammunition for the
Parliament. Théy acted as purchasing agents for the Committee of
Safety and the store of munitionse in their keeping was referred to
as the "magazine for the Safety of the Xingdom". The munitions were
delivered chiefly to the Earl of Essex's army, although somne
deliveries were made to other forces including the incipient second
Parliamentarian army of 1642 under the command of the Barl of
Warwick which failed to materialige.

The munitions acquired by Rowe and Bradley were stored in
various places, including a hogse in Tower Street owned by Alderman
John Fowke, premises belonging to the Plymbers' Company and a
storehouse owned by another merchant, Henry Bonner. There is a
reference in December 1642 to "Col. Rowe at the Tower magazine" which
presumably refers to the house mentioned above.2
1 See Chapter six

2 3.P, 28/263% f. 195; 28/264 fr, 216, 369, 370
Cal. Proc. Gomm. for Advance of Money vol. 1 p. 7
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¢ . _ _Rowe. and Bradley bought munitions from both English and

foreign merchants. Warrants for the payment of the suppliers were
normally issued by the Committee of Safety to the Army treasurer,
Sir Gilbert Gerard. The repair of weapons was also arranged, for
which purpose Rowe received a total of £1,000 from the Treasurer in
August 1642.l The bulk of the munitions sold to Rowe and Bradley came
from City merchants, although some of them were imﬁﬁ?}éd,g@@é@jitigs
of the more important munitions that were purchased are recorded in
Appendix eight. It will be seen that the numbers of matchlock
muskets, pistols and swords purchaséd were greater or almost as great
as those acquired for the Ordnance Office stores in any twelve month
period of the Civil Wars.2

Rowe and Bradley also had charge of munitions purchased by
the City Militia Committee towards the end of 1642, including 16,127
swords and & tons 18 cwt of lead shot.3 Bxcluding these, the total
value of the munitions sold to Rowe and Bradley amounts to
£34,001 16s 10d4. Although significant, this figure represents only a
portion of the total amount spent on munitions for the Parliamentarian
land forces between 1642 and 1644. We must add to this sum the
amounts paid to other merchants and tradesmen who supplied the armies,
together with the money advanced to members of the Earl of Essex's
army vy the Treagsurer to enable them to buy equipment. Apart from
the direct payments by the Treasurer to suppliers who had sold
munitions to Owen Rowe and John Bradley, sums of money were paid to
Rowe himself for the purchase of arms, ammunition and equipment.
Between March and June 1643 the Committee of Safety ordered the
payment of a total of £12,3%00 to him for this purpose, of which some
£9,100 was actually advanced.41

Rowe's position as a purchasing agent ﬁag formalised by an
ordinance of 6th September 1643, whereby he was authorised to contract
.P. 28/14 f. 219
ee Appendix three

1

2

3 9.P. 28/261 f. 428

4 S.P. 28/263 - 28/264 passin
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for arms to the value of £5,000, not a very great amount, and to
issue them upon warrant from the Committee of Safety or the Earl of
Essex. The money was to be raised out of taxation and assessments in
arrears and due to be collected in Essex, Kent, Norfolk and Sussex.l
Recordé of purchases by Owen Rowe after Seﬁtember 1643 are limited,
however,

There does not seem to ve any detailied record of deliveries
made out of Rowe's magazine, although it is clear that these were
not wholly confined to the Earl of Essex's army. Rowe delivered a
small quantity of munitions to the Ordnaﬁce Office stores.2 His
magazine continued in existence until the reorganisation of the
Parliamentarian armies, whereupon its contents were made use of by
various forces, including the New Model Army and the army in Ireland.
Rowe himself continued to supply the Parliament after the
disbandment of Esgex's army, although not on the scale of earlier
years. In April and May 1645 he provided 1,000 backs, breasts and
pots and 1,000 pikes for the New Model.3

Another merchant who played a prominent part in the supply of
stores to the Parliamentarian forces, both through the Ordnance
Office and otherwise, was Stephen Estwiéke. In'particular he was
responsible for the provision of clothing and footwear. Between
August and October 1642 Estwicke received a total of £3,000 from the
for the Earl of Essex., These were subsequently issued by Estwicke
upon warrants.4 Then on 4th Ocltober 1642 the Treasurer was ordered
to pay £600 a week to Estwicke ?or a period of 12 weeks in order to
defray the cost of providing clothing, footwear and knapsacks. Over
the next three months £3,600 was paid to him, with a further £2,280

advanced between April 1643 and June 1644.5

1 Firth, C.H. and Rait, R.5. Acts and ordinances vol. 1l=pp. 272-273
2 W.0. 55/1660 f. 13
3 5.P. 28/3%352 unfol.
W.0. 55/1662 p. 41b
4 S.F. 28/1A; 28/24; 28/261; 26/262, passim
4

8.P. 28/261 fr. A30-431, 433 ‘
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By a subsequent oxrder of 7th November 1642 Estwicke was to
receive £400 a week for the provision of 6,000 sets of clothing,
footwear and knapsacks. Payment was to continue until the entire
cost had been met, but recorded receipts amount to only @1,200.l A
vear later, on 5th October 1643, Estwicke along with two other
merchants, Francis Peck and Captain Player, was asked to provide
10,000 sets of clothing, footwear and equipment at 16s a set for the
armies of the Earl of Essex and Sir William Waller. These were to be
paid for out of the proceeds of the weekly assessment collected in
Essex.2 FEstwicke was also concerned with the purchasé of munitions
as a member of the City Militia Committee, whilst inségﬁggﬁingiédzihe
was made reépoualble ‘along. w1th‘Tig;;§ Andrewes for organising the
large scale iurchase of arms in France and Holland.3

A number of other merchants and tradesmen dealt directly with
the Committee of Safety and the Parliamentarian armies as well as
indirectly through the hands of Rowe, Bradley and Estwicke, They
inciuded City merchants, merchant strangers and foreign merchants.
The large scale purchase of arms ordered by the Committee of Safety
in September 1642 was organised by Andrewes and Estwicke, but the
actual purchases were made by their agents in Prance and Holland. The
order included 12,000 muskets, 6,000 pikes and 1,500 pairs of pistols
as well as other weapons and armour. By the beginning of October =
;onsiderable quantity had been delivered and the Army treasurer was
authorised to pay such bills as were submitted. By 4th October
Andrewes and Estwicke had spent £1,308 on the purchase of arms abroad.4
At the same %tine an.agreement was recorded between the House of
Commons and Thomas Cunningham for the delivery at Leith of 6,000

muskets, 4, OOO plkes and LO OOO swords. Lhese armsrﬁere purchaged in the

o —— - e e i e o

tMetherlands and wereeorlglnally 1ntended for the Scottish army in Ireland. 5

ey ‘..‘. pt S i = _.-a—"“ _

1 S.P. 28/262 f, 517

2 §.P. 28/9 f. 319

3 5,P. 28/2B f. 670; 28/261L f. 284

4 ibid.

5 Cod, 1640-3 p. 793 . —
Cbprthope, Ead. The 1ournal‘of Thomas Cunlngham PP. 94 95,
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Certain merchant istrangers and foreign merchants had dealings
with the Parliament in connection with munitions supply. On 9th
January 1646 the Commons ordered the Committee for Powder, Match and
Shot to pay £994 12s to David Hempson and John Simpkinson, merchant
strangers, for gunpowder-ﬁrovided by them.l Jasﬁer de Rudder of
"Bridges" (?Bruges) in Flanders authorised a London merchants Peter
Heeren, to receive in April 1643 on his behalf the sum of £194 8s
owing to him for arms delivered to the Parliament.2 John Muller of
Hamburg, who also supplied arms, is referred to in an ordinance
introduced in November 1645 for the purpose of raising money to
settle the debts due to artificers and others who had brought in
munitions.3

Lastly, merchants played a major part in making provision
for the Scottish and English foreces in Ireland. By order of
Parliament in October 1642 a contract was made with severél London
fd;gﬁzbé_fbr the provision of 7,500 suits of clothes for the soldiers

in Ulster at a cogt of £15,937 105.4

During the winter of 1646-7
renewed attention was paid to Ireland and sizeable contracts were
arranged by the Committee for Irish Affairs for the delivery of arms,
ammunition and equipment there, The contractor undertook to arrange
for the shipment of the provisions to Ireland, although they were to

~be taken to the Tower for inspection in the first instance. On 17th

November 1646 the Commons approved a contract made with John Davies

for the supply of weapons, clothing, ammunition and implements. A

similar agreement made with John Chesten, Dennis Gawden and Thomas

i

Rodberd and partners of London was ratified on{ﬁtﬁiﬁﬁ?{i?ié}ilégiif_

- Apart from purchases made on behalf of the Parliamentarian
forces by merchants like Rowe and Estwicke, transactions took place
between merchants and artificers and members of the principal armies,
C.J. 1644-6 p. 400

S.P. 28/5 f. 378 .
Firth, C.H. and Rait, R.S. Acts and ordinances vol. 1 pp. 807-809

3.P. 28/2B {. 555
C.J. 1644-6 p. 698; 1646-8 p. 136

A - WM (I
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Large sumsa were disbursed during the first year of the War by the
Army treasurer, Sir Gilbert Gerard, to commanders of foot regiments
and of troops of horse; to enable them to equip their officers, servants
and men; to merchants who provided munitions and clothing and to
artificers who delivered supplies to the Earl of Essex's army. In
some cases there were set allowances, such as the "mounting money"
which was paid to each captain whe undertook to raise a troop of
horse in the first Parliamentarian army. Other allowances included
one to provide waggons and carriages for each regiment.1
There were also many special payments for all manner of
requisites for the foot and the train of artillery. Thus payments
were made by the Treasurer to the officers of the train of artillery
tc enable them tc purchase essential stores, in spite of the fact
that this was an area where the Ordnance Oftice normally made a
significant contribution. During September 1642 a total of £3,000
was received by the Lieutenant General of the Artillery, Philibert
Emmanuel de Boys, for the purchase of waggons, boats and carriages
for Essex's'train.2
Various payments were made to the Waggon Master and to the
Purveyor General of the train of artillery between 1642 and 1644 to
allow them to buy such necessaries as ammunition, waggons, iron,
timber, horseshoes and implements. The Purveyor, Captain Peter Cannon,
received several hundred pounds from the Army treasurer during 1643.
Onfist May 1644 the Committee for Advance of Money waszordered to
(ﬁﬁ? ?1,000 to gi; Wa1£;} éfie"whoihgs_ﬁhen to.hand the money over to
Cannon for the purpose of buying essential stores for the train of
artillery.3 Following the reorganisation of the Parliamentarian armies,
Cannon was instructed to deliver up ‘the arms and ammunition in his
care "for the service of the state". His apparent delay in doing so
was most likely inspired by his desire to bbtain the settlement of
1 Firth, C.H. Cromwell's army p. 18
S.P. 28/1 - 28/16 passim
2 8.P. 28/24 f. 36

3 S.P. 28/4 £. 247; 28/6 f. 127; 28/264 ff. 107, 337
Cal. Proc. Comm. for Advamce of Money vol. 1 p. 34
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outstanding debta.l

Local traders were utilised to meet the immediate regquirements
of an army in the field where it was possible to do so. When
Cromwell's army was upon its march to the North from South Wales in
Septembef 1648 shoemakers in Northampton were called upon to supply
footwear.2

Mention should also be made here of the £31,000 worth of
munitions contracted for by the Committee of the Army between 1645
and 1648 which apparently did not pass through the Ordnance Office.
Sworde and suits of armour (backs, breasts and pots) supplied by
cutlers and armourers in London were prominent in this category.3

Apart from the Committee. of Safety and the Committee of Both
Kingdoms, a number of other committees were involved in the
procurement of munitions on a smaller scale., A large consignment of
swords, belts and bandoliers was purchased by the City Hilitia
Committee for the Parliamentarian forces and delivered into the
custody of Owen Rowe and John Bradley between September and December
1642. The tatal value of these deliveries amounts to £7,316 3s 4d.
They were to be psid for by the Army treasurer, Sir Gilbert Gerard.4
The City militia's own magazine was furnished in part by the
Ordnance Office,.whilst the Committeé also purchased munitions for
the defence of London on its own account. Part of an East India
Company warehouse in Leadenhall was rented as a magazine, for the use
of which the Committee was asked to pay £10 a;year in 1644.5 Between
1644 and 1646 some £2,000 was paid to contractors for guﬁpowder,
pistols and ordnance for the defenCe‘of London. 3ome of these

supplies were eventually paid for with money-gaiégéiuhde; the

—_—

“ordinances of March 1643 and December 1644 for providing funds for
the fortifications about London, and others were paid for by the

1 ¢.J. 1644-6 p. 101

W.0. 47/1 p. 221

S.P. 28/55 f. 267; 28/57 f. 300

See Appendix four

S.P. 28/261 ff. 426, 428 :

Sainsbury, E.B. Cal. court minutes of the East India Co. 1644-49 p. 39

LB )
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Treasurers for Money and Plate.l

The committees handling the revenues raised under the various
financial ordinances were sometimes involved in the purchase of
munitiona, usually when they alone had funds available for.the
procurement of urgently needed munitions. The Committee at
Haberdashers' Hall was directed by the House of Commona on 6th May
1644 to contract for and pay for 12 tons of shot for the Barl of
Essex's army, some of which was delivered shortly afterwards to the
train of artillery by John Browne. The Committee was required to
‘provide the funds for fhe pﬁrchase 6f 5 tons of match for the army
at the sgame time.2

A committee conprised of members of the House of Commons and
of the City merchant community was set up at Goldasmithsa' Hall for the
purpose of raising money for the masintenance of the Scottish Army of
the Solemn League and Govenant. Consequently the Committee became
involved in the procurement of munitions for the Scots, There was
also a aub-comnmittee, Bitting at Turners' Hall, and referred to as
the Committee for Scottish Affaira, which was concerned with the
distribution of the money. In 1645 the Committee at Goldsmiths' Hall
was given the powér .to deal with compositions on a regular basis.

Pinancial support for the Scottish army in England was
supposed to be provided out of the froceeds of sequeétgred estatesn,
As usual, the sums actually raised fell short of expectations and as
an additional measure an assessment of £31,000 a month was laid on
certain Northern towns and counties.5 The duration of the Scots' stay
in England was marked by repeated haggling over the amounts of money
and provisions which were to be made available for their army and by ¢laims
that the undertakings made by farliament were not being honoured.

The Goldsmiths' Hall Committee was directed early in 1645 to
1 S.P. 28/36 £. 18; 28/42 ff., 4%0-431
2 C.J. 164%-4 p. 431 .

S.P. 28/15 f. 28; 28/37 f. 9
See p. 161

3 Meikle, H.W., Correspondence of the Scots commissioners P. xvi
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t;ke steps to provide clothing and arms requested by the Scottish
Commissioners. On 4th February 1645 the Committee directed that the
Earl of Leven;s army should be provided with 11,000 yards of cioth,
1,000 backs, breasts and pots and 1,000 pairs of pistola. This was
follﬁwed by an order for the supply of‘T,OOO nuskets and %00 barrels
of powder with match and shot, The munitions were made available in
the following month.l

A number of committees and other bodies ih London actually
had stores of arms in their'possesaion. Thus the Committee of
Ciﬁizens Adventurers at Grocers Hall had'charge of a magazine
intended for the supply of the forces in Ireland, although aome of
its contents were put to other uses. On 13th April 1644 the Committee
was ordered by the Committee of Both Kingdoms to certifj what
munitions they had in their possession for the service of Ireland.
The latter @ommittee further directed on 25th May 1644 that the arms
and saddles borrowed from Grocers' Hall for the troops at Watford
should either be returned cor paid for.2 Some livery companies also
had collections of ﬁunitions in their possession.

Finally, certain members of Parliament, other than Sir
Walter Erle, became involved in the business of obtaining munitions.
This they did either by using their influence to obtain warrants for
delivery out of the Ordnance Office stores or by themselves arranging
for purchases to be made. They were usually acting on behalf of forces
in their own localities or for friends and relatives. Furthermore,
some members like Sir Samuel Luke and Henry Marten served for a time
as governors of towns held, for the Parliament prior to the passing
of the Self Denying Ordinance.

Sir Oliver Luke's éfforts on behalf of his son at Newport
Pagnell are referred to elsewhei;re.5 Thomas Toll, member for King's

Lynn in Norfolk, shipped £700 worth of gunpowder and pistols to that

1 Meikle, H.W. Correspondehce of the Scots commissioners p. 61
Cal. Proc. Comm, - for Compounding vol. 1 p. 16 .

2 C.5.F.D. 1644 pp. 115, 170

3 See below .p. 222
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place in April 1644.l James Nelthorpe, who was returned in 1645 as
the member for Beverley in Yorkshire, provided gunpowder and match to
the garrison at Hull during 1646. He received a debenture worth
£574 58 from the officers of the Ordnance which was charged upon the
receipts from the excise which had been allocated to the Ordnance
Office. Nelthorpe had both family and businenss interestsf;; Hull.z

Although technically a regional force, the army of the
Fastern Association had,by virtue of ita size and its involvement
during 1644 in activities of more than purely local significance, a
requirement for munitions, clothing and equipment that was of a
different order to that of essentially local forces. At first the
provision of munitions for the Earl of Manchester's army was the
responsibility of constituent committees of the Eastern Association
who lacked the resources for buying in large quantities. Purchases
were made from local craftsmen and agents acquired stores in London.
The Norfolk county committee obtained much of its requirements from a
London merchant, William Cory, who had contacts with the Netherlands.
The value of the agsessment levied in the Eastern counties for the
support of Manchester's army was greatly increased by an ordinance
of 20th January 1644 and during the ensuing year considerable
gquantities of munitions were acquired in London.js

Early in 1644 Bartholomew Wormell of King's Lynn provided
£8,000 worth of munitions from the Netherlands. On 4th January he
wag paid £743 1lls by order of the Association treasurers;chofe often
the significant‘purchases were made in London, where the merchant
Edward Barker supplied between January and October 1644 about £7,000
worth of munitions, including 3,080 muskets, 5,400 swords, 480 cases
of pistols, gunpowder and shot; Barker supplied other Parliamentarian

armies and the Ordunance Office too. Total expenditure on arms for the

1l Holmes, C. The Eastern Agsociation in the English Civil War p. 276 note
2 W.0. 49/82 f. 84 .

Add. Mss, 35,332 f. 38

S.p. 28/40 £. 198

Undergown, D. Pride's Purge pp. 320, 381.appendix
3 imes op. cit. .pp..100, 107, 151, 263 note
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Eastern Association forces during 1644 was £39,000,zgreater than that
enjoyed by any other Parliamentarian force during the same period.
from manufacturers in Cambridge, Suffolk and Loildon.1

Although less easy to identify and quantify than the
transactions involving the main Parliamentarian armies, the
multifarious dealings whereby local forces and garrisons sought to
satisfy their requirements in London and elsewhere during the First
- Civil War hgve a cumulative significance. We have already seen that
with the exception of clothing and footwear notable guantities of
munitions and equipment could be obtained only in London or from
merchants in the larger towns and ports who could secure supplies
from abroad. Generally speaking, only minor purchases and repairs to
arms and ammunition could be made in thelimmediate neighbourhood;

The most important factor limiting purchases by local forces
was that of finance. The deficiencies of financial administration at
the centre reflected and were in part caused by shortcomingm at local
level., The sums of money designated for the upkeep of individual
garrisons and regional forces bore little relation to the amounts
actually collected and made available. As a result there was
difficulty in raising funds for the purchase of munitions &and little
prospeét of obtaining credit from suppliers. When in January 1645
arms were needed by the forces in Montgomeryshire, the House of
Commons ordered that 300 pairs of pistols and 700 swords be. provided
upon the credit of Haberdashers' Hall, the money to be repaid in
three mon.fhhs.2 As in the case of the main Parliamentarian armies,%the
arms, clothing and equipment needed by the horse and foot of local
forces during the First Civil were procured largely outside the
Ordnence Office.

It would seem that arms could generally be obtained in the

i Holmes, C. The Eastern Association in the Engligh Civil War pp. 151,
276 note
S.P. 28/20 f. 166; 28/22 f. 210; 28/25 f. 323; 28/27 f. 264
W.0. 55/1663 f£f. 31, 59

26.J. 1644~6 p. 19
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London market throughout the Civil War period, provided that the
would be bu&er could pay at least part cash or could provide an
acceptable security for payment. The small buyer, however, might have
to accept higher prices and inferidr quality. The quartermaster to
the garrison at Newport Pagnell wrote to the gﬁvernor, Sir Samuel
Luke, in April 1645: "The pistols had not been sent without holstersi..
but the dearness of them made me not fit the holsters $till I knew
your pleasure".1 Certain commodities, such as gunpowder and match,
were of course nearly always in short supply.
In the early stages of the War quantities of munitions were
acquired by Lord Brooke for the Parliamentarian forces in
Staffordshire and adjoining areas. The suppliers included a number
of gunsmiths who also supplied the érdnance Office. According to
statemeéents taken from contractors by the Accounts Committee in 1646,
muskets, pistols, carbines and saddles worth a total of £2,311 were
delivered in February 1643 to Brooke House "as fast as they could be
proved and 1oéded". From there-the arms weré gent to Coventry, Stafford
and Northampton. Most of the deliveries were not paid for until 1648.2
Sizeable gquantities of munitions for the forces in North
Wales commanded by Sir Thomas Myddleton were purchased from various
London merchants between April and June 1643. Arms and ammunition
ineluding 1,600 muskets, 70 pairs of pistols and 2,000 swords worth
£2,943 in all were delivered and paid for.3 Between January 1644 and
June 1645 the Kent county committee spent £13,880 on arms and
ammunition for Kentish forces including thése serving under 3ir
William Waller, The munitions were purchased in London, Maidstone
snd Sevenoaks.4
Some of the small transact;ons which took Pléce at the local
level have been’brought to light by the investigations of the
1 Tibbutt, H.G, The letter books of Sir Samuel Luke p. 500
2 S.P. 28/5 f. 362; 28/4L f. 48: 28/43 ff. 163, 228
Cal, Proc., Comm, for Compounding vol. 1 p. 84

3 5.P. 28/263 £, 290; 28/264 ff. 70, 313, 364
4 Everitt, A.M. The community of Kent and the Great Rebellion pp. 152—163
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Committee for Taking the Accounts of the Kingdom which in 1644 began
the task of establishing the extent of the liabilities which had been
incurred on behalf of the Parliament up and down the countéy. The
account.of the proveost marshal of the Surrey county committee in July
1645 states that munitions received by.him included 100 new muskefs
and bandoliers and 100 new swords from a London armourer.1 Another
statement supplied to the Accounts Committee at this time by the City
Militia Committee records the delivery of 628 muskets, 83 barrels of
powder and 15 tons of musket shot to the garrison at Windsor between
October 1642 and'April 1643.2

3ir Samuel Luke was not given to understating his problems,
yet the well documented difficulties of the Newport Pagnell garrison
afford a good illustration of the obatacles encountered by smaller
garrisons in their efforts to obtain the supplies they needed. Such
places did not normally rank very high in the priorities of the
Parliament with.regard to the provision of munitions and equipment,
except perhaps when they were in imminent danger of attack.

Luke was informed by his father Sir Oliver Luke on 28th
October 1644: "I fear our credits will get little ammunition here,
for the merchants will part with little but on very good security”.
On 30th November Sir Oliver wrote again: "I do what I can to provide
powder and other ammunition, but unless you can send some present
money I doubt little will come, for my credit can help little and
nothing is to be got from the state“.3

This insistence by contractors upon satisfactory financial
arrangemént was fostered by their experience during the earlier stages
of the Civil War, Although the majority of those who supplied goods
between‘i642 and 1644 and whose bills were payable by the treasurer
of the Army did in fact receive settlement within a reasonable period
of time, some long standing debts had been incurred. Of the £7,300
1 S.P. 28/3%31 f. 640

2 S.P. 28/34 £. 171
3 Tibbutt, H.C. The letter books of Sir Samuel Luke pp. 368, 386
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worth of arms and equipment delivered to the City Militia Committee
between September and December 1642 by numerous contractors, only some
_£3,670 appears %o have been paid by the Army treasurer before the end
of 1644.1 One constituent consignment of 630 swords and belts worth
£47 108 was delivered in December 1642 but was not finally paid for
until 28th February 1644. Another debt incurred by the Militia
Committee was that of £1,459 owed to John Freeman for pistols and
carbines supplied to the City militia. In February and March 1644 the
Treasurers for Money and Plate and a Committee Appointed by the
éommon Council for bringing in arrears were ordered to settle this
debt and the money was paid in instalments between February 1644 and
April 1646.2
The debts incurred by Owen Rowe and John Bradley on behalf of
the Committee of Safety included one in January 1643 in respect of
6,000 swords worth £2,100 which had not been paid in full by June of
the following year.3 On lat July 1643 Sir Gilbert Gerard was ordered
to pay £330 to three armourers for the delivery of 265 harquebusier
arms, but by the following February only £100 had been paid.4 Like
other 1e;ding merchants who provided money and materials for the
Parliament, Howe was himself owed considerable sums. A petition of his
submitted in 1646 was followed by an order of the Committee at
Goldsmiths' Hall to pay him £1,000 out of the proceeds of compositions,
with a further £1,000 allowed upon the public faith by order of the
House of Commons.5
Generally speaking, those suppliers who dealt with the
Committee of Safety and the City Militia Committee together with the
representatives of local forces and private buyers in the early stages
of the Civil War withéut securing full payment :6f the amounts owing to
them were in & worse position than those who subsegquently contracted
1 S.P. 28/261 - 28/264 passim; 28/28 f. 375
2 S.F., 28/42 ff. 430-431
3 3.P. 28/27 f. 406; 28/263 f£. 43
4 S.F .
5 Cal

. 28/264 ff. 25, 26
« Proc. Commn. for Compounding vol. 1 p. 43
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with the Crdnance Office and the Parliasmentary committees concerned
with procurement., The debts of the latter were at least charged upon
some specific allocation of money, however great the shortfall in the
amount raised.

The plight of the unpaid contractors, with the small tradesmen
and artificers particularly affected, is reflected in a series of
measures intréaduced by Parliament with a view to raising money to
pay the sums owing to them., On 8th January 1644 the House of Commons
appointed a committee which apart from considering the ordinance for
recruiting the Earl of Essex's army was to look into ways of meeting
the claims of girdlers, bandolier makers and drum makers who had
supplied equipment. This was followed by the formation of another
committee on Tth Febfuary for the purpose of considering a duty on
tobacco pipes or some other hitherto untaxed commodity to raigse
monegy for the payment of the above mentioned artificers and others,
ineluding gunsmiths, cutiers, sadlers and some foreign merchants.1

An ordinance was promulgated on 8th June 1644 whereby a duty
was imposed on alum, copperas, hats, silks and other goods for the
purpose of raising money t¢ meet "such pressing debts as are due unto
Severall Handicrafts men strangers, and other persons, for the Arms
and Ammunition bought and taken up of them for the service of the
Btate“.2 Articles of mass consunmption were&%fﬁédy'taxed under the
general excise, so that the opportunity for rsi¥sing large sums
through the introduction of new duties was limited. The persistence
of the problem was illustrated by the introcduction of another
ordinance on 24th November 1645 which imposed additional duties on
lead, gold, silver, glass, 0il and other materials.in order to raise
money to setile debts due to artificers and craftsmen. In the event
of any money remaining thereafter ",...then John Muller, awMerchant

Stranger of Hamborough (Hamburg) shall first be satisfied the

1 C.J. 1643%-4 pp. 361, 391
2 Pirth, C,H., and Rait, R.S. Acts and ordinances vol., 1 p. 466
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remainder of his debt for a.rms".1

Delay in settling debts could have unfortunate consequences
for contractors who had prociired munitions on behalf of the
Parliament or had obtained materials for which they were themselves
unable to pay. The House of Commons authorised payment on 30th
November 1644 of £200 out of the proceeds of delinquents’ fines or
compositions in order to settle the debt of Richard Jones who had
been imprisoned as a result of his inability to pay for arms which
he had obtained for the Parliament. Jones may have been the gunsmith
of the vame mame who subsequently prévided muskets for the New Model
Army and who was appointed a proofmaster of the Gunmakers' Company
in August 1645.2

The petitions of creditors continued to be presented to
Parliament for the duration of the Civil Wars. A Hull merchant,
William Sykes, petitioned in December 1647 for the payment of
£3,963 188 5d which he claimed in respect of arms and ammunition
supplied to the Parliamentarian forces. He asked that the money be
paid out of receipts from the already overburdened excise which had
not already been appropriated.3 In December 1645 the House of Commons
directed that undischarged warrants for payment remaining in the
hands of the former Army treasurer, Sir Gilbert Gerard, should be
handed over to the Accountis Committee, which assumed responsibility

for determining the amounts owing to suppliers.4J

Cne petition referred to the Accounts Committee by the
Commons was that presented by gunmakers, sadlers and other artificers
in October 1646, The petitioners included those who had supplied °_
Lord Brooke at the beginning 6f the War. The amount owed appears to

have: been between £2,000 and £3,000. The creditors were then examined

1 Firth, C.H, and Rait, R.S5. Acts and ordinances vol. 1 pp. 806-809

2 ¢,J. 1643-4 pp. 709, 720 -
%.0. 47?1 p. 208 '
W.0. 55/1663 ff. 6, 8, 16
G.L. Ms. 5220 vol. 2 unfol.

3 C.J. 1646-8 p. 411

A S.P. 28/264 f. A33
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by the Committee apd on 10th March 1648 the Committee at Goldsmiths'
Hall was ordered to settle with those who had supplied arms to Lord
Brooke.l

A certain sumount of manufacturing of munitions took place
outside London and the South Eastern counties, The difficulty of
communication between Parliamentarian garrisons and London meant that
gsome commodities, especially gunpowder and match, héd to be produced
locelly. In some instances existing manufacturing facilities were
utilised, and in others new worke were established.

However, the quantities produced in this way were rarely if
ever enough to make local armies and garrisons self-sufficient and in
the case of the principsl armies they could do no more than help to
meet their immediaste needs. 1t was sometimes necessary to rely on
London for quite rudimentary pieces of equipment. The Earl of Warwick
asked the Committee of Both Kingdoms in July 1644 to provide carriages
for the 4 guns that he was supplying to the Earl of Essex, since he
was unable to obtain them at Weymouth through lack of materials and
1abour.2

It was impossible to build up stocks adequate for sustained
military activity from purely local resources. Shortages of raw
materiais and uncertain communications made it very difficult for
provincial manufacturing centres to meet the requirements of wide
areas.

There were facilities for casting iron ordnance and shot in
the Forest of Dean and in Carmarthenshire, of which Parliamentariean
forces made casual use when they were in the area. Mortar shells were
obtained from local ironworks during the Parliamentarian siege of
Goodrich Castle near Ross-on-Wye in the summer of 1646.3 When Cromwell
wasﬁbesieging Pembroke Castle in June 1648, he asked the
1 ¢.J. 1644-6"p. 681

Cal. Proc. Comm., for Compounding veol. 1 p. 84
S.P. 28/43 f. 163

2 C4S.P.D. 1644 p. 301
3 Nicholls, H.C. The Forest of Dean p. 36
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Carmarthenshire committee to0 provide round shot and mortar shells
from the ironworks in that county. These were probably the works at
Whitland.l

More regular use may have been made of the ironworks in
Denbighshire and Staffordshire which remained under Parliamentarian
control for much of the Civil War period. The furnace at Ruabon, in
%hich Sir Thomas Myddleton was a partner, appears to have been in
operation during the Civil Wars.2 3ir Thomas was also a partner in
other ironworks in North West Shropshire fogether with Thomas Mytton
and Thomas Kynaston; members of the Shropshire gentry who were,’,
prominent Parliamentarian supportera. The furnaces and forges at
Fernhill and Maesbury near Oswestry were put out of action by the
Royaliats in 1642 and were not restored to use before 1646. The cost
of repairing them was put at £500. Gther ironworks in South and East
Shropshire were worked for the Royalists.3 On the other hand, certain
Staffordéhire ironworks which were owned by Roysalists continued to
function and supplied part of their output to the Parliament.4 Inx
neighbouring Cheshire, there is a record of a delivery of shot and
mortar shells from Hough furnace to the garrison at Nantwich in Msrch
1644.5 In none of these instances, however, was production of more
than local significance.

The manufacture of gunpowder was more widely dispersed than
that of ordnance and shot. The universal need for powder, the
difficulty of Btoring it for any length of time withoﬁt rigk of
deterioration and the uncertainty of contacts with London encouraged
éfforts to manufacture it locally. Furthermore, the raw materials,
and saltpetre in partichlar, were more widely available, and

gunpowder could be manufactured with a smaller accumulation of

resources than in the case of ironfounding.

Abbott, W.C., The writings and gpeeches of Cromwell vol. 1 p. 611
Phillips, J.R. Memoirs of the Civil War in Wales vol. 2 p. 387

2 Edwards, I. Trans, Denbighshire Hist. Soc, vol. 9 1960 p. 35

3 Edwards Trang. Shropshire Arch. Sog. vol 56 1957-60 rr. 187, 189,
190, 198, 202

4 Pennington, D.H. and Roots, I. The Committee at Stafford p. xlv

S.P. 28/36 f. 405
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Some of the larger Parliamentarian strongholds such as
Gloucester, Manchester, Stafford and Warwick possessed powder millas.
At Stafford George Bembrig was allowed 10s a week for his sustenance
whilst engaged in making powder and match with the promise of more if
his work justified it.l The manufacture of gunpowder was established
in Dorset before the-Civil Wars. At Dorchester there was a mill known
as Parke's powder mill, which the Parliasmentarian garrison there no
doubt made use of. There was & saltpetre works at Sherborne in 163§
which probably supplied a powder mill at Evershot, between Yeovil and
Dorchester, which was in operation during the Civil War period. The
village of Stockwood near Sherborne was also associated with the
manufacture of gunpowder. George Boreman, (or Bowerman), who was an
Ordnance Office contractor and who may have supplied local forces in
the West, is described a&s being of that place.2 Yet the amounts
produced in these various placee were small and inadequate.

Match, another essential commodity, was likewise widely
manufactured but not in gquantities sufficient to prevent chronic
shortages amongst lcocal forces and the principal armieg., It was in an
ettempt to reduce the consumption of match that flintlock muskets
were issued to the garrison at Stafford in Pecember 1644.5 It is
likely that, as iﬁ London, the provision of munitions in the
localities was adversely affected by the difficulty of making
satiafactory arrangements for the payment of contractors. A Plymouth
match maker, Thomas Boyes, petitioned the Committee of Both Kingdons
in August 1644 for the payment of £200 owing to him for match supplied
to the garrison there.4

Local forces and garrisons were avle to secure the services
of artificers for the repair and manufacture of arms, ammunition and
equipment on a small scale. However, the availability.of skilled
1 Penningtonj_D.H. and Roots, I. The Committee at Stafford p. 206

2 Mayo, C.H. The minute booksof the Dorset standing committee p. 453
Ferris, J.P. Proc. Dorset Nat. Hist. and Arch. Soc. vol. B85 1963 p. 159

.5.P.D. 16 P. 2
5.P. 28744 £, 320
3 Pennington and Roots op. cit. p. 230
4 ¢.5.p.D. 1644 p. 393
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labour was a limiting factor. There are said to have been few
armourers and gunsmiths outside London during the first part of the
seventeenth century. During the 1630's men were sent to the North from
London to carry on these trades, whilst London gunmakers travelled
about the country coliecting and repairing firearme for the use of
the state, a practice which was continued during the Commonwealth
period. Bristol was probably the next most important centre of
munitions manufacture and importing after London. In 1644 Bristol was
capable of producing up to 200 muskets a week. The city played an
important role in this respecf during its occupétion by the Royalists
between 164% and 1645.1 The metalworking district of Birmingham was
sympathetic towards the Parliament and the manufacture of weapons
was carried on there. Arms were obtained from this source by the
Parliament in 1643.2

The accounts of the garrisons of Great Chelfield and
ﬁalmesbury'in Wiltshire contain records of payments to a gunsmith,
to a hurdle maker for making baskets for cannon and musket shot, to
plumbers for casting bullets and to & joiner for stocking muskets.3
During December 1646 and January 1647 the Dorset committee ordered
payuents to be made to gunsmiths for repairing ﬁﬁskets and to other
persons for the provision of powder, match and bullets.4 The
Staffordshire committee directed in April 1644 that ash poles be
felled for making spades and shovels and that smiths be engaged to
make iron shces for these and other implements.5

The quantities of arms and ammunition which were purchased
from local aources were correspondingly small in most cases. Often
weapons were obtained second hand. At the garrison of Great Chalfield
in Wiltshire a gunsmith was paid in January 1645 for repairing 25
1 Roy, I. The Royalist ordnance papers pt. 1 pp. 37-39
2 Stern, W.M. J. Arms and Armour Soec, vol. 1 no. 5 Mar. 1954 pp. 55-56
3 Pafford, J.H.P. Accounts of the Parl. garrigons of Gt. Ghalfield

and Malmesbury pp. 69, 70, 97

4 Mayo, C.H. The minute books’of the Dorset gtanding committee

pp. 83-84. 118, 123, 128-129 _
5 Pennington, D.H. and Roots, I. The Committee.at S8tafford p. 104
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muskets which had been "bought of country men“.1

1 Pafford, J.H.P. Accounts of the Parl. garrisons of Gt. Chalfield
and Malmesbury p. 66 : ..
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Chapter Eleven

Ordnance Office Deliveries to Armies and Garrisons 1 : 1642 to 1644

Before studying the pattern of deliveries out of the.Ordnance
Office land stores during the early years of the Civil Wars we shall
look first of all at the procedure for the issue of stores and at the
condition of the magazine at the Tower in the years preceding the
outbreak of the conflict.

Warrants for the delivery of munitions, clothing and equipment
out of the Ordnance Office stores may be divided into two categories,
those which originated outside the Tower and those for which the
officers of the Ordnance were themselves responsible. The first of
these categories is by far the larger and most important. This class
of warrants includes orders issued directly by the House of Commons
to the officers of the Ordnance, but usually they were made ocut in
the name of one or other of the Parliamentary committees which were
reasponsible for the conduct of the war., This procedure represented in
effect a continuation of the practice_foilowed before the Civil Wars
whereby warrants were issued in the name of the Crbwﬁiana.Qﬂ A,_—
the Privy Council.

Between them, the Committee of Safety, the Committee of Both
Kingdoms and the Army Committee were responsible for the majority of
the warrants for deliveries for land service which were issued during
the Civil Wars. The commitiees could act upon requests for munitions
made to them by the commanders of armies and garrisons or they might
form their own estimates, for exanple, of the requirements of armies
which were preparing for the field. Sometimes committees were
instructed by the Commons to provide munitions for a particular
purpose and toc make out warranta accordingly.

Besides those warrants which were issued in the name of the
House of Commons or of one of its committees with executive powers,

some warrants were made out on the authority of commanders in chief

such 28 the Earl of Essex, the Earl of Warwick, and Sir Thomas Fairfax



232

Another category of warrants is comprised of those issued by the
officers of the Ordnance. However, except when they were made out upon
instructions from a higher authority, the latter warrants were
restrioted to the requisitioning of stores needed for the internal
ugse of the Ordnance Office.

If the requisite items were not available in the.stores, then
either the matter could be referred to another committee or the
officers of the Ordnance could be instructed to procure them. But
unless the order came within the scope of an existing authorisation
for the procurement of munitions, for which a sum of money had been
allocated, the approval of Parliament would normally have to be
obtained before a contract could be made.

In addition to the activities of the Parliamentary committees,
the Commons as a whole was quite extensively involved in the detailed
aspects of maintaining the armed forces. Requesis for munitions were
received from commanders along with recommendations from committees
that provision be made for a particular army or garrison or for the
Ordnance Office stores themselves, The Commons could then give an
order for the issue of a warrant or they might direct that the
business of providing the munitions and paying for them be referred
to the relevant committee.

One of the main tasks which faced Parliament and the
committees concerned with administering the war effort was that of
relating the stream of requests for munitions and equipment to the
guantities that were available in the Ordnance Office stores for land
service and to the amount of money which could be found for the
procurement of munitions both through the Ordnance 0ffice and by
direct purchases from suppliers.

These demands were fregquent and pressing. Ferdinando Lord
FPairfax wrote to the Committee of Both Kingdoms from the siege of

York on 18th June 1644: "I must solicit you for a speedy supply of

gunpowder, match, and bullett for my own and the Scotch armies in



very great proportions...For my own particular I must intreat a
supply of muskets, pistols and carbines, concerning which I have often
written". Some deliveries of ammunition out of the Ordnance Office
stores were subsequently made to the armies in the North.1

Major General Browne, sent out in June 1644 with a force of
trained bands to guard egainst the King's threatened advance towards
the Eastern Associated counties, made repeated requests for munitions.
He wrote to the Committee of Both Kingdoms from 5t. Albans on 28tﬁ
June "I require a supply of gunpowder, match and bullet, my provision
ﬁeingAQery small..." Two months later he was &t Abingdon: "our need
of s supply of ammunition also is very great..." Again on 22nd
September 1644 he wrote to the Committee: "I must remind you again of
our great want of match, without a supply 6f which there is no hope
of our subsistence". Consignments of munitions were sent to him from
the Tower at intervals during this period.2

Oliver Cromwell wrote twice to the Derby House Committee from
Knottingly in Yorkshire in Noveumber 1648 reéuestiﬁg ordnance and
émmunition which were essential to the prosecution of the sieges of
Pontefract and Scarborough casties. These munitions were duly sent.3

On the other hand mapy of the requests for munitions could
not be satiafied out of the stores, or could not be met in full,‘so a
rough and ready order of priorities asserted itself. There was a
whittling down process at each stage in the procédure from the
original framing of & request for arms and ammunition to an actual
delivery from the Ordnance Office stores. By no means all demands
for munitions led to the issue of a warrant for delivery out of the
stores. Neither were all warrants discharged in full, whilst scome
were not executed at all. There are in the Calendar of state papers,
domestic serieg and in the Commons Journals numerous orders and

1 C.S.F.D. 1644 p. 246
Add. Mas. 34,315 f. 57
2 C.8.P.D. 1644 pp. 287, 455, 528
Add. Mss. 34,315 ff. 56, 56, 59
3 Add., Mss. 35,332 ff. 113, 11%
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resolutions for the issue of warrants for delivery out of the "public
stores" for which no corresponding warrant can be found in the
Ordnance Office records.

No doubt some of these apparently unsatisfied demands were
met in other ways, whilst others were rendered superfluous ér less
urgent by the course of events. Yet many were not acted upon simply
because the Ordnance Office stores were unable to supply the necessary
commodities and because money was not available for the purchase of
them. The abortive reselutions for the issue of warrants were
especiélly common during the years 1644 and 1645, and it was the
lesser forces and garrisons whose needs most frequently went
unanswered.

The formal process for communicating the need for munitions
and then acting upon it, which has been cutlined here, relates most
¢clearly to the supply of the main armies, the larger garrisons and
the more significant provincial armies. This process was however
complemented by a leas formal and less well documented process
whereby access to the Ordnance Office stores was sought through
attempts to secure the support of influential members of Parliament,
committee men and army commanders, with the object of obtaining a
warrant. A similar situation existed on the Royalist side.l The whole
nexus of political and family ties was utilised. Minor forces and
garriscons, which did not normally rank high in the priorities of the
Parliament or of its committees with regard to the allocetion of
resources, resorted to these means. Nevertheless, as the War continued.
access to the Ordnance Office stores by any means whatsoever became
increasingly difficult.

The correspondence of Sir Samuel Luke during his term as
governor of Newport Pagnell illustrates the problems of the smaller
garrison in this respect. Soliciting the aid of members of Parliament

was an uncertain business. Luke was informed by one of his officers

1 Roy, I. The Royalist ordnance papers pt. 1 p. 50
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in London on lst November 1644: "...Lord Saye did seem very forward
in helping me to arms... but afterwards my Lord began to prove very
cold in the busineas and thought it not feasible., Then I spoke to my
uncle Temple to move ny Lord therein and he seemed to promise arms,
but said the House must be moved for gaddles..." Doubts about the
attitude of Lord Say and Sele were confirmed soon afterwards by Luke's
f£ather, Sir Oliver Luke, who wrote: "...there is little hope of Lord'
Saye for he is getting arms for his son and answered that he must
provide firet for his own, and has got a warrant“.l

Sir Walter Erle himself was approached bﬁt was no more
forthcoming. "I have been mindful of great guns"” continued 5ir Oliver,
"but Sir Walter Earle does nothing but promise. If need be I will
fress his Excellency (Essex) in it".2 In a further letter of 30th
November 1644 Sir Oliver wrote: "Sir Walter Earle promises fair but
rerforms nothing, although I put him in mind hourly".3

Nor even did the receipt of a warrant for delivery out of the
Ordnance Office stores afford a guarantee that the munitions would be
forthcoming. On B8th October 1644 another of Sir Samuel Luke's officersa
told him: "I went to the Tower concerning the powder and bullett
according to your directions. The warrant which Capt. Oxford had from
the Committee {(?6§!§ége£y)' ,;.;I cannot by it procure the match and
ball, but I am now going to the Committee and I hope you shall gain
another warrant by which I shsall speedily obtain it".4

Not only were the requests and orders for munitions reduced
in number as they passed through the administrative machinery, but
also the quantities stipulated in them scometimes had to be scaled
down in order to equate them with the amounts which could be nade
available. This particularly applied to deliveries of gunpowder,
match, and musket shot.

An order of the House of Commons on 20th August 1645 for 100
1 Tibbutt, H.G. The letter books of Sir Samuel Luke pp. 375, 385
2 op. ¢it. p. 386

3 op. cit. p. 405
4 op. cit. pp. 347-348
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barrels of powder with match and ghot for the forces in Yorkshire which
could not be provided out of the land stores was instead met in part

by the loan of 50 barrels from the Navy magazine.l Another order from
the Commons on 13th April 1646 for 100 barrels of powder for the

forces in North Wales was reduced by the Committee for Powder, Match
and Shot in their subsequent warrant to 40 barrels of powder and 2

tons of match.2

The length of time which elapsed between the issue of a
warrant aﬁdbthe delivery from the stores could vary considerably.

This was influenced by the availability or otherwise of the munitions
in question and the length of time before a warrant was presented by
the holder to the officers of the Ordnance. Moreover the process of
securing the issue of a warrant could be a time consuming one.

Cne possible cause of delay was the preoccupation of Parliament
with political matters which held up consideration of the needs of
its forces. Another was the failure of the relevant committee to sit
regularly. Sir Samuel Luke was informed by a correapondent on 4th
February 1645: "The present problems of the House are so great and
the Comnittee 6f Safety sits so seldom, that we can do little or
nothing..."3 This was at the time of.the debate on the remodelling of
the Parliamentarian armies, whilst the Committee of Safety was
nearing the end of its existence.

The procedure for issuing a warrant could vary from a single
instruction to a lengthy bureaucratic process involving the
intervention of & number of bodies, particularly when the provisiohs
required were wholly or partially unavailable in the magazine ocut of
which they had been requisitioned. The necessity of making
arrangementa for the transporting of the munitions from the Tower
could also cause delays, especially when they were sent by sea or
overland to distant locations. The provision of transport was normally

1 W.0. 55/1646 pp. 219, 220
2 Add. Mse. 35,332 f. 40

3 Tibbutt, H.G. The letter books of Sir Samuel Luke p. 431
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the responsibility of the recipient of the munitions. The Scottish
commissioners in London stated in July 1645 that 100 barrels of powder
with match and shot had been ordered for their army then besieging
Hereford, "...but we find difficulty to get waggons to transport it".l

An.order of the House of Commons of 17th January 1645 for tﬁe
supply of a quantity of ammunition to the forceé in Pembrokeshire was
followed by the issue of a warrant by the Committee of Both Kingdoms
on 20th January for thé delivery of the munitions out of the Ordnance
Ofiice stores and by a further warrant of the Earl of Warwick on 15th
March for the delivery of them on board a ship. The delivery from the
stores was eventually made on 20th Ma.rch.2

On 30th October 1646 the Commons ordered that 100 barrels of
powder with match and shot be sent to Plymouth, directing the.
Committee for Powder, Match and Shot to execute the order. On the
following day the Committee for the Safety of Plymouth, Poole and
Lyme appointed a person to receive the munitions from the Tower. On
2nd November a warrant was made out. However, there proved to be
insufficient powder in the land stores with which to meet the order,
80 the Committee forf?he‘Weat,aﬁitoﬁzhed;the Navy Committee. This
committee in turn issued a warrant for the delivery of 100 barrels of
powder out of the Navy stores. The powder, match and shot were issued
on l6th November 1646._3

In view of the time taken Uy in procuring a warrant and
transporting the provisions from the stores, it can be assumed that,
apart from any urgency on military grounde, the recipient of a
warrant or his agent would normally have presented it to the officers
of the Ordnance as quickly as possible. This is borne out by the fact
that when the requisite supplies, or a part of them, were available
Meilklg, H.W. Correspondence of the Scots commissioners p. 101
C.J. 1644-6 p. 23 |
C.S.P.D. 1644-5 p. 264
W.0. 47/1 p. 61
W.0. 55/1646 p. 33

3 ¢.J, 1644-6 p. 710
Add. Mss. 35,332 f£f. 42-43

1
2
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in the stores, then they were in the great majority of cases delivered
within a matter of days of the issue of the warrant.

Occasionally the officers of the Ordnance recorded the date
on which the warrant wes brought to them, perhaps because it was
considered that an unusual delay had occurred and becsuse this
affected the position of the warrant in the ledger. The entries in
the books of warranis and deliverieas are in a roughly chronological
order. A warrant dated 14th September 1644 is slightly out of
sequence and there is a note to the effect that it was brought to the
Ordnance Office stores on 26th September.1 Parhaps the officers wished
to protect themselVves against any suggestion of improper record keeping.

When there were difficulties in supplying what was needed,
delays of up to six months sometimes occurred before a warrant was
executed. Local forces and garrisons were most frequently at a
disadvantage in this respect. The Parliamentarian forces in Devon
were allowed 8 pieces of ordnance out of the Ordnance Office stores
by a warrant dated 19th June 1643. Yet they received nothing until
14th November, when 6 guns were issued to them.2 A warrant of the
Committee of Both Kingdoms for the delivery of 40 barrels of powder,
2 tons of match and one ton of musket shot for the garrison at
Southamptqn was issued on 26th September 1644. However, nothing was
issued out of the stores until 2lst January 1645, and then only match
was supplied.5

Sometimes the requisite supplies could only bve made available
after a contract had been made for their procurement. This in turn
depended upon money being made available for the payment of the
contractor. The approval of the House of Commons was normally required
béfore a contract could be made in this way.

On 7th May 1646 the Committee for Powder, Match and Shot was
ordered by the Commons fo arrange for the provision of a large

1 W.0. 47/1 p. 110
2 Add. Mss. 34,315 f. 34
3 W.0. 55/1646 p. 18
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quantity of munitions for the garrison at Hull. By the following
September not all of these had been supplied and the Commons directed
the officers of the Ordnance to contract for as much round shot of
various sizes as could be obtained for £23 and to issue debentures to
the supplier. Two days later 725 shot wére isgued out of the storeé.l

During the Civil War period from August 1642 until December
1648 a total of 878 warrants were executed for the delivery of
munitions, clothing and equipment for land service, excluding those
which although for land service were in fact met out of the Navy
stores. The originators of these warrents are listed in Table seven.2
When more than one warrant was issued prior to & particular delivery,
only that which was most immediately effective has been counted,
During 1648 the Army Committee issued warrants for the supply of both
the Army and some garrisona as well, following an order of the Commons
on 6th January 1648..5 In addition to these 878 warrants, a further 45
waere delivered wholly or partially out of the Navy magazine for land
gervice, because the supplies were not available in the land stores.

It will be worthwhile considering briefly the condition of
the Ordnance Office stores in the years before 1642, since the role
of the Office as a supplier of the Parliamentarian land forces during
the first two years of the Civil Wars was determined largely by the
nature and quantities of munitions which had been acquired before the
conflict began.

The most comprehensive investigation into the stores undertaken
during the earlier seventeenth century was that ot the Commission on
the Ordnance which made its report in.1620. This survey revealed that
the stores were then in a more satisfactory state than at any other
time during the 1620's and 1630's, largely as a result of the
relatively low level of military activity in the reign of Jamea I.
The Commission enumerated the quantities of munitions in the stores
1 Add. Mss. 35,332 f. 39

2 See p. 240
3 C.J. 1646-8 pp. 420-421
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Table Seven
Originators of warrants executed for land service, Aug. 1642 - Dec.

1648, excluding those met out of the Navy stores.

Comunittee of the Army 468
Committee of Safety 157
Committee of Both Kingdoms 86
Committee for Powder, Match and 3hot 35
House of Commons 33
bfficers of the Ordnance 33
Barl of Essex 26
Committee of the Navy 15
Lieutenant of the Tower 8
Earl of Warwick 4
Committee of the Admiralty and Cinque Ports 3
Committee of the Eastern Association 3
Committee of the Associated Western Counties 2
Committee at Derby House 2
Committee of the Tower 1
Miles Corbet1 1
S5ir Thomas Fairfax 1

a1

1 Member of Parliament for Great Yarmouth
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and recommended the procurement of additional gquantities whére this
was considered appropriate in order to enable the stores to meet the
demands of any foreseeable service. It was assumed that the primary
concern of the Ordnance Office would normelly be with the requirements
of the Navy. The quantities of the principal kinds of munitions and
the recommended additionsl amounts are recorded in Table BA.l

The total cost of supplying the provisions needed, chiefly
muskets, pistols and saltpetre, together with the expense of repairing
defective stores, was put at £13,640 1l4s 2d. The Commission was
recommending an increase in the guantity of munitions over that held
in the past. Estimates of the quantities needed were baaed on previocus
practice and on the recommendations of military handbooks. After
making allowance for the Navy, a total of 335 pieces of ordnance were
left for the defence of the Tower and for field service., Thias was
considered sufficient.

The amount of powder in store was thought to be the most that
could be stored in good condition. It represented an increase of some
890 barrels over the amount considered adequate during Elizabeth's
reign. The gquantity of match in store was said to be almost three
times as great as that held in the past, whilst the store of round
shot was more than ample. The Commission also recommended the removal
£f¥om the stores of a large.quantity of unserviceable stores and of
commodities which readily be purchased when needed.2

Subsequent reviews of the Ordnance Office stores are lesa
optimistic. It should be borne in mind, however, that reports upon
the stores submitted by the officers of the Ordnance would have been
unlikely to understate any deficiencies that could not readily be
attributed to their own shortcomings since they hoped thereby to
secure petter financial provision for the Office together with the
reduction of their arrears. Such deficiencies as there were during

1 See p. 2453
2 Add. Mss. 36,777 ff. 4-5
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Charles I's reign must be attribuied not only to mismanagement and to
lack of funds but also to a greater amount of military activity than
during the years before 1620. This activity resulted in a drain upon
the stores that was not wholly made good before the outbreal of the
Civil Wara.

This was made apparent in a report on the Ordnance Office
stores which was presented to the King in June 1636. The officers
asked for the replacement of munitions which had been issued from the
stores and for regular payment of the ordinary allowance of £6,000 a
year which was then greatly in arreara.l The quantities of munitions
which were in the stores at that time are listed in Table 8B.2

When these figures are compared with those contained in the
report of 1620, the comparison is not altogether an unfavourable one,
despite the effects of the military and naval ventures of the later
1620's. The latter were not, however, supported solely out of the
regsources of the Ordnance Office. Yet it is clear from other sources
that there were deficiencies in the stores during this period. In 1633
it was stated that the munitions unaccounted for since 1620 included
295 muskets and 37,000 round shot. Moreover, the value of the stores
in hand was reported to have declined by £9,095 between 1620 and 1632.3
The Lieutenant of the Ordnance, Sir John Heydon, had earlier stated
in August 1628 that the stores were in poor condition and could not
provide many of the items that would be needed for an army of 16,000
foot.4

The ordnance which were no longer at the Tower in 1636 were
presumably in most cases mounted either on board ships or in fortified
places on land and were consequently still available for use. The
quantities of muskets, pikes and round shot had either changed little
or had increased since 1620. But the guantitiés of muskets and pikes
1 Add. Mss, 30,070 t. ¢
g S5ee p. 2453

Aylmer, G.E. E.H.R. vol. 72 1957 »n. 244

Aylmer Studies in the institutions and personnel of English
central administratiom vol. 1 p. 65

4 Tomlinson, E.M. History of the Minories p. 141
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Table 8A
Munitions in the Ordnance Office stores in 1620.1 The additional

anounts recommended by the Commission are given in parenthesis.

Muskets 3,779 (6,221) Pikes 8,563
Ordnance 1,2922 Gunpowder 3,876 barrels approx.(}
Match 137 tons Lead shot 5t. lle. {(4t. 9c¢.)

Round shot 145,197

1 Add. Mss. 36,777 ff. 1-3
2 Includes ordnance on board ships

T
Y S

Table 8B

Munitions in the Ordnance Office stores in 16361

Muskets 5,852 Pikes 8,162
Ordnance 1862 Gunpowder 1,173 barrels
Mateh 54t, 1lle, Lead shot T cwt.

Round shot 188,687

1 Add., Mass. 30,070 ff. 4-7
2 Bxcludes ordnance on board ships.
3 Plus 243 barrels in the hands of the powder contractor.
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were sufficient only for an army of moderate size. The number of
muskets in store in August 1635 totalled 7,255.1 The significant .
decreases since 1620 had occurred in respect of gunpowder, match and
lead shot. These were the commodities which were most rapidly consumed
when fighting broke out and the Parliament encountered serious
difficulties in supplying them during the Civil Wars.

The situation with regard to the provision of ammunition in
particular continued to deteriorate during the Bishops' Wars. The
officers of the Ordnance petitioned on 30th August 1641 for the
replenishment of the stores and regular payment of the allowance.2
This was followed by a memorandum of 10th February 1642 which stated
that no gunpowder had been received since the revocation of the patent
thirteen months previously. When outstanding orders had been met the
supply of powder would be virtually exhausted. There were 40 tons of
match in store, whilst ships of the Navy and other vessela were said
to be in need of 900 pieces of ordnance. However, the number of brasas
and iron guns in store at that time was 241, an increase of 50 over
the total for 1636. It is not clear whether or not this figure
includes ordnance for the use of the Navy.3

The officers of the Ordnagce were juétified in drawing
attention to the coﬁsequences of not making provision for the regular
replenishment of the stores, especially in the case of powder, match
and shot. This was confirmed by the shortages whiéh arose during the
Civil Wars. It was clear that failure to provide the financial basis
for a regular and adeguate supply of ammunition had serious
implications for a widescale and prolonged military conflict. The
relative strengthes and weaknesses of the Ordnance Office stores were
reflected in the pattern of deliiveries during the early stages of the
Civil Wars when the demand for munitiona was meat satisfactorily met
1 Harl. Mas. 429 f. 146 :

2 C.5.P.D. 1641-3 pp. 109-110°
3 op. cit, pp. 280-281

Aylmer, G.E, Studies in the institutions and personnel of English
central adminigtration vol, 1 p. 26
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by the Office in respect of such commodities as ordnance and round shot.

There is the problem of defining the stores of munitions
which were maintained within the Ordnance Office during the Civil
Wara, In theory at least, a clear distinction was observed between
the magazine for land service and that for sea service. Such a
distinction had been observed in the past and the interchanging of
stores between the two had been regarded as a malpractice. In 1627
an attempt was made to enforce the distinction by requiring weapons
to be given identification marks to denote whether they belonged to
the land or Navy atores.l

The land stores, referred toc as the “public stores", were
intended in normal circumstances to meet the demands of garrisons
and fortified places for which the Ordnance Office was responsible,
and to provide some of the requirements of any army that might be
raised. This magazine proved unequal to the demands of armies and
garrisons during the prolonged period of fighting which began in 1642
and it was supplemented not only by direct dealing with contractors
but also by the resources of other stores both within and outside
the Ordnance Office. When the New Model Army was formed and supplies
were procured for it, the provisions were delivered to a separate
magazine at the Tower known as the Army stores. However, in the
closing stages of the Civil Wars some deliveries were made from this
magazine for other purposes too.

The Parliamentarian navy increaged in size during the Civil
War periocd, but its consumption of ammunition was not so great
compared with that of the land forces. Consequently, the Navy
magazine was used to offset deficiencies in the land stores. This
practice was formalised in-Janu;ry 1648 when the Navy Committee was
directed to comply with any warrants issued by the Army Committee for
the supply of garrisons which might be referred to it.2

1 Hogg, C.P.G. The Royal Arsenal vol. 1 p. 61
2 C.J. 1646=8 pp. 420-421
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Borrowings from the Navy stores consisted in most casea of
powder, match and shot, of which there were persistent shortages. The
uge of Navy munitions for land service was however opposed by the
Earl of Warwick as Lord High Admiral.l It was usually stated that
munitions taken from the Navy stores in this way were to be replaced
out of the next consignment received into the stores for land service,
although it is not clear to what extent this was done. In any case,
if this stipulation was fully observed, then the accumulation of a
'debt' to the Navy storea would simply have aggravated the
difficulties of the land stores.

In fact it may have been difficult to méintain an absolute
distinction with regard to content and function between the various
magazines at the Tower during the Civil Wars. The wording of some
warrants implies that the munitions were to be provided out of
whichever store could best supply them. In the case of such commodities
ags gunpowder, supplies were often pre-empted before they reached the
stores and so were immediastely issued out. In these circumstances
the maintenance of a distinction between Navy and land stores was
something of an academic exercise.

The officers of the Ordnance were sometimes uncertain as to
which magazine was entitled to what. In June 1644 they wrote to Giles
Greene, chairman of the Navy Committee, saying that they had repaid
620 barrels of powder owed to the Navy magazine by the Committee of
Safety upon warrants for land service. They askKed whether the powder
subsequently received from the contractors was to be divided between
the land and sea stores, otherwise they could not tell which store
was entitled to what nor could they make provision for various ships
which were in need of powder.2 For this reason it cannot be stated
with certainty that some munitions recorded as having been issued
out of the land stores did not in fact originate in the Navy stores.

1 W.0. 47/1 p. 11
2 op. ¢it. p. 51
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1+ does not appear that during the century or so before the
outbreak of the Civil Wars very much work was done on the actual
buildings of the Ordnance Office. During the 1540'as nearly £3,000 was
spent on a new storehouse for the ordnance and other munitions and
between 1603 and 1605 a powder store was constructed or repaired in
the White Tower. An inspection of the Tower as a whole by a group of
Privy Councillors in 162@ revealed that the buildings were in a
neglected state, In 1636 it was decided to carry out extensive
repairs and over the next four years a total of £4,000 was spent. The
Ordnance Office structures were apparently not included in this work,
although the reconstruction of a new wharf at the Tower in the 1630's
no doubt facilitated the handling of guns and materials for the
Office.1 One or two references to the condition of the storehouses in
the Ordnance O0ffice records of the Civil War period confirm the
existence of deficiencies.

Some unspecified work had been done on the storehouses by a
bricklayer towards the end of 1643.2 But in the following July the
officers of the Ordnance prepared an estimate of the cost of making
essential repairs to the storehouses at the Tower and at Woolwich in
order to make them "Wind and Water tite". The sum needed was £166 10s.
Nothing was done, and a year later, on 27th June 1645, the officers
reported that since their original estimate "...there hath fallen from
ye Topp of one of the Stoarshcuses a maine Beame about 20 foot in
length and a great Shedd ov¥ Th'ordnanc® house doore flatt to the
Ground...And all ye 3toarcehouses are exceedingly out of repaire, &
raines in exceedingly wee can hardly keepe any thing dry, And the
repaires will cost now neare 500%1"57

Occasionally minor maintenance work was undertaken and paid
for out of the estimates for the Fleet, such as the sweeping of
chimneys and the control of vermin in the storehouaes.4)Nevertheless,

The History of the King's Works vol. 3 pt. 1 pp. 270, 272, 275, 276, 277
E. 351/2664

1

2

5 W.0. 47/1 pp. 65, 279

4 3.P. 28/49 f. 456; 28/52 £. 470
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it is an indication of the financial plight of the Ordnance Office
that it lacked the resources to make any necessary repairs,

The nature and size of the deliveries from the Ordnance
Office stores for land service during the Civil Wars will now be
congidered within a broad chronological framework. Details of the
quantities of the more significant kinds of munitions which were
isaued are give in appendices. Such a study affords an indication of
the extent to which the Ordnance Cffice was able to meet the demands
made upon it, as well as of the importance of the stores there as a
gsource of supply for the Parliamentarian land forces compared with
other eources outside the Tower. Since the deliveries which were made
to the various armies should be seen in the context of the size of
those forces and the activities in which they were engaged, hasic
information will be provided where appropriate -about these aspects.

There are, however, ceritain problems of classification which
arigse out of an attempt to categorize the deliveries from the Ordnance
Office stores. In the first place, armies did not always act as single
entities but could be split up with detachments or individual regiments
being designated for particular tasks. We therefore have to determine
whether a delivery of munitions was made to a particular army or to
what was in effect a force acting independently and which was only
nominally part of the main body.

This situation arose particularly in the case of the reformed
Parliamentarian army during the years 1646 to 1648, when some
hitherto independent forces were incorporated in the Army, whilst
certain regiments of the New Model were despatched to perform specific
duties. Thus some regiments which were technically under the command
of Sir Thomas Fairfax were at various times scattered about the
country assisting local forces, besieging Royalist garrisons and
performing guard duties. The Army as a whole was in a continual astate

of flux on account of recruitment, disbandment and absorption of

local forces.
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Furthermore, deliveries were sometimes made to newly recruited
troops before they joined the main body of the army. For the purposes
of classifying deliveries of munitions, detachments and individual
regiments have been treated as part of an army except when they were
in a garrison, as in the case of Sir Arthur Hesilrige's regiment of
foot which although nominally belonging to the Army in fact formed
part of the garrison at Newcastle from 1648 to 1650.1 Another
difficulty is caused by the fact that some deliveries from the
Ordnance Office stores were made collectively to more than one army,
a8 in the case of the English and Scottish armies besieging York in
June 1644. Such c¢ases have been indicated whenever possible.

The various sets of data relating to the deliveries to armies
end garrisons which are given in the appendices are mutually
exclusive in the sense that any given record of delivery has been
allocated to one category of recipient only. The only exceptions .to
thie rule are the deltiverieas made collectively to two or more forces
which have been referred to. There is, however a possibility of, some
overlapping of the different categories of deliveries to the Scottish
army which are given in Appendix sixteen.

Buring the early months of the First Civil War deliveries
from theVOrdnance Office stores were directed mainly towards putting
the various towns and fortified places held for the Parliament intoc a
posture of defence and towards providing stores for the army
commanded by the Earl of Essex. The more important munitions which
were issued to the first Parliasmentarian army during these early days,
which saw Essex's march to Worcester and the battle of Edgehill, are
recorded in Appendix nine.

The most important single delivery made to the army during
this period was that of a large consignment of munitions and equipment
which was issued to the train of artillery on 2nd September 1642,

1 Firth, C.H. and Davies, G. The.regimental hist. of Cromwell's army
vol. 2 p. 459
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whils% the army was about Northampton.l Indeed, the main contributions
of the Ordnance O0ffice stores to the initial equipping of the
Parliamentarian army were those of ammunition and equipment for the
train of artillery. A survey of the warrants which were not delivered
in full during this period nevertheless suggests that there was a
shoritage of case shot in the stores.2

The provision of arms, equipment and clothing for Essex's
horse and foot was made largely outside the Ordnance Office.3 Much
of the clothing and footwear for the army was provided out of a store
for which the merchant Stephen Estwicke was responsible., During these
first four months 17,000 to 18,000 sets of clothing each comprising
coat, breeches, shoes and knapsack were issued out. In all but a few
cases warrants for deliveries out of this store were.met in full.4
The size of the Parliamentarian army at Edgehill has been estimated
at 11,000 foot and 2,000 horse, although the entire force was not
present at the battle. The army as a whole numbered about 20,000 at
this time.5

It is apparent from the wording of some warrants during this
early period that it was expected that the Ordnance Office stores,
the City militia magazine and the stores of munitions collected by
Owen Rowe and John Bradliey would between them meet that portion of the
demand which was not being supplied by direct deliveries from merchants
and artificers to the Parliamentarian forces.

There are warrants for the supply of the Earl of Essex's army
addressed to "the Committee of the Militia of London and the officers
of the Ordnance at the Tower" and "to Captain John Bradley and Captain
Owen Roﬁe...and every other person whom it may concern, but especially

the officers of the great Ordnance and Armoury“.6 In the majority of

1 W.0. 55/1754 f£f. 5, 11; 55/1937 ff. 10-11
¥v.0. 55/387 p. 303 55/1754 f. 11

See above chapter ten

S.P. 28/14 - 28/4 passim; 28/261; 28/262 passim
Davies, G. E.H.R. vol. 49 1934 p. 36

Firth, C.H. Cronwell's army p. 22

W.0. 55/387 pp. 30, 47, 48

L5 A IR V)
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cagsen the munitions were in fact issued from the Ordnance Office
stores, for the resources of the City militia megazine were apparently
not very great. A warrant of Sth December 1642 for the delivery of
match and covers of hair and canvas for Essex's army states that an
order had previously been directed to the City Militia Committee but
they could not be supplied from that quarter.1

(j There is evidence that to begin with Parliament did not
exercise full control over the business of issuing munitions, and that
gome individuals with arms in their possession that may have belonged
to the state handed them over without authority. The extent of these
unofficial deliveries along with other private transactions can of
course hardly be eptimated. On 30th December 1642 the fletcher at the
Ordnance Office, David Powell, was summoned to Habherdashers' Hall and
told to bring all the musket arrows in his possession. Powell stated
that he had only 120 dozen such arrows completed and that he had
delivered some himself. He was ordered to take all the arrows and
arrow heads that he had to the Tower and he was prohibited from making
any more except upon warrant frém the Earl of Essex.2

Deliveries from the Crdnance Office stores to garrisons and
local forces between August and December 1642 may conveniently be
divided into munitions issued for the defence of London and those for
use in the provinces. The more important of these deliveries are
summarised in Appendices ten and eleven. Again the most significant
items delivered were ordnance and ammunition. Except for the ordnance,
the quantities issued for these purposes were much smaller than those
issued to the Earl of Essex's army during the same period.

The City militis magazine was utilised on occasions for the
supply of forces outside London. Tﬁe Committee made available 4 guns
for the use of the Earl of Lincoln, for which the officers of the
Ordnance were required to provide powder, match and shot by a warrant

1 W.0. 55/457 f£. 22
2 Cal. Proc., Comm. for Advance of lloney vol. 1 p. 7

A musket arrow was a small arrow discharged from a musket.
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of 14th December 1642.l

The most substantial deliveries out of the Ordnance Office
stores for the defence of London did not take place until 1643, when
the construction of extensive fortifications was undertaken following
a decision of the Common Council in February.2 However, a number of
warrants issued during the early months of the War for the supply of
munitions to the City were subsequently rescinded. They include a
warrant Of 8th September 1642 for 50 pieces of ordnance and another of
13th QOctober for ordnance, amﬁunition and implements. Yet another
similar warrant was nct complied with in full.3 These warrants were
cancelled either because the munitions were not available or more
probably because it was considered imprudent to issue them for this
purpose when they might be needed elsewhere. In November 1642 the
Army treasurer, Sir Gilbert Gerard, advanced money to the officers
of the Ordnance to defray the cost of bringing up ordnance from
Chatham, Woolwich and Deptford.4 It is possible that these guns were
nsed for the defence of London.

As far as deliveries to local forces and garrisons outside
London are concerned, the chief beneficiaries during the first four
months of the War were larget towns and places of strategic importance
such as Gloucester and Yarmouth. In certain cases, however, it was
stated that the arms were on loan only and were to be returned to the
stores if required.

During 1643 the principal activity of the Earl of Essex's
army was its employment in an attempt 10 counter the Royalist advance
in the West represented by the defeat of Sir William Waller's army at
Boundway—Down (1%3th July 1643), the surrender of Bristol (24th July)
and the siege of Gloucester. The expedition ended with Essex's return
to London after the first battle of Newbury (20th September 1643).

The size of Egsex's army had greatly decreased since the
55/387 p. 53

tt-James, N.G. The growth of Stuart London  pp. 271-272

1 V.0
2 e
3 W.0. 55/387 pp. 20, 32, 37; 55/1754 f£f. 10, 173 55/1937 f. 19
4 S.P. 28/3A £, 132
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previous year, partly as a result of the formation of additional
armies under Sir William Waller and the Earl of Manchester. By the
spring of 1643 Essex had only about one third of his original strength.
On 28th 1643 he told the House of Lords that he could nmuster no more
than 3,000 foot and 2,500'horse. For the expedition to Gloucester,
his army was therefore reinforced by five regiments of the London
trained bands, & body whose total strength in 1643 amounted to about
18,000 men.'

The principal deliveries of munitions to Essex's army during
1643 are.recorded in Appendix nine. It will be seen that once again
the greater part of the stores issued comprised ammunition and other
requirements for the train of artillery. There is no evidence at this
stage of a persistent inability to aupply-particular kinds of munitions
out of the Ordnance Office stores, although this was probably due to
the fact that Essex's army was not engaged in any significant
activity during the first half of 1643. The likelihood of difficulties
arising in the event of intensified military action was indicated by
the vorrowing of 100 barrels of powder for Essex's army out of the
Navy magazine immediately after the first battle of Newbury.2 There
is one further recorded delivery from Estwicke's clothing store in
April 1643.3 The store was then presumably exhausted and was not
replenished.

A special source of supply for Essex's army was afforded by
the store in the custody of Owen Rowe. He had been providing arms
from an early stage on behalf of the Committee of Safety. An ordinance
of 6th September 1644 suthorised him to procure munitions and issuej?
them upon warrant.4 There is a warrant issued in July 1644 for the

delivery of pistcls to a troop of Essex's horse which is addressed

1 Firth, C.H. Cromwell's army pp. 17, 22
Adair, J. Roundhead general p. 101
Davies, G. E.H.R. vol. 49 1934 pp. 38, 41

2 W.0. 55/46C f. 32 .

3 §.P. 28/5 f. 284

4 See above pp. 211-212
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to "Lieutenant Col. Rowe and to the officers of the Ordnance".l

Unfortunately it is not possible to specify except in a few
instances the nature and quantities of the deliveries made by Owen
Rowe either to the Earl of Essex's army or to other forces. About
£25,000  worth of arms and ammuni%ion were sold to Rowe and Bradley
during the summer of 1643. The bulk of the deliveries that were made
probably went to Essex's army and the additional forces which were
sent to the relief of Gloucester.

The regional armies formed under the commands of the Earl of
Mancheater and Sir William Waller received limited support from the
Ordnance Office during 1643. The deliveries are summarized in
Appendices twelve and thirteen. Manchester was appointed commander
of the forces of the Ea;tern Association in August 1643. A series of
ordinances in July and August authorised the Eastern associated
counties to impress up to 20,000 men but made no adequate financial
provision for the army. The supply of equipment was at this time the
regponsibility of individual local comiaitteesa. The army was iil-
equipped and unpaid in the autumn of 1643.2 The contribution of fhe
Ordnance Office stores to this force was confined to & train of
artillery in September 1643,

Similar deliveries were made duriné\%he last two months of
the year to Sir William Waller who on 4th November 1643 was appointed
commander of the forces of a reformed South Eastern Association of
counties. During that time he was campaigning in Hampshire ageinst
the Royalist forces commanded hy Sir Ralph Hopton. The House of
Commons had earlier given order on 23rd October that Waller be
permitted to take from the stores at the Tower and elsewhere such
arms and ammunition as he would need for his campaign.3 This was a
privilege which the stringencies of later years did not permit of,

1 Firth, C.H. and Rait, R.S. Acts and ordinancea vol. 1 pp. 272-273
W.0. 55/460 f. 27 .

2 Holmes, C. The Eastern Adgociation in the Engligh Civil War pp. 93=
95, 97-99, 100, 106
See above p. 219

3 ¢.J. 1643-4 pp. 287-288




255

The major deliveries from the Ordnance Office stores for land
service during 1645 were for the use of local forces and garrisons and
for the defence of Loddon. The nature and acale of those deliveries
can be judged from Appendices ten and eleven. The pattern of deliveries
reflects the state of the public stores at the Tower. There were large
deliveries of ordnance and round shot, with which the stores had been
relatively well stocked, whilst issues of powder, match and musket
shot, which were relatively lessa plentiful at the Tower, were
proportionately smaller.

The number of ordnance allocated to the defence works about
London and to "the train of artillery and forts and garrisons in and
about London" caused & heavy drain upon the stores and the Ordnance
Office was uﬁable.to provide all the guns that were needed. The East
Indis Company had _.a considerable number of ordnance at its disposal
at the beginning of the Civil Wars both on board ship and at the
Company's yard at Blackwall. At & court meeting on 9th November 1642
the Company decided to allot a total of 42 guns to two of its ships.
Although the Company had earlier, in May 1642, 'lent' ordnance to the
King and to the gunfounder John Browne, its attitude towards the
Parliament was on the whole one of non-cooperation tempered only by
the desire to secure the passage of an ordinance confirming its
trading privileges in the East.

At the beginning of November 1642 it was reported that the
Committee of Safety had asked the Company to bring up ordnance from
Blackwall and deliver them to the City Militia Committee. But a series
of demands to the Company in March and April 1643 for the loan of guns
for the defence of the City were consistently refused, whilat at the
same time the Company was preparing to sell between twenty and thirty
guns to the purchaser of one of its vesselé and was using
unserviceable ordnance as ballast in its o%hﬁr@ships.l
1 Sainsbury, E.B. Cal. court minutes of the East India Co. 1640-3

pp. xxiv-xxv; 254, 281, 284, 2957 310, 311-312, 317, 319
C.J. 1643-4 p. 30
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Yet the Company was obliged to give way, for some 33 guns (i:jj
belonging to it were installed on the defence works about London.
Apparently the Company was as a result left without any available
guns for its ships and there followed protracted negotiations between
the Company and the City Militia Committee in which the former tried
to either secure the return of the guns or to obtain payment for them,
Having demanded the return of its ordnance in December 1643, the East
India Company was asked by the Committee of Fortification to allow
them to remain on the defence works. The Company insisted that they
should either be handed back or peid kor, but rejected an offer of
10s a hundredweight payable at twelve months., Three years later, in
February 1646, the Compeny petitioned the City for the return of the
ordnance. They were sventually given back ih January 1647.l

Munitiond for the use of the City were also purchased directly
from contractors, some of whom supplied the Ordnance Office as well.2
Arma and equipment besides ordnance were obtained 'on loan' for the
use of the Parliament in the earlier stages of the War. Arms valued
at over £1,000 were collected by Alderman James Bunce from various
companies and individuals in the City by order of the Committee of
Safety in November 1645.5

William Lithgow's sarvey of the works about London, conducted
in 1643, records 24 principal forts and 212 pieces of ordnance,
moatly of large calibre.4 The bulk of the deliveries in this category
out of the Ordnance Office stores during 1643 conmprised two large
issues, one in February and the other in November. As we have seen,
the stores could not supply all that was required and additional guns
were obtained through the City Militia Committee.

Ordnance and ammunition were likewise the most eignificant
kinds of munitions delivered to provincial forces and garrisons during
1 Sannsbury, E.B, Cal. court minutes of the East India €Co. 1640-43

pp. 370, 373; 1644-49 pp. 7, 131, 183

2 See above Chapter six
z 3,P. 28/11 f. 40

4 Brett-James, N.G. The growth of Stuart London p. 282
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1643, PR 54 Coto T o Tl T
B In the early days of the War, local forces were on occasions
allowed by the House of Commons to purchase munitions for themselves
out of the public siores at the Tower. This was a practice which
could not continue in the face of the shortages which arose in
subsequent years.l

Despite the relative abundance of round shot in the siores,

it is apparent from the records of warrants which were not discharged

-~
‘
AN

in full that supplies of the smaller sizes of shot, which were
commonly used with the lighter ordnance employed as field guns, were
becoming exhausted. Thus it was stated on 9th December 1643 that there
wags no saker shot in store.2 There were, however, at the Tower in
September 1643 various pieces of ordnance and large amognts of round
shot which were unfit for use. The officers of the Ordnance were
instructed by the Commitiee of Safety to sell these, presumably for
recasting. The proceeds of the sale amounted to £702 4s 4d.3

The first signs of a shortage of gunpowder appeared in 1643.
Some warrants for the delivery of powder to garrisons were not
discharged and recourse was had to the Navy magazine for this
commodity, although not on the scale of 1645 and 1646. A summary of
the types and quantities of munitions borrowed from the Navy étores
is given in Appendix fifteen.

In addition to these loans from the Navy magazine, a number
of warrants for the supply of local forces and garrisons were met
during May and June 1643 out of a consignment of 270 barrels of powder

4

intended for Portsmouth.” However, for the purpose of defending

coastal towns and forts and places connected with the Navy it was
soretimes considered justifiable to make deliveries out of the Navy
stores. A supply of powder was delivered to the gdrrison at Chatham

1 C.J. 1640-43 p. 829; 1643-4 p. 99
2 W.0. 55/460 . 41
3 dp. cit. f. 39
E. 351/2664
4 W.0. 55/460 ff. 13, 14, 16, 17, 21
-Add. Hss. 34,315 ff. 4,5, 9, 11, 1

2, 14
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in September 1643 and 20 pieces of ordnance with their accessories
were provided for the defence of Hull in April 1643, in each case
out of the Navy siores. Another contribution made by this magazine
was that of 20 barrels of powder "of ye worger sorti" issued to James
Wemyss the Master Gunner at the Oidnance Office on éSth March 1643
for the purpcse of marking "the sotamnization of His Royal Highness
(?Charles Louis of the Palétingée) coronationﬂ.l.
| An additional source of munitions for local forces was
represented by the stores in the charge of b;en Rowe. There are a
few warrants addressed to him in the Commons Journals and the
Commonwealth Exchequer Papers. The Earl of Denbigh received from
Rowe a iquantity of arms including 800 muskets and 183 paira of pistols
during 1643 whilst his army was at Coventry.2 Rowe was also entrusted
with a large amount of arms seized from a Danish ship in the Thames
which had been bound for Newcastle. These munitions were issued upon
warrants during August 1643.5

Deliveries fér land service during the first dixteen months
of the First Civil War represented by and large & distribution of
munitions and equipment which had been accumulated before that time.
The size of some of these deliveries shows that in spite of the
advertised deficiencies of the Ordnance Office Btores they in fact
possessed considerable amounts of some kinds of munitions at the
outset. Yet since August 1642 there had been no replenishment of the
land stores on anything like the scale needed to make good those
losses. We have seen that such procurement for the Ordnance Office
stores as took place during the early stages of the Civil War
congisted largely of provisions for the Navy purchaged with money
advanced by the Navy treasurer.;‘Theae supplies were needed for the
ships of the Summer Pleet and the Winter Guard and so would not have

4

available for transfer to land service.

1 W.0. 55/1637 . 74

2 S.P. 28/34 f. 291

3 C.J. 1643-4 pp. 199, 204, 211, 224
4 E

. 351/2664
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After making allowance for any deficiencies which may exiat
in the records of receipts, the paucity of such records during the
first fear or two of the Civil Wars would in itself appear to confirm
that 1ittle of the £83,000 worth of munitions, which according to the
officers of the Ordnance were igsued for land service during 1643,
was replaced at this time.1 There was certainly nothing to compare
with the scale of purchases for the Parliamentarian Brces which were
channelled outside the Ordnance Office during 1642 and 1643, £34,000
worth of arms and ammunitidn were sold to Owen Rowe and John Bradley
alone between September 1642 and November 1643.2

Indirect evidence concerning the condition of the Ordnance
Office stores is provided by the warrants issued by the officers
themselves, which are chiefly of interest as a rough indication of
the amount of proving of new weapons that was being carried out.
Powder and shot were delivered to the proofmaster for this purpose.
There are no records of such deliveries before 1644.

By the end of 164%, therefore, the value of the Ordnance
Office stores as a repesisory of munitions for the Parliamentarian
land forces had been seriously diminished. Moreover, the stores had
been least satisfactorilty provided at the outset with those very
punitions, gunpowder and match, which were now in greatest demand.
Although there were deliveries of powder, match and musket shot to
the Tower during 1643 and 1644, there was no general and large scale
replenishment of the stores with munitions of all kinds before the
spring of 1645 when the Army Committee contracted for supplies for
the New Model Army.

This is illustrated by statements made during 1644 regarding
the shortcomings of the magazines and by the fact that warrants for
issue of various sorts of munitions and equipment could often not be
executed until contracts had been made for procurement and delivery

1 W.0. 47/1 p. 172
2 See above p. 211
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of the requisite items into the stores. During 1644 the demand for
munitions increased further. There were now three principal
Parliamentarian armies, whilst Parliament had also undertaken to
provide the Scottish army which entered England in January of that
year with arms and ammunition.

In the Bpring of 1644 Parliament turned its attention to the
state of the Earl of Essex's army. An ordinance of lst February
declared that the army should consist of 7,500 foot and 3,000 horse,
excluding officers, not very different from its strength in the
summer of 1643 and smaller than the army of the Earl of Manchester.
There was also to be a "guitable train of artillery". A subsequent
ordinance of 26th March 1644 provided for the payment of £30,504 a
month out of the receiptas from the excise for the recruitment and
maintenance of Essex's army and for the purchase of munitiona.LtThese
payments were soon substantially in arrears. This ordinance illustrates
the fact that the scale of provision made for the Parliamentarian
armies was influenced;ﬁy'bolitical-facto;s as;ye}lhgé‘ﬁy:éilitary
considerations. Relationshipse .between the armies and Parliament and
between the various forces themselves were inevitably affected by
the political divisions at Westminater. The original ordinance for
Essex's army of 22nd November 1643 had called for a strength of
10,000 foot and 4,000 horse. Measures for the support of this army
were delayed and attenuated as a result of the actions of a faction
in Parliament which was more favourably disposed towards the Earl of
Manchester’s army than to the forces of Basex and Waller.2

In May 1644 Essex was. advancing against the King at Oxford
with a force of about 10,000 horse and foot.3 When the King's army
withdrew from Oxford Easex moved ko the West where his army was
eventually isolated by the Royalists in Cornwall and surrendered
there on 2nd September. The army was subsequently reformed and took

1 Pirth, C.H. and Rait, R.S. Acts_and ordinances vol. 1 pp. 375-376,
398-399
2 Holmes, C. The Eastern Association and the English Civil War pp. 109-115

2 Walker, Sir E., Historical ¢éolleetions pp. 9-10
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part in the second battle of Newbury (27th October 1644), but by the
end of the year its strength was less than 5,000.1
Deliveries made to Essex's army during 1644 are recorded in
Appendix nine. As in previous years, ammunition agd supplies for the
train of artillery are the most significant items, Following the loss
of his artillery in Cornwall, Emsex was provided with a new train
which was procured largely through the Ordnance Office, although
deliveries were not completed until shortly before the disbandment of
his army. In addition to procuring new ordnance, the Committee of Both
Kingdoms aftempted to borrow 4 gunas for Essex from the City militia.2
Some deliveries of munitions were made directly to Essex's
army oy contractors. A quantity of round shot was received in this
way from John Browne in May 1644. This was the result of a directive
from the House of Commons to the Committee for Advance of Money at
Haberdashers' Hall requiring it to provide ammunition for Easex's
train of artillery, then urgently needed in view of the expected
clash with the King's forces. In gll, the Commitfee was to pay £1,000
by an order of lst May to 3ir Walter Erle who was to forward the
money to the purveyor general of the train, Captain CannOn,géo that
he might purchase the stores that would enable it to take the field,.
Furthermore, the General of the Artillery in Essex's army was to be
asked to explain to the Commons why the Ordnance Office had not been
requested to provide these munitions.5
During the recruitment of Egsex's army in the spring and
early summer of 1643, arms and equipment for the horse and foot,
especially saddles, were purchased by members of the army and by Owen
Rowe wikh money supplied by the Treasurer of the Army.4 These

purchases were nevertheless on & smaller escale than those of 1642 and

1 Pirth, C.H. Cromwell's army p. 23

2 C.3.P.D. 1644~-5 p. 6

3 C.J. 1643-4 p. 487
S.P. 28/15 f. 28 .
Cal., Proc. Comm, for Advance of Money vol. 1 p. 34
See above pp. 161, 215

4 S.P. 28/14 £f. 373, 379; 28/15 ff. 100, 137, 202
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1643, There are no recorded borrowings from the Navy stores for
Egsex's army, or indeed for any of the main Parliamentarian armies,
during 1644. By this time there were in effect no reserves of
gunpowder and it was a matier of awaiting the next consignment from
the contractors.l

The army of the Earl of Manchester again received little
individual support from the Ordnance Office stores during 1644. This
force was said to number 14,000 horse end foot in the spring of that
year. As in the case of Essex's army, the requirements of HMancheater's
horse and foot during 1644 we;e met for the most part outside the
Ordnance Office., Considerable quantities of munitions were obtained
in London and from the Netherlands in the first half of the year.
It has been eatimated that £39,000 worth of munitions were purchased
for Manchester's army during 1644, again considerably more than was
spent on the Ordnance Office land stores in the sanme period.2

In March 1644 the House of Commons asked Manchester what
munitions he required. Then an ordinance of 13th May, which provided
for the maintenance of his army, atated that it was to provide itself
with arms, ammunition and a train of artiilery. The ordinance declared
that the Associated counties had "bought many arms and ammunition, and
must buy more..." The proceeds of a weekly assessment were allocated
to the maintenance of the army.3 In addition, Manchester's army must
have received a share of the munitions which were delivered from the
Ordnance Office stores firstly to the English and Scottish armies in
the North during June and July 1644 and secondly to the armies which
confronted the King's army upon its advance from the West in the
autumn of that year.4

Despite its earlier deficiencies in this respect, Manchester'sa
army appears to have been reasonably well supplied with munitions
during its campaigns in the summer of 1644. The army was able to
1 For receipts of gunpowder see Appeddix one
2 See above 'pp. 219-220

3 Firth, C.H. and Rait, R.5. Acts and oxdinances vol. 1 p. 432
4 See Appendices nine and fourteen
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give aseistance in the form of munitions to the other English and
Scottish armies at the siege of York in June 1644. On the other hand,
Manchester lacked heavier ordnance suitable for use at a siege and he
was obliged to borrow some guns from the Scots. Then at the ensuing
battle of Marston Moor a considerable quantity of arms and ammunition,
including 4,500 muskets, 800 pikes, 40 barrels of powder, ordnance

and shot, were taken from the Royalista.l

The army of Sir William Waller was likewise a regional force,
vyet it too assumed wider responsibilities and in fact fared better
in the way of supplies from the Tower. The deliveries are summarized
in Appendix thirteen. As before, they consisted almost exclusively of
munitions for the train of artillery, although the Ordnance Office
was s8till unable to provide all that was required.

At the beginning of 1644 Waller's army was engaged in a
campaign in Hampshire against a reformed Royalist Western army
commanded by Lord Hopton which culminated in the battle of Cheriton
(29th March 1644). On 4th March the Committee of Both Kingdoms had
resolved that Waller should take the field with 8,000 horse and foot.2
A store of munitions was prepared for his use at Farnhan Castle., Order
was given on 7th March that 40 barrels of powder should ve sent there
from the mills at Chilworth and the City militia was requested to
provide 6 field guns and a quantity of shot for Waller's train of
artillery, not doubt because they were not available in the Urdnance
Office stores or could not be spared.3 However, some of the munitions
in the possession of the City militia had originally been issued out
of the Tower magazines.

Subsequently, Waller's army advanced on Oxford in conjunction
with that of the Earl of Essex, and then followed the King's army
after the latter withdrew from the city. Following the battle of
Cropredy Bridge (29th June 1644), Waller’s army was reduced to a

1 Holmes, C. The Eastern Association in the Engligh Civil War pp. 148,
152, 173

2 ¢.5.P.D. 16 PP. 33-34, 49
3 OF, 1645-4 p. 420
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parlous state. From a total of about 10,000 horse and foot at the
time of the battle, it had been reduced to half that number by fhe
end of July and to less than 3%,000 horse and foot by early September.1
In order to make good the losses suffered by the train of artillery
at Cropredy Bridge, the Committee of Both Kingdoms again asked the
City militis to lend three small field pieces, promising that in the
event of they themselves taking the field they would be-provided with
better guns.2
Under the terme of the treaty between Parliament and the Scots,
the former was to provide £100,000 for the raising of a Scottish army
and £30,000 a month for its maintenance thereafter. This was a
conmitment which Parliament could acaréely have been expected to
fulfil in view of the difficulties experienced in maintaining its own
forces. The Scottish army which had been sent to Ireland in 1641 was
nominallj in the pay of Englaﬁd, but it February 1644 it was said
that this force had received no money or supplies for more than
eighteen months. An ordinance for the raising of money for the army
had in fact been introduced in July 1643. Some of the provisions
intended for Ireland probably went to the Parliamentarian forces in
England, whilat others had been taken for the King. Efforts were being
made in Holland early in 1644 towards raiging money and provisions
for Irela.nd.3
The Scottish army which entered Ehgland in January 1644 was
a large force of more than 20,000 horse and foot. By April this
nunber had been reduced by avout 4,000, although in the following June
an additional levy of between seven and ten thousand men under the
Earl of Callendar was sent to England. This force too gave rise to
difficulities between the Scots and Parliament over the nature of
1l Adair, J. Roundhead general pp. 159, 165, 167

2 C.5.P.D. 1644 p. 451

3 Firth, C.H. and Reit, R.S. Acts and ordinances vol. 1 pp. 188-189
Meikle, H.W, Correspondenge of the Scots commissioners pp. xii, xiv,
12, 15
C.S.P.D, 1641-3 p. 374
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the arrangements for its upkeep.1

The committee with the Scottish army wrote to the Scottish
commissioners in London during May 1644 asking them to procure 2,000
muskete and a considerable guantity of gunpowder, match and lead.
Shortly afterwards, the Scots received quite a large consignment of
powder and match at the "English charge", although this did not come
from the Tower.2

In fact, the Ordnance Office records show only 200 barrels
of powder as having been delivered out of the stores there for the
use of the Scots during 1644, although this excludes the munitions
delivered to the English and Scottish armies during June and July
1644. Deliveries to the Scottish army in England from the Ordnance
Office stores and from other sources are summarized in Appendices
fourteen and sixteen. The large guantities of gunpowder and match
delivered to the Scots from various sources during the years 1644 to
1646 exacerbated the shortages of these commodities. A quantity of
powder and round shot was sent from London on the orders of the House
of Commons when the Scots were besieging Newcastle in September 1644,
The Committee at Goldsmiths' Hall was instructed to make arrangements
for payment.5

For clothing and footwear, £6,000 worth of Yorkshire broadcloth
and kersey wasg purchased in July 1644, together with 10,500 pairs of
shoes in the following month. An sgreement was made between the Scots
and the Yorkshire Parliamentarians whereby the county was to pay in
kind, presumabiy cloth, one half of the assesgment laid upon it for
the maintenance of the Scottish army. Cloth was also supplied to
individual regiments by tailors in England and Scotland.4
1 Wenham, L,P. The great and close siege of York p. 1

Terry, C.S5. Papers relating to the Army of the Solemn League and
Covenant vol, 1 pp. xxiii, lvii
2 Wenham op. cit. pp. 22-24
Terry op. cit. vol. 1 p, 198
Meikle, H.W. Correspondence of the Scots commissioners pp. 29, 30
3 C.8.P.D. 1644 p. 9501
Cal. Proc. Comm., for Compounding veol. 1 p. 10
Meikle op. cit. p. 37
4 Terry op. cit. vol.lpp. xeiii, xeciv, 265
Meikle op. cit. p. xviii




266

The amounts raised from the asseasment proved insufficient to
maintain the Scottish army. The money that came in was rapidly spent
on munitions, clothing and viectuals. On 7th August 1644 the Scottish
commissioners in London were asked to inform the Committee of Both
Kingdoms that it was essential to establish stores of munitions for
the Scottish army in convenient places and that these were not to be
paid for out of the monthly assessment of £31,000. Shortly afterwards,
however, the commissioners conceded that the only money available for
the purchase of munitions was in fact the proceeds of the assessment.l

As in the previous year, the most significant contribution of
the Crdnance Office stores during 1644 lay not in the supply of the
principal armies but in tge provision for local forces and garrisons.
These latter deliveries are recorded in Appendices ten and eleven,
The kinds of munitions supplied were essentially the same as in 1643,
conpisting primarily of ordnance and ammunition. With the exception
of gunpowder, the amounts issued were smaller than those of the
previous year. This decline 18 in contrast to the increased scale of
the Parliament's commitments on land during 1644.

The number of ordnance delivered from the Tower greatly
declined in 1654, whilst the amount of match supplied to local forces
and garrisons was less even than the small quantity issued in 1643.
If the figure of 241 ordnance in store in February 1642 is correct,
then all those guns and more had been delivered out during the first
sixteen months of the War.2 What is probable is that guns belonging
to the Navy stores were made available for land service. The amount
of musked shot issuéd-~in 1644 likewise remained small.

In view of the great demand for match and muskét''8hot and the
inadequacy of the supply, priority was no doubt given to the main
Parliamentarian armies. On the other hand, the amount of gunpow&er
issued out of the Ordnance Office astores was much greater than in the
1 Heikle, H.W. Correspondence of the Scots commissioners pp. xvi, 35, 41

2 Aylmer, G.E, Studies in institutions and personnel .of English
central administration vol. 1 p. 26
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previous year, suggesting that whilst the quantitiéa received into
the stores were still insufficient, they represented an improvement
over the situation in 1643, for which there are no records of regular
deliveries for land service by the powder manufacturers.

One factor which aggravated the shortage of ammunition was
the numbér of siege actions which took place between 1644 and the end
of the First Civil War. These itended to consume large quantities of
powder and shot. For a siege of Banbury Castle, which was not a major
stronghold, 80 barrels of powder, 60 mortar shells and 10 barrels of
musket shot were issued out of the Ordnance Office stores during
September 1644.1

Signs of deficiencies in the stores at the Tower were by now
manifest, It may be significant that resolutions for the issuing of
warrants by the Commons itself and by committeeg which have no
counterpart in the Ordnance Office records are most numerous from 1644
onwards. This must have been due at least in part to the munitions in
question not being available. Similarly, there are a number of
warrants in the ledger books without any corresponding record of
delivery. These were presumably noi discharged.

Another possible sign of shortages was the delivery of large
quantities of musket arrows and longbow arrows,~together with
bowstrings, quivers and bow cases, to the City—;ilitia in January and
April 1644. This suggests that more modern weapons and their
ammunition were in short supply and that the recommendation of the
Commission of 1619 that seweral thousand bows be removed from the
stores had been somewhat premature. Musket arrows were however being
made by the Ordnance Of{fice fletcher at the beginning of the War.2

There is direct evidence of shortages in the form of
statements by the officers of the Ordnance and in the inability td
execute warrants for the issue of certain commeodities. When in June
1 W.0. 47/1 pp. 101, 111

2 Add. Mas. 34,315 f£f. 37, 47, 48; 36,777 £. 6
Cal. Proc. Comm, for Advance of lMoney vol. 1 p. 7
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1644 the officers were asked to supply the accessories needed to equip
four large pieceg of ordnance, they replied that all the necessary
items were lacking except for shot "unlesse you take the ordn®ce wch
stand mounted in the Stoare House w°P have only Carriages to them..."
At the same time the Committee of Both Kingdoms asked Sir Walter Erle
to obtain a statement of the amount of munitions available at the
Tower for land service.1

A warrant issued by the House of Commons in August 1644 for
the delivery of five pieces of ordnance and round shot for the defence
of Aylesvury could not be discharged as the munitions were unavailable.
The Committee of Both Kingdoms thereupon ordered the officers of the
Ordnance to purchase them "out of ye Gunfounde®® private Stoares"
with money provided cut of receipts from the Excise.2

A number of warrants for the issue of musket shot and match
to local forces and garrisons were likewise left undischarged,
thereby limiting the capacity for action of the forces conecerned, and
perhaps endangering their security. Shortages of these commodities
appear to have been particularly acute during the latter part of 1644,
when a whole series of warrants for the delivery of match were not
complied with. The evidence of the Ordnance Office records suggests
that the amounts of musket shot and match contracted for and received
into the stores in 1644 were not very great in relation to the
overall demand and that the needs of the principal armiesa would have
left little for the use of lesser forces.3

It is unlikely that the shortfall was made up to any great
extent from other sources. Finance was an inhibiting factor, through
whatever channels munitions might be procured, A quantity of match,
together with some weepons, were requisitioned from Owen Rowe's store
for the use of the forces in Gloucester and in Shropshire early in
1 W.0. 47/1 pp. 47, 48

2 op. cit. p. 87
3 See Appendices one, three, nine, eleven, thirteen, fourteen
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1644, but the total amount was not large.l Opportunities for borrowing
from the Navy magazine were likewise limited. The officers of the
Ordnance reported on 10th May 1644 that there were in store 297
barrels of powder for the use of the Navy and 153 barrels for land
service,

With such small reserves, the ability to meet demand depended
almost entirely upon the size and frequency of receipta from the
gunpowder contractors. In a statement on 30th July 1644, the officers
certified that from Samuel Cordwell alone they had received 1,300
barrels of powder for land end sea service since March of that year.3
A study of the warrants discharged during the same period shows that
almost exactly the same quantity of powder was issued from the publie
storea for land service, of which about 1,000 barrels went to the
main Parliamentarian armies and to the Scots.

Borrowings from the Navy stores during 1644 for the benefit
of locel forces and garrisons were quite small.4 However, use of the
Navy magazine in this way should also include the issue of munitions
from ships' stores for the relief of coastal garrisons, This was done
on a number of occasions when supplies were urgently required. During
the Royalists' siege of Lyme in May and June 1644 the garrison was
supplied with ammunition from ships lying offshore. Other garrisons
in the West such as Plymouth also benefited in this way.5

The appropriation of naval stores and indeed the employment
of the Navy in support of actions on land was deprecated by the Earl
of Warwick who considered it to be a drain on the resources of the
Fleet and detrimental to its efficiency. On lst April 1644 he
authorised the officers of the Ordnance to provide a large gun for
shipment to Lancashire for the use of the forces there, "provided it
does not belong to the .Navy stores".6 Shortly afterwards he wrote to
1 C.S.P.D. 1644 p. 25

C.J. 1643-4 p. 412

W.0. 47/1 p. 28

op. cit. p. 75

See Appendix fifteen
W.0. 47/1 pp. 56, T4
W.0. 55/46C f. 46

(o236, ISR GV ]
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the officers requesting them to ensure that powder for the use of
the Navy in the magazine at Portsmouth was not employed for any other
purpoge.

The consumption of munitions in the Ordnance 0ffice stores
during 1644, as calculated from the books of warrants and deliveries,
may be compared with the officera'’ own estimates of deliveries for
land service over the same 12 months period which they drew up in
February 1645. These are recorded below with the totals calculated

from the relevant appendices given in parenthesis:2

Ordnance Gunpowder Match
79 (49) 3,425 barrls. (2,868) 62 tons (433)
Round shot
17,150?(11,880)

It will be seen that the Ordnance officera' figures are
higher than our own, although it is not clear whether or not the
former include deliveries for land service which were made out of the
Navy magazine., 4 small number of deliveries out of the public stores
for various purposes have heen excluded from the totals given in the
appendices. It is poesible that someSuppTiégﬁwere issued without a
formal warrant or were sent directly to the recipient by the
contractors The surviving records of warrants and deliveries may
themselves be incomplete,

In addition to the above quantities of munitions recorded by
the officers, valued by them at £26,572 10s, unspecified amounts of
arme, tools, implements and equipment to the value of £10,000 were
also issued. The officers stated that there was not now any
significant quantity of the items enumerated remaiping in the stores.5
Another possible reason for the discrepancy betwe;n the two sets of
figures cited above is that the officers either inflated the amounts
and values of stores issued out or else did not record them accurately.
1 W.0. 47/1 p. 11

2 op. cit. pp. 171-172
3 ibid.
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The trend of the previous year had therefore continued, The
stores had been run down without adequate replenishment whilst fresh
supplies were being consumed by current requirements. Although. the
situation was exacerbated by shortages of raw materials, the crux of
the matter was how to provide the administrative machinery and the
financial resocurces needed to establish a satisfactory relationship
with contractors that would bring in munitions on something like the
scale required. This predicament was inherent in pre Civil War
conditions at the Ordnance Office, when stores which were gradually
accunulated during years of comparative inactivity on land and sea
were then dissipated upon the outbreak of war without adequate
measures being taken for their replacement.

By the end of 1644 it was apparent that without replenishment
of the stores on a considersble scale and an improvement n the systenm
of procurement, the role of the Ordnance Office as a contributor to
the Parliamentarian war effort would steadily shrink. Concern sbhout
the state of the magazines is reflected in a decision of the House of
Commons on 24th August 1644 to take stock of all the munitions at the
Tower and in all castleg, forts, storehouses, ships and magazines
belonging to the armies. The Committee of the Ordnance Office was
ordered to arrange for the survey to be made, and responsibility for
conducting it was placed in the hands of outsiders, with whom the
officers of the Ordnance were directed to co-operate.1 ‘

Another indication of the need to come to terms with the
financial problems of the Civil War was the establishment in February
1644 of the Committee for Taking the Accounts of the Kingdom. It was
to this body that the officers of the Ordnance were required on 27th
August 1644 to account for all sums of money received by them and for
all the arms and ammunition which they had delivered out of the stores.2

A comparison with the pattern of deliveries from the Ordnance

1 W.0. 47/1 pp. 96-97
C.J. 1643-4 p. 6
2 W.0. 47/1 p. 94
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Office at Oxford during the period from 1642 to 1644 is complicated
by the existence on the Royalist side of a number of significant
stores of munitions besides the magazine of the Office itself. These
were located at Oxford, at Bristol and at Reading until the town was
lost to the Royalists. The principal function of the Ordnance Office
at Oxford, like its progenitor at the Tower, was to supply the train
of artillery. A survey of the stores taken in May 1643 reveals that
they were quite well éndowed with ordnance and their accessories and
with round shot, vut supplies of powder, match and musket shoi were
limited.Saip of the most significant deliveries out of the stores at
Oxford occurred between July and September 1643 whilst the King's
army was campaigning in the West. At that time some 350 barrels of
powder and 18 tons of round shot and lead shot were sent to the army,
for the most part from Oxford.1

There is a similarity in;jye p@ttefpnof;deléyéries from the
Royalist and Parliamentarian Ordnance Offices in the earlier years of
the Civil Wars in that supplies for the artillery figured praminently
in each case. However, the similarity should not be overemphasised.
There was a sizeable store of ordnance and ammunition at the Tower at
the beginning of the War. Little of it was left by 1644, but in that
year the inflow of fresh supplies began. The scale of the deliveries
for land service from the Tower during these first two years could
not be matched on the Royalist side where an Ordnance Office was
created from scratch without any existing store of importance upon
which to base a magazine and without access to the traditional sources
of supply of munitions. As it was, sufficient stores were collected
to supply most of the needs of the trains of artillery sent out with
the principal army and with subsidiary forces, but there was little
to spare. If a sizeable train did tske the field it meant that not
very much was left behind at Oxford.

1 Roy, I. The Royslist ordnance papers pt.’l pp. 226-228; pti 2
pp. 241-243, 477-478 notes, 479 note, 490 note
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The Royalist Ordnance Office performed creditably in view of
the constraints udder which it operated, yet the inherent advantage
lay with its Parliamentarian counterpart in spite of the fact that
little was done to replenish the stores at the Tower and to give the
Ordnance Office there a comprehensive role in the supply of munitions
until the Civil War had continued for two or three years. The scale of
production of powder, match and shot in Royalist held areas was much
infericor to that on the Parliamentarian side. The Royalist forces were
therefore particularly dependent upon imported supplies to augment
their resources. The only mitigating factor was that the extent of
the commitments faced by the Royaliast Oxdnance Office was less than
that of the Parliamentarian Office. In the case of small arms the role
of the Ordnance Office at Oxford consisted largely of redistributing
supplies sent in from outside the city, chiefly from Bristol and
Weymouth.1

In general terms, the great crisis of munitions supply on the
Pariiamentarian side concerned ammunition even though deficiencies
were by no ‘means confined to powder, match and shot only. It should
2l80 be remembered that a considerable part of the Parliamentarian
forces received little of nothing from the Orxrdnance Office stores
during the Pirst Civil War. On the other hand, shortages on the
Royalist side appear to have been of a universal nature. Even in
April 1644 appeals were being made for the donation of arms to the
magazines.2 The Royalist Ordnance Office operated on a less
smbitious scale than that of the Parliament and within a more
decentralised pattern of munitions procurement and distribution.

The early signs of an attempt by Parliament to come to terms
with the financial, administrative and manufacturing problems created
by a prolonged war, which became apparent in 1644, have no real
counterpart on the Royalist side apart from the efforts of Richard

1 Roy, I. The Royaslist ordnance papers pt. 2 p. 502 note
2 op. cit. pt. 1 p. 34
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Marsh to develop the production of munitions at Bristol, and even
there activity was on a comparatively amall scale and was finally
interrupted by the loss of the city and the overall decline in the
Royalists' military position::bﬂtda time when Parliament was slowly
beginning to reorganise its military forces along with the business
of munitions supply and so make more effective use of the considerable
manufacturing and commercial resources at its disposal, the changing
military fortunes of the War dictated that ohiithe Royalist side the
predominant concern was becoming one of sheer survival.

2
.
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Chapter Twelve

Ordnance Office Deliveries to Armies and Garrisons 2 : 1645 to 1648

The year 1645 saw a new departure in the role of the Ordnance
Office during the Civil Wars. Consequent on the reorganisation of the
Parliamentarian armies, a new magazine was established, henceforth
known as the Army magazine, for the supplying of the New Model Army.
For_ the first time during the Civil Wars the Ordnance 0ffice delivered
a wide range of munitions and equipment to the Army instead of beinp
confined largely to ammunition and supplies for the train of
artiliery. There was also an attempt to reform the procedures for
making and settiing contracts, with the formation of the Committee
of the Army and the Committee for Powder, Match and Shot. Although it
could not have appeared so at the time, one conseguence of the
reorganisation of the Parliamentarian armies in 1645 was to prepare
the way for the expansion of the Ordnance Office in order to meet the
increased demandes of England's armed forces in the later seventeenth
century.

The ordinance which estasblished the New Model Army prescribed
for it a strength of 14,400 foot, 6,600 horse and 1,000 dragoons.
These numbers were to be raised from amongst members of the former
Earliamentarian armies and by fresh levies.t Although it proved
possible to recruit the horse without recourse to compulsion,
impressment was necessary for raising the foot. The process of
recruitment continued after the New Model had taken the field. On
26th July 1645 the House of Commons approved a recommendation that
an additional body of 400.horse be raised and the recruiting of the
regiments of horse and dragoons continued until the end of the year.2

In order to bring'the foot up to its required stwvength, 7,000
recruits would be needed.3 Men were impressed in London and in the
surroundiﬂg counties and conducted to the Army during the summer and
1 Firth, C.H. and Rait, R;S. Acts and ordinances vol. 1 pp. 614-626

2 ¢.J. 1644-6 p. 187
3 Firth and Davies, G. The regimental hist. of Cromwell's army vol.l

p. xviii
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autumn of 1645. On lst August 1645 1,445 recruits were mustered by
Colonel Rainsborough and taken to the Army.l This process of
recruitment was naturally reflected in the deliveries of munitions %o
the Army. However, at the close of the year it proved necessary to
introduce further measures to bring the Army up to strength: The
Commons insiructed the Committee of the Army on 29th December to take
steps to this end besides procuring a large quantity of munitions
requested by Sir Thomas Fairfax.2 A further'bérfgaxéfiihﬁgﬁéfve
ordering by the Committee took place during December 1645 and the
8arly months of 1646.

It should be remembered that in 1645 the New Model ‘Army was
greatly exceeded in number by the various other forces in the service
of the Parliament, the chief of which were the army in the West formed
in May 1645 under the command of Edward Massey and the army of the
associated northern counties commanded by Sydenham Poyntz. The forces
under Fairfax's command continued to be in the minority until 1648.3

The importance of the Ordnance Office as the supplier of the
New Model Army was offset by the fact that the numerically greater
forces outside Fairfax's command received comparatively little
assigtance from the stores. Deliveries from the Tower to the forces
of Massey and Poyntz during 1645 were not very significant. This
corresponds to the situation before 1645 wheh the Earl of Essex's
army, although not a very large body after 1642, was the only one of
the more important Parliasmentarian armies to receive substantial
support from the Ordnance Office stores.

The New Model took the field on 30th April 1645 and first of
all marched to the West to relieve Taunton. Oxford was then besieged,
but the action was broken off in order to counter the Xing's army after
the Royalistis had captured Leicester. Following the battle of Naseby
1 §.P. 28/34 f. 365
2C.J. 1644-6 p. 388 .

3 Firth, C.H. and Davies, G. The regimental hist. of Cromwell's army

vol. 1 p. xix
Firth Cromwell's army p. 34

Morrill, J.S8. Past and Present no. 56 Aug. 1972 pp. 49, 53
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{(14th June 1645), Fairfax proceeded against the Royalist forces in
the West, defeating Lord Goring's army at Langport (15th July), and
for the remainder of the year the New Model was engaged in reducing
Royalist garrisons in tﬁe Western counties. In September a detachment
was sent under the command of Oliver Cromwell to assist the forces

in Hampshire in the task of subduing the Royalist strongholds there,
and Basing House in particular.

A summary of the principal munitions delivered to the New
Model Army during 1645 is given in Appendix seventeen. This shows
that the equipping of the regiments of horse and dragoons with
saddles, pistols and snaphance muskets was an important function of
the Army magazine. Issues of these items were at their highest level
during the latespring and summer months of 1645. They included
deliveries t6 recruits and continued until the end of the year,
although on a smaller scale.

A considerable proportion of the muskets mnd pikes issued
during the year were for the use of the regiments of foot assigned to
guard the train of artillery.1 The new levies of foot provided by the
City Militia Committee were supposed to be adequétely clothed, but in
practice large quantities of clothing and footwear were vequired from
Ordnance 0ffice stores. A letter from Sir Samuel Luke at Newport
Pagnell to the Committee of Both Kingdoms en 1st May 1645 reveals
another aspect of providing recruits for the Army. Referring to a
request from the Committee for 300 men from'Newport Pagnell to join
the Army befére Oxford, Luke declared: "Of the lasit 300 that went out
with Sir W. Waller...most of there arma (were) either lost or spoiled,
80 that if you will think of some way of making a supply of Arms from
the State, that the burden ma} not fall on the Associated Counties,
it will be a great encouragement to them to pay their monthly taxes..."2

Unlike the former Farliamentarian armies, much of the clothing

1 W.0. 55/1646 pp. 55, 85
2 Tibbutt, H.C. The letter books of Sir Samuel Luke p. 262




278

for the New Model Army was provided through the Ordnance Office,
although in some cases the contractors concerned were those who had
supplied the original Parliamentarian army. When the Army moved to
the West after the battle of Naseby, bodies of recruits were taken to
Reading and from there they were conducted to the Army. Stores for
the Army were held at Reading in a magazine for which Commissary
William Botterill was responsible. He had previocusly performed
similar duties as clerk of the BEastern Association's store of
munitions at King's Lynn.1 Large amounts of arms, c¢lothing and
equipment were sent to Reading, especially during July and September
1645. One of the bodies of recruits taken there was for Major General
Skippon's regiment. The men were sent in September 1645 from Reading
to Bristol where the regiment had taken part in the attack on the Gity.z
The provision of & train of artillery for the New Model Army
pesed some difficulties at the outset, although money was made
aveilable to the Ordnance Office by the treasurers of the Army for
this purpose. Ammunition and equipment were delivered to the commissary
of the train during April 1645, but he reported that he was still in
need of various items. Much of the £4,000 made over to Sir Walter
Erle by the Army treasurers between April and June was expended on
the train of artillery.s
A survey of the Crdnance Office stores made at the time when

the Kew Model was preparing for the field discldsed that there were
only 9 ordnance, some of them mounted on ships' carriages, and a
small guantity of powder and shot available for land service. Ten guns
formerly used by the Navy were taken from the Tower wharf and assigned
to the train of artillery; whilst new carriageé were made and
1 Holmes, C. The Eastern Association and the English Civil War pp. 150-151
2 W.0. 47/ p. 301

W.0. 55/1646 pp. 209, 210

S.P. 28/36 f. 461; 28/38 f. 4453

Firth, €C.H. and Davies, G. The regimental hist. of Cromwell"s army

vol. 2 p. 431

3 W.0. 47/1 p. 230
S.P. 28/34 £f. 61-63; 28/140 ff. 4-8.
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additional labour secured by impressment.1 In addition, arms,
ammunition and equipment which had belonged‘to the Earl of
Manchester's train were brought from Cambridge and made over to the
Army at the beginning of May.2

The Army magazine was not the oniy source of munitions,
clothing andé equipment for the New Model Army jalthough it was the
most important. As in the case of the Earl of Essex's army, payments
were made by the Army treasurers to regimental officers to enable them
to buy such items as drums and c:c:’lours.’..'5 The treasurers also made
payments to contractors, upon warrants from the Army Committee for a
(jgriety of munitions and stores which are not recorded in the
Ordnance Office receipts books. Assuming that the records themselves
are not defective, we must accept that these deliveries were made
directly to the Army. Swordsjgnd suits of armour (backs, breasts and
pote) in particular were préminent in this categofy, perhgps because
they were not proved at the Tower. Sizeable amounts of clothing and
footwear were also included in these deliveries.4 However, it is fair
to say that during 1645 the New Model was furnished largely out of the
magazine at ﬁhe Tower.

Although there are nét very many recorded instances when
warrants for the supply of the New Model were not discharged or not
met in full during 1645, this should not disguise the fact that the
provision of ammunition in particular remained a source of difficulty
and sometimes deliveries could not be made when they were required.
Purthermore, the needs of the New Model Army were met at the expense
of o£her Parliamentarian forces. Reasonable quantities of powder were
issued to the New Model, yet the amount of match delivered in 1645
was not very much greater than that supplied to the army of 1642; and
deliveries of musket shot were even smaller. Supplies of both these
1 W.0. 47/1 pp. 228, 231-232

W.0. 55/1646 f. 84
2 W.0. 47/1 pp. 228, 229, 230
3 5.P. 28/29 ff. 170, 176

4 Bee Appendix four
S.P. 28/352 unfol.
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commodities were therefore iimited. There is only one recorded
borrowing for the New Model from the Navy stores during 1645.

Following the defest of the Royalist armies at Naseby and
Langport, the New Model Army was engaged in a number of siege actions
which accentuated the demand for mortar shells and round shot for
large ordnance. These too were not always available in sufficient
quantity. The Committee of Both Kingdoms asked the officers of the
Ordnance on 10th December 1645 to state the number of mortar pieces
and shells remaining in store.1 When on an earlier occasion in May
1645 the Committee had called for a statement of the equipment
available for a siege of Oxford, the officers subnitted a.-list
comprising a motley assortment of tools, wheelbarrows and scaling
ladders. Shortly afterwards the Committee itself compiléd a list of
the munitions and equipment needed for the siege which totalled
around £6,OOD.2

In January 1645 Sir William Waller was given the command of a
projected force of 6,000 horse and dragoons for service in the West.
However, when his army set out on 8th March it amounted to only half
that number. In the following month the expedition broke up.3 The
deliveries which were made to this force from the Ordnance Office
stores befors it toock the field are enumerated in Appendix thirteen.

The Scottish army was persuaded to move gsouthwards in 1645 and
in July it 1laid siege to Hereford. By way of encouragement the
assessment for the maintenance of the army was extended to counties
in the Midlands.4 The small deliveries that were made to fhe Scottish
army out of the public and Navy stores during the siege of Hereford
are recorded in Appendices fifteen and sixteen.

Thereafter the Scots marched towards the Royalist stronghold
of Newark. The Commissioners in London were asked to provide "all
1 CaS.P.D, 1645—1-p. 257
2 op. cit. 1644-5 pp. 497, 515

W.0. 47/1 p. 247
% Adair, J. Roundhead general pp. 177, 186

4 Meikle, H.W. Correspondence of the Sgots commissioners p. xxi
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sorts of necessaries for our army in this winter seasoun, specially
cloths, shirts, shoes and stockings". Although the House of Commons
ordered a month's pay with clothing and other requisites for the
Scottish army, it was only after considerable difficulty that their
commissioners were able to report that they had obtained warrants for
the provision of 6,000 coats, 6,000 pairs of breeches, 3,000 pairs of
boots and 1,000 pairs of;ﬁistols,ipfésumably by merchants.l

The most graphic illustration of the difficulties facing the
Ordnance Office stores is provided by the attempts made to supply
munitions to local forces and garrisons during 1645. The quantities
delivered and the borrowings from the Navy stores are recorded in
Appendices eleven and fifteen. Issues of gunpowder, matech and musket
shot in this category were nevertheless higher than in the previous
vear. This was due to greater quantities being received from
contractors, since the amounts of these commodities already in the
public stores were negligivle. Yet the quantities of match and musket
shot issued were astill relativeély small. Much of the shot supplied was
accounted for by one delivery of 7 tons to garrisons in the West in
July 1645.2

The fact that the demand for ammunition continued to exceed
the supply is indicated by the amounts borrowed from the Navy
magdzine during the latter half of the year., On 1st July, the day after
the establishment of the Committee for Powder, Matech and Shot, the
Navy Committee at the request of the Committee of Both Kingdoms
directed the officers of the Ordnance to make available for land
service one half of the gunpowder received from Samuel Cordwell for
the Navy stores.3

The supply situation was aggravated by the fact that an
increasing number of towns and fortified places occupied by the
Royalists, were now falling into the hands of the Parliament. The
1 Meikle, H.W. Correspondence of the Scots commissioners pp. 135, 140, 145

c.J. 1644-6 pp. 52, 376

2 W.0. 55/1646 p. 153

3 W.0. 47/1 p. 283
m +
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more important of these, such as Abingdon, Eveshem and Shrewsbury,
then had to be provided with means of defence. The Committee of Both
Kingdoms asked Sir Walter Erle on 29th March 1645 to state whether 4
ordnance and a quantity of powder and match could be provided for
Shrewsbury. All the Ordnance Office could supply was 30 barrels of
powder for the Shropshire garrisons a few weeks later.1

On a number of occasions the officers of the Ordnance were
obliged to state that they could not meet the demands made upon the
stores by local forces and garrisons. On 13th June 1645 they wrote:
"whereas wee receive daily warrPB from the Hono:ble Comm:ttee of both
Kingdoms for the issueing forth of Powder, Match, Bullett, Musketts,
ete. for divers Guarrisons under the Comand of Pa.rl:mt wee the OfficT®
of the Ordnance doe humbly Certifie that wee have none of the above
pticul].'-S in Stcare except about 50 barr:lls of powder..."2

It may he asked why the Committee of Both Kingdoms continued
to iesue these warrents when it must have been aware of the general
condition of the stores. Perhaps an accumulation of unsatisfied
warrants was regarded as a means of exerting pressure upon Parliament
to grant the necessary means to procure the supplies. In fact, the
Comnittee had a few days before the officers' statement sent a
report to the Commons stating that there was nothing in the stores for
several important places which had requested arms and ammunition.3 A
nonth later the officers again informed the Committee that they could
not supply match and shot urgently needed for guarrisons in
Pembrokeshire and asked that permission be granted for the delivery to
be made out of the Navy stores._4

At the beginning of August 1645 the Hampshire county committee
sent to the Committee of Both Kingdoms a list of munitions which they
wanted, including 10 pieces of ordnance. The list was forwarded to

1 ¢.S5.P.D. 1644-5 p. 375

€.5
¥.0. 55/1646 p. 59
2 W.C. 47/1 p. 266
c.S.
0

3 .S.P.D. 1644-5 p. 584
4 W.0. 47/1 p. 310
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¢

the officers of the Ordnance, who stated that all they had available
were 600 shovels and spades, 60 barrels of powder and 300 axes.l

Two months later, the officers submitted to the Committee of
Both Kingdoms a list of the ordnance and shot that were needed for
the public stores. This was referred to the Committee for Powder,
Match and Shot.2 Shortly after its formation, this committee had
undertaken to relieve the most pressing needs by ordering the officers
of the Ordnance on 16th July to contract for 15 tons of match and 9
tons of musket shot which would be paid for out of the allocation of
£12,000 from the receipts of the Excise for the purchase of ammunition,
as provided for in the ordinance of 30th June 1645.3

At this time, match and musket shot, more than gunpowder,
represented the greatest problem. Beginning with the contracts placed
in the previocus year, regular deliveries of powder were being received
from the contractors, although they still fell short of the quantities
required. Here the supply of saltpetre was probably a limiting factor,
for there was considerable: dependence upon imported supplies. An
ordinance of Tth December 1644 had provided for the supply of domestic
and foreign saltpetre to Samuel Cordwell and John Berisford. A total
of £6,000 was allocated out of the proceeds of the excise duties on
flesh, victuals and salt for the purchase of ammunition. Numerous
warrants for the issue of match and musket shot during 1645 were not
discharged., It was not until after the establishment of the Committee
for Powder, Match and Shot that deliveries of match to local forces
and garrisons acquired a regular pattern.4 -

Receipts of match and musket shot into the stores during 1645,
excluding those provided for the New Model, amounted to 61 tona and
164 tons respectively. These amounts appear to be considerably in

exces8 of recorded issues to local forces and garrisons during the

1 V. 0 47/1 p. 327

2 C 16 p. 584
3 W. O 4731 p. 303

4 W.0. 49/82 £f. 69-T1T
Firth, C.H. and Rait, R.S. Acts and ordinances vol. 1 pp. 578-579
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same period, but it is nat known to what extent fresh consignments
received for land service were used to repay borrowings from the Navy
stores.1 Another factor which may have contributed to shortages of
match and musket shot for the public stores at this time is that
suppliers were reguired to produce large amounts for the New Model
Army.2 The number of contractors supplying these commodities was
small in relation to the number of suppliers of other munitions such
a3 muskets. Much of the match provided during the latter part of 1645
was Flemish match trimmed English fashion by the contractors.5

Yet when the totali deliveries of match and musket ‘shot to all
English and Scottish land forces out of the Ordnance 0ffice stores
during 1645 are compared with total receipts, there is on paper at
least a surplus of receipts over issues. This apparent contradiction
between shortages in the field and an ostensible surplus in the
Ordnance Office stores is one of the unresolved discrepancies
concerning quantities of muniticns and money which occur now and again
in calculations based on figures derived from Ordnance Office records.
They are perhaps %0 be explained by deficient record keeping, the loss
of relevant records or by the receipt and issue of szome munifions in
a manner that is not apparent from a study of the records.

As in the past, munitions were obiained from other stores
besides the public and Navy magazines in an attempt to meet the needs
of local forces and garrisons in 1645, At firet the Army magazine at
the Tower wa3 employed almost exclusively for the éupply of that force;
However, when munitions were required for the garrison at Eveéham,
after the town had been taken for the Parliament, the House of Commons
directed the Army Committee on 1lst August 1645 to lend 500 muskets -
out of the Army magazine.4

Owen Rowe's magazine, which had originally been intended for
the use of the Ea;l of Essex's a;my, appears to have had as much if
1 See Appendices three, eleven, seventeen
2 ibid.

2 W.0. 49/82 ff. 66-T7
4 W.0. 47/ p. 343
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not more of certain kinds of munitions in 1645 than the public stores
of the Ordnance Office. In March Rowe wag asked to provide 200 apiece
of swords, pikes and muskets for the garrison at Aylesbury.l There
were further requests made to Rowe in the following June for sgaddles
and pistols for the horse in Hampshire and for 2 tons of match with
nusket shot for the garrisons of Tenby and Pembroke.2

Application wds again made to the City Militia Committee for
the loan of munitions. The Committee of Both Kingdoms asked on lst
April 1645 whether any guns could be spared for the defence of
Abingdon, whilst on 3rd September this same committee issued a
warrant for the delivery of sceling ladders out of the City miliitia
magazine for use at the siege of Basing House.5

Another factor which influenced tne supply of local forces and
garrisons was that of communicaticons. The problems caused by difficult
roads and the danger to the security of ammunition trains were added
to the delays arising out of the bureaucratic procedures whereby
requests for munitions were dealt with, Until 1645 at least the
Parliament experienced frequent difficulty in supplying ammunition to
armies and garrisons in the North and West. Sea and river transport
were employed whenever possible. Attempts were made to ‘overcome these
problems of communication by establishing magazines in the more
important garrisons which would ac¢t as regional distribution centres.
But the resources of these magazines were never great enough and they
were partially dependent on the Ordnance Office stores for -
replenishment.

Local stores of this kind included the magazine at Farnham
Castle, used ag a basgeby Sir William Waller's army during 1643 and
1644.4 One of the more significant local arsenals was that at Stafford,

which may have been supplied in part with powder and shot manufactured

1 C.S.P.D. 16445 p. 348
2 op. cit. p. 605
C.J. 1644-6 p. 168
3 C.S5.P.D. 1644~-5 p. 379; 1645-7 p. 110

4 A military memdir of Colonel John Birch p. 65
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locally. A magazine belonging to the Earl of Denbigh was located there.
A statement of the receipts and issues relatiﬁg to the magazine in the
Eﬁ@me?Qof:I644 showa that it acquired moderate quantities of muskets,
powder and shot, but insufficient for the needs of a large force.
Deliveries were made to the Earl of Denbigh's army, the garrisons at
Stafford and elsewhere and to forces engaged in minor sieges in the
North Midlands. Nevertheless, in June 1645 it was necessary to issue
a warrant for the delivery of 30 barrels of powder with match to the
Stafford garrison out of the Ordnance Office stores.l

At a higher level, the attempt by Parliament in 1645 to
improve the organisation and financing of the procurement and issue
of munitions was reflected in the activities of the two new committees
created during the year for this purpose. Such a reform was an
esgsential concomitant of the remodelling of the Parliamentarian armies.
The Army Committee dealt with contractors and upon delivery of the
munitions it promptly issued warrants for payment by the Army
treasurers. In the past such payments had been made chiefly in respect
of munitions which had not been obtained through the Ordnance Office.
| The Committee Appointed to Contract for Powder, Mateh and
Shot continued this development although it did not in praetice
become exclusively responsible for the procurement of ammunition. The
role of the Committee was made all the more necessary because
nunitions reguested were frequently unavailable and a contract
therefore had to be placed vefore the warrant could be discharged. In
such cases the matter could now be dealt with by one specialist
committee instead of being referred from one body to another. The
The warrants of the Committee for Powder, Match and Shot sometimes
gspecify the funds out of which payment to the contractors was to be
made. Otherwise they instruct the officers of the Ordnance to issue
debentures "and this Committee will ensure they will be quickly paid".2

1 Pennington, D.H. and Roots, I. The Committee at Stafford pp. 230, 257
S.P. 28/15 ff. 42, 45
W.0. 47/1 p. 260

2 W.0. 55/1646 pp. 220, 246, 252
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Ultimately the success of the Committee depended upon the amount of
money that could be made available to it. The chief source of revenue
for the Committee was the Excise, which had already proved to be an
inadequate and irregular means of providing funds.

Unlike the local forces and garrisons, the New Model Army may
have received something like the quantities of munitions which it
needed in the course of 1645. Yet no progress was made towards the
accumulation of a reserve of the more important kinds of munitions in
the Ordnance Office stores which would enable warrants to be readily
discharged without having to either contract for the requisite
munitions in the first inatance or to pre-empt the next delivery from
the contractors.

It appears from a statement by the officers of the Ordnance
on 26th April 1645 that the quantities of gunpowder and match then in
the public stores were negligible. Qix weeks later, on 13th June,
there were said to be 50 barrels of powder in the store but no match
or musket shot.2 Upon the formation c¢f the Committee for Powder, Match
and Shot, the officers wére required to submit to the Committee
regular statements of the receipts and issues of ammunition,

The firet of these, for the period 2nd July to 4th August,
shows that gunpowder receipts exceeded issues to the extent of 793
barrels to 669. During the same period 169 barrels were issued for
gea service, However, out of the surplus 100 barrels were allccated to
the Scottish army. Receipts of maich and musket shot, at 19% tons and
14% tons respectively, were wholly accounted for by issues, so._that
the net amount left in the stores remained nil. The next statement,
for the period 4th - 1l1th August, shows receipts of 100 barrels of
powder, 5 tons of match and 5 tons of musket shot, with the same
amounts issued out. In addition, 116 barrels were delivered for sea
service.3 Unfortunately, no further detailed statements of receipts
1 See above p. 192

2 W.0. 47/1 pp. 231-2%2, 266
5 op. cit. pp. 329-331, 340
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and issues of ammunition are available, for the minute book terminates
in August 1645.

Although the gradual petering out of military activity during
1646 eventually reduced the pressure of demand upon the Ordnance
Office stores, considerable guantities of munitions were disbursed
over the first half of the year at least, The deliveries are
summarised in Appendices eleven, fifteen and seventeen. Until August
of that year, when deliveries ceased, large amounts of munitions and
¢lothing were issued to both the main body of the Army, which had
spent the winter in the West, and to the new recruits.

Besides those delivered out of the Army magazine at the Tower,
there were a8 in the previous year supplies which were paid for by
the Army treasurers but which are not recorded in the Ordnance Office
receipts books. They include a large quantity of swords and armour
obtained from various London cutlers and armourers, together with
clothing, footwear and gunpowder.1 The assumption that these
provisions did not pass through the Ordnance Office is strengthened
by the fact that an order made to the officers of the Ordnance on
16th January 1646 for the issue of 2,200 swords for the use of the
Army was not complied with.2 A few payments were again made by the
treasurers to Army officefs for the purpose of buying accoutrements.3

During the early months of 1646 the Army continued in action
against Royalist strongholds and local forces in the West. In January
the detachment commanded by dromwell which had taken Basing Houasae
rejoined the main body. After defeating a Royalist army at Torrington
(18th February 1646), Pairfax eliminated the remaining opposition in
the West. The final actions of the Army that year were against Oxford,
which surrendered on 24th June, and Raglan Castle, which held out
until August.

Deliveries of pistols and saddles to the regiments of horse,

1 See Appendix four

5.P. 28/352 unfol.
2 W.0. 55/1646 p. 319
3 S.P. 28/36 f. 658
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both serving trdoopers and recruits, were again an important function
of the Army magazine. These itews were issued almost continuously
during the first months of 1646. During the early months of the year
arms and clothing from the Tower were shipped to the Weat for the use
of the foot with the army there.

The process of recruiting the foot by raising new levies in
the Eastern and South Eastern counties continued. In February and
March 1646 over 6,000 suits of clothing, each comprising a coat,
breeches, shirt, stockings and shoes, together with nearly 5,000
muskets were issued to recruits to Colonel Rainsborough's regiment of
foot and to other recruita assembled at Northampton, Newport Pagnell
and Reading. The Lincolnshire county ccmmittee alone sent 1,500 men
to Northampton.l

Assuming that available records of receipts and deliveries
are complete, a comparison of the quantities of munitions, clothing
and equipment received into the Army magazine between March 1645 and
December 1646 with the amounts issued from that store to the Army in
the same period suggests that with the exception of matchlock muskets,
ghirts and knapsacks, there was a reasonable surplus of receipts over
deliveries. Further substantial amounts of clothing and footwear
procured during this period are not recorded in the Ordnance Office
receipts books. In the case of ammunition, the records suggest that
the Army had several hundred barrels of powder, about 30 tons of match
and 20 tons of musket shot left in the magazine at the Tower by the
end of the First Civil War, together with whatever unexpended portions
remained in the Armny's own hands.2

The improvemént in the supply of match was signified by a
contract made by the Army Committee with Daniel Judd in December 1645

whereby he was to provide 50 tons during the first seven months of

71.W.0. 55/1646 pp. 347, 364, 372, 406, 411
S.P. 28/37 f. 376

2 W.0. 55/1662 - 55/1664 passim
S.P. 28/140 f£f. 102-109
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1646 and at least 10 tons & month from March 1646 onwards.1 However,
with the virtual cessation of fighting in August of that year, there
were hardly any deliveries of ammunition to the Army magazine during
the second half of 1646.

Finally, the guantities of round shot and mortar shells
issued to the Army during 1646 were very small in view of its
involvement in a number of siege actions. This doubtless reflects not
nerely a shortage of these items but also the physical problems of
transport and distribution from the Tower to the places where they
were needed. When the Army was besieging Goodrich Castle in June and
July 1646, mortar shells were obtained from local ironworks in the
Foreat of Dean.2

There were no separate issues of munitions to the Scottish
army out of the Ordnance Office stores in 1646, although the Scots may
have had a share of the delivery from the Army magazine which was made
in March to the forces besieging Newark.3 In January the Goldsmitha'
Hall Committee had directed the sub-committee for Scottish affairs at
Turners' Hall to send 29,000 suits of c¢lothes, 300 pairs of boots,
3,000 pairs of stockings, 4,000 pairs of ghirts and 1,000 pairs of
pistols to the Scots at Newark. But another instruction from the
House of Commons to Goldsmiths' Hall on 15th April for the despatch
of 100 barrels of powder, match,‘shot and han& grenades to the
Scottish army does not seem to have been acted upon.4 On 22nd April
the Scottish commissioners in London complained that of the £15,000 a
month which had been allowed to the army before Newark "we cannot get
a 1,000li payed in money and provisions".5

By now political factors were discouraging further material
assistance to the Scots. There were growing uncertainties about the
relationship between Parliement and its Scottish allies. The latter
1 L.M. 46-78/709 f. 28 ‘
2 Nicholls, H.G. The Forest of Desn p. 36

3 W.0. 55/1646 p. 415
4 . J, 1644-6 p. 509

Cal. Froc. Comm. for Gémpounding vol. 1 pp. 31, 26
S Meikle, H.W. Correspoglence of the Scots commissioners pe 175
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were becoming concerned at the wezkness of their forces in England
compared to those of the Parliament. Their own reserves of ammunition
in Scotland and in the garrisons in Northern England were low, and
when an approach to Parliament in May 1640 for a supply of ammunition
met with no response, the Scots turned tévthéir_gutgh agent, ?homag
Cunningham of ;Campveéé:. He was asked to deliver 200 barrels of

powder with match and shot to Newcastle. During 1644 Cunaingham
Bupplied£30‘600'worth of munitions to the Scottish'army.k}He
'supplled the dcots during the Bishops' Wars and in October 1642 he

' contracted for’ElO 000 worthuof .arms “for their -army in Ireland. Loy

Reckoning the cost of the assistance rendered to the Scottish
army during its stay in England, the Commons claimed on 27th August
1646 that the value of the arms, ammunition and stores supplied
between 1644 end 1646 amounted to £40,OOO.2 Needless to say, this
figure was disputed by the Scots. The Commons' estimate excludes the
cost of munitions supplied for use at particular sieges. The eastimated
value of the munitions listed in Appendix sixteen as having been
supplies at the English charge is about £10,000.

Turning to the supply of local forces and gaerrisons, difficulties
persisted in 1646 in spite of the diminishing extent of the Parliament's
commitments in this sphere. The significant roile of local forces and
garrisons in the Civil Wars ﬁas almost over by the end of 1645. On the
question of how far their effectiveness and their security was
undermined by shortages of munitions and by delays in meeting requests
for arms and ammunition, it is clear that even when the safety of
Parliamentarian forces was not actually threatened, their capacity for
action could be severely circumscribed by a lack of ammunition in
particular. The prosecution éi sieges was not infreguently hamperéd
oy a Bhortage of ordnance, powder and shot. The only mitiggting factor
1 Meikle, H.W. Correspondence of-tﬂef”scqjs . commigsioners pp. 180, 185

Terry, C.3. Papers relating to the Army of the Solemn League and

Covenant vol. 2 p. 541 \
C.J.‘1640¢§ P'-793

Courtbope;;E.J. The gournal of Thomas Cunlngham pPpD: 64 65 95-96
2 C-J. 1644-6 p- 634 \d . . . ~ »

—
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was that similar constraints were operating on the Royalist side.

The supply to local forces of gunpowder in particular was a
protlem. On several occasions the public stores were unable to supply
even quite small quantities.. ¥t was stated on Tth July 1646 that there
was no powder in the public stores.l Sojfar as can be judged from the
records, the amount of powder delivered to the Crdnance Office stores
during 1646 was considerably less than in the previous year.2 A
comparison of receipts and deliveries of powder, match and musket
shot, excluding-those for the New Model Army, shows that on paper at
least there was once again an excesas of receipts over deliveries
during the years 1645 and 1646. Yet since such surpluses clearly did
not exist in 1646, at least as far as gunpowder was concerned, it is
apparent that either the records are incomplete or there were
substantial 'repayments' of borrowed munitions to the Navy magazine.
Such borrowings of powdér during these two years amount to 1,100
barrels, If this figure is added to the quantity of powder delivered
for land service out of the public stores in 1645 and 1646, the total
matches almost exactly the gquantity of powder received from the
manufacturers during that time.3

The shortage of gunpowder for land service is indeed reflected
in the borrowings from the Navy stores during 1646, for the principal
commodity thus procured was 500 barrels of powder.4 Even so, not all
the warrants for powder which were directed to the Navy Committee
could be met in full out of their maga.zine.5 On 17th January 1646 the
Committee of Both Kingdoms asked the Committee of the Eastern
Association to supply ammunition to,Scarborough-since none was
available in the public storss.

Deliveries of match and musket shot to local forces and

Add. Mss. 39,332 f, 19

See Appendix one

W.0. 49/82 passim

See Appendices one, eleven and fifteen
See Appendix fifteen

Add. Mss. 35,332 £f. 19, 28, 41, 42
C.5.P.D. 1645-7 p. 444

O P AN RS
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garrisons during 1646 showed a considerable increase over the previous
yvear, reflecting the greater availability of these commodities. The
total amounts delivered, 79 tons of match and 18 tons of musket shot,
do however include a2 single delivery of 20 tons and 10 tons
regpectively on 28th December to the garrison at Newcastle.1 Yet
there werxe still some warrants for the issue of match and musket shot
which were not complied with,.

In order to ensure a satisfactory supply of ammunition, three
preconditions had to be met. These were adequate finance, the adequate
organisetion of procurement and an adequate supply of raw materials.
During 1645 and 1646 the organisation element had improved, but those
of finance and raw materials were still wanting. Native supplies of
saltpetre, gunpowder and match had to be supplemented from foreign
sources, whilst receipts from the excise, which had been intended as
the primary source of money for the purchase of ammunition, were at o
low level by the end of 1646.2

The establishment of the Committee for Powder, Match and Shot
had resulted in a measure of impfovement in the supply of ammunition
to the Parliasmentarian forces during the first year of the Committee's
existence. But the ability of the Committee to fulfil its purpose was
determined by ita financial resources. Those funds were derived
largely from a share of the uncertain return yielded by the excise. The
Committee had also been awarded by an ordinance of 24th July 1645 the
arrears of the £9,000 which was to have been raised in and about
London for the provision of a new trein of artillery for Essex's army
in October 1644. After paying contractors for the stores which had
been brought in, the Committee was to use the remainder to buy
ammunition for the public storea.3 However, it is unlikely that any
great sum of money was received in this way.

The Army Committee, on the other hand, paid for its munitions
1 Add. Mss. 35,332 f. 47

See Appendix eleven

2 Morrill, J.S. Past and Present no. 56 Aug. 1972 P. 49
3 Firth, C.H. and Rait, R.S. Aets snd ordinances vol. 1 pPp. 736-738
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out of the loans and assessments raised for the maintenance of Sir
Thomas Pairfax's army, even though this money was of course required
for various other purposes too. The measﬁies'iﬂ%¥ééuced1§6rfﬁhe‘upkeep
of the Army failed to provide awregular and sufficient flow of funds,
but on the whole they afforded the Army Committee a more satisfactory
source of revenue than that enjoyed by the Commitiee fo6r Powder,

Match and Shot.1 To this extent the Army Committee was better able
than its counterpart to discharge the function for which it had been
set up.

Deliveries from the Ordnance Office stores during 1647 were in
most cases not directly related to any particular military action. But
they were influenced in part by the events of that year involving the
Army which were of political as much as of military significance.
These stemmed from the intervention of the Army in the political arena
through its dispute with Parliament, wherein a Presbyterian faction
was then in the ascendancy, over the settlement of the Army's own
grievances and over the nature of any propesed constitutional
settlement with the King.

The composition of the Army was modified during 1647 by the
incorporation of a number of regiments from the army of the Northern
Agsociation and other local forces. Another regiment was raised in
September 1647 for the defence of the Tower, although it subsequently
perfprmed other duties as well.2 The only noteworthy delivery to the
Army out of its magazine at the Tower during 1647 was made in August,
shortly after the Army had @ntered London. On this occasion a large
consignment of arms, ammunition &rd requisites for the train of

3

artillery was provided.” The deliveries are summarised in Appendix
seventeen. They do not include issues to the Tower regiment.
Following the Army's entry into London on 6th August 1647,

its attention was drawn towards the security of the Tower, for had

1 Gentles, I. B.I.H.R. vol. 48 no. 117 May 1975 pp. 52-60
2 Firth, C.H. and Davies, G. The regimental hist., of Cromwell's army
vol, 1 p. xx

3 Add. Mss. 35,332 £f. 53-54
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there been a conflict with forces raised by the Presbyterian forces
in Parliament and in the City, then the Army would have been deprived
of access. to its magazine, the resources of which would have been
available to its opponents. On 1l4th August the House of Commons
ordered that munitions formerly in the custody of William Mollins,
controller of the City militia magazine, be taken to the Tower "and
then restored to the places where they belong". By another order of
the Commons, the Army Committee was "-required to discover what
munitions had been removed from the Tower and then to restore them
to the Ordnance Office stores.l

On 9th August Fairfax, having been appointed Constable of the
Tower, went there in person and inspected the stores. He had appointed
Colonel Tichborne as his Lieutenant at the Tower. Tichborne had also
received a commission to command the newly formed regiment which
relieved the detachment of the Army that had initially supplanted the
0ld guard at the Tower. By a decision of the Commons on 4th October
1647 this regiment was incorporated in the Army.2

In consequence a number of warrants for the issue of arms,
ammunition and accessories for ordnance were discharged during the
latter months of 1647. A quantity of weapons was also issued for the
arming of the Tower regiment.3 But the Ordnance Office stores were
unable to provide or would only supply in part many of the implements
and materials required for the ordnance. These warrants were issued
by Colonel Tichborne. 4 sum of money was however made available to
Sir Walter Erle for the provision of stores for the security of the
Tower. Some equipment for the ordnance and ironwork was provided out
of this allocation at the end of 1647, although the debentures which
were issued to the suppliers do not appear in the Ordnance Office
book of debentures for land aervice.4
1 C.J. 1646-8 pp. 271, 274

2 Pirth, C.H. and Davies, G. The regimental hlst.)of Cromwell's army

vol. 1 pp. 571-572
3 Add. Mss. 35,332 ff, 55-64

4 S.P. 28/50 f£f. 392, 394
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The delivery of munitions to local forces and garrisons during
1647 was largély a matter of furnishing the magazines of the more
important towns and fortified places in the West and North, such as
Plymouth, Weymouth and ﬂgyggét?e;;rhe'ﬁugptities supplied are recorded
in Appendix eleven. Deliveries of musket shot were at a very low level.
It was stated at the beginning of the year, on 1lth January, that
there was no musket shot in the public stores, and only one ton is
recorded as having been delivered to that magazine during the year.1

The interruption of the fighting in England during 1647 was
accompanied by renewed attention to the situasation in Ireland. Although
the decisive intervention by Parliament in that country did not cone
until after the Civil Wars had ended, some deliveries wére made from
the Ordnance Office stores during 1647 both to the forces in Ireland
and to English regiments, such as that commanded by Colonel Birch,
which had been designated for service there. These issues are recorded
in Appendix eighteen. In addition, 200 barrels of powder were obtained
from the Navy magazine.2

Some of the munitions thus provided were to be repaid out of
the stores in the hands .of the Committee for Irish Affairs. The
Ordnance Office was not in a position to provide large gquantities of
munitions for use in Ireland. The House of Commons asked the Army
Committee on llth January 1647 to discover what ordnance, arms,
ammunition and equipment could be obtained from garrisons in Engiand
for this purpose. Shortly afterwards, on 28th January, it was decided
that such ordnance as could be spared by the Navy Committee should be
employed in Ireland.3 A month later the Army Committee was requested
to provide such arms and ammunition as it could spare from ita own

magazine. Two deliveries of asrms and clothing were sasccordingly made

N

in March and June 1647-4 _—

1 Add. Mass. 35,332 f. 49
w.0. 49/82 f. 90
2 Add. Mss. 35,332 f. 60
32 ¢c.J. 1646-8 pp. 48, 68
4 op. cit. p. 100
Add. Mss. 35,33%2 fi. 50, 51
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Contracts were placed in November 1646 andiﬂﬁﬁgg;iiiégisgnghe
Committee for Irish Affairs for the supply of muniticns, clothing and
equipment, These were to be delivered to ports in Ireland after
ingpection by the officers of the Ordnance.1 The store in the charge
of Owen Rowe was still in existence, for he too was asked about any
armg that he might have which could be sent to Ireland.2

When the Second Civil War broke out in March 1648, the
-procedure for the issue of warrants for deliveries out of the Ordnance
Office stores had been changed somewhat, along with the way in which
the stores were utilised. By an ordinance of 6th January 1648 the
Army Committee was empowered to issue warrants for the supply of
garrisons in addition to the main vody of the Army.3 This step
reflected the consolidation of the Parliamentarian forces and the
reduction of local forces after the First Civil War. The Committee was
also authorised to borrow whatever munitions were needed for the
garrisons out of the Navy stores when necessary, although this was
not in fact done very much, probabiy because the requisite items were
not available there in any great quantity. Given this new
regponsibility, the Army Committee contracted for the supply of
munitions to certain garrisons, The munitions were supplied by
Ordnance 0ffice artificers and regular contractors; and in most cases
they were brought to the Tower first of all.4

As a result, the Army Committee was responsible for the issue
of most of the warrants for land service during 1648, with the
exception of a few issued by the Commons themselves and by the
Committee for Powder, Match and Shot. Unlike its predecessors, the
Derby House Committee issued only one or two warrants. The predominance

of the Army Committee was facilitated by the fact that there was now

only one principal army, whilst the number of local forces was much

1 ¢.J. 1644-6 p. 698; 1646-8 p. 136
See above p. 214

2 ¢.J. 1646-8 p. 100

4 S.P. 28/5C ff. 18, 20, 22; 28/51 f. ; 28
28/140 £f. 137-142 535 /52 ££. 15, 62, 178, 180;
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smaller than during the First Civil War.

Another departure from previous practice which reflected these
developments was that the distinctionrbetween the Army magazine and
the public stores was no longer observed so strictly. The Army stores
ceased to be used almost exclusively for the requirements of that
body. There are s number of warrants issued during 1648 for the
supply of both the Army and garrisons, which state that the supplies
may be delivered from either the Army or the public stores, or both
together.l

It is possible that the two magazines were actually
analgamated at this stage, although the wording of some warrants which
state "deliver out of the public or Army stores" suggests that this '},
was not so. ‘

The Parliamentarian Army, of which the New Model of 1645
formed the basis, continued to grow in size. A ‘proposal put forward by
Fairfax and other officers recommending that the Army should comprise
16,000 foot and 6,270 horse, including 30 companies for garrison
service, was accepted by the Hoﬁae of Commons on 9th February 1648.
Recruitment and the incorporation of local forces during 1647 and 1648
almost doubled the sirength of the Army.3

At this late stage in the conflict there was a marked
improvement in the quantities of ammunition made available to the
Army, particularly in respect of match and musket shot. The respective
amounts are given in Appendix seventeen., The force which accompanied
Pairfax during the summer of 1648, first against the Royalists in Kent
and then in Essex, was very well endowed with munitions. On 1Cth May
and 13th June a total of 750 barrels of powder, 80 tons of maitch,

17 tons of musket shot and a gquantity of arms were delivered out of
the public and Army stores. Further deliveries, including large
ordnance, were made during the Army's siege of Colchester in July and
1 Add. Mas. 35,332 ff. 83, 93

W.0. 55/461 ff. 8, 13
2 Add. Kas. 35,3%%2 f. 92

3 Pirth, C.H. and bavies, G. The regimental hist.”of Cromwell' army
voli. 1 pp. xx, xxi - -
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August,

A regiment of horse commanded by Colonel Riech, which
accompanied Fairfax into Kent at the end of May 1648, remained there
after the battle of Maidstone (2nd June) as part of a body of horse
and foot under Rich which proceeded against Royalist garrisons and
other forces in the county. During that time a number of deliverieg
of arms and ammunition were made to this bhody from the Ordnance
Office stores.l

Another series of deliveries from the stores in the spring of
1648 was made to the foot regiment commanded by Colonel Barkstead,
which was one of those sent into London during January 1648 and which
constituted the guard at Whitehall., In this capacity the regiment
received congignments of arms, ammunition and clothing from the
Ordnance Office wetween January and April. On 12th April, two days
after an outbreak of rioting in London, the regiment was provided with
& train of artillery comprising 6 pieces of_ordnance. Subsequently
Barkstead took the field against the Royalists in Kent and Essex.2

That part of the Army which went with Cromwell to South Wales
in Aprilt 1648 does not appear to have recei;ed anything from the
Ordnance Office stores at that time, although Cromwell did in fact
request munitions from the Derby House Committee. There would naturally
have been difficulties in supplying munitions at such a distance and
some use was made of locail resources.5 On its march to Sodth Wales
the Army was provided with a small quantity of powder, matech and shot
from the stores at Gloucester which was subsequently replaced out of
the Ordnance Office stores.4 Some ardnance belongiﬁg to the train of
artiliery, léft at Oxford after the siege of 1646, were sent by land
and sea and eventually reached Croﬁwell at Pembroke at the beginning
1 Firth, C.H. and Davies, G. The megimental hist. of Cromwell's army

vol. 1 pp. 146-147
W.0. 55/461 £f, 1, 11, 14
2 Firth and Davies op. cit. vol. 1l.p. 339
Add. Hsas. 35,332 ff. 67, 71, 77, 8l
3 Abbott, W.C. The writings and sveeches of Cromwell vol. 1 pp. 608,

611, 613
4 Add. Ms3. 35,332 £. 79




300

of July 1648.1

Upon Cromwell's return to England on his way to the North a
small amount of munitions was supplied from the OUrdnance Office stores
whilst his army was at Gloucester.> On 26th October 1648 a large
gquantity of péwder, metch and musket shot was shipped to the North
for the use of the Parliamentarian forces there.3 3ome of it was no
doubt used by Cromwell, who was then before Pontefract Castle. During
the following two months he was supplied with large ordnance and a
great quantity of ammunition for the sieges of both Pontefract and
Scarborough castles.4 Earlier, as it made its way through the East
Midlands on its way to the North, the Army was provided with shoes
and stockings by tradesmen in Northampton.5

4 comparison of receipts into and deliveries from the Army
magazine at the Tower has suggested that there were reasonable
gquantities of powder, match and musket shot either in store or in-the
field magazine when fighting ceased in 1646.6 The public stores,
however, were then in a parlous state. As a result of receipts and
deliveries during 1647 there was a further small gain to the Army
magazine in respect of powder and musket shot, whilst the pubiic
stores benefited considerably with regard to powder and match.

The resources of these two magazines may henceforth be
considered together, since in the final year of the Civil Wars they
were jointly serving the Army and the principal garrisons. When the
net gain to the two magazines during 1647 is added to the quantities
of munitions believed to be still available to the Army at the end of

the Pirst Civil War, there should have been ready for use at the

beginning of 1648 a minimum of about 2,000 barrels of powder, 70 tons

1 Abbott, W.C. The writings and speeches of Cromwell vol. 1 p. 613
Phillips, J.R. Memoirs of the Civil War in Wales vol. Y} pp. 412, 414
Rushworth, J. Historicad collections vel. 7 pp. 1,159, 1,175

W.0. 55/461 £. 9

Add. Mss. 35,332 fi 108

op. cit. ff. 113, 115, 116

S.P. 28/55 f. 267; 28/56 f, 166; 28/57 f. 300

See sbove p. 289
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of match and 30 tons of musket shot.1 To these amounts there shoulidibe
added whatever match and musket shot was left in the public stores
in 1646.

Further support for the view that a surplus existed at the
commencerxent of the Second Civil War is provided by the pattern of
‘féoeipts'qﬁd deliveries of ammunition during 1648, Despite the large
amount of match delivered to the stores in that year, deliveries to
the Army and to garrisons considerably exceeded receipts, after taking
into account deliveries which are not recorded in the receipts books.
Since there ia no evidence of any borrowing from the Navy magazine,
there must have been a sizeable gquantity of match in hand.2

Yet difficulties were experienced wiéh the supply of some
commodities during 1648, in spite of the relative abundance of powder,
match and shot. Round shot in particular was in short supply for both
Army and garrison use. Deliveries of iron shot to the Ordnance Office
land stores in 1648 were exceeded by issues, whilst the largest
single delivery from John Browne was not made until August. It was
necessary to supplement the resources of the land stores by borrowing
several thousand shoti from the Navy magazine.3 Wheh shot was needed
for the ordnance with Fairfax's army, 2,500 were obtained from the
Navy stores on 1l0th June 1648, even though the magazine was then left
with only a small gquantity in store. In the following month two large
ordnance were procured from the same source for use &t the siege of
Colchester.4

A considerable sum was spent on the repair of weapons
belonging to the Army in February 1648. £650 was made over to

Commissary Phipps by the treasurers of the Army to pay for the fitting

of new locks and stocks to a large number of muskets.5 These were

1l See Appendices one, three, eleven seventeen
See above p. 289
2 See Appendices one, three, four, eieven, fifteen, seventeen
3 See Appendices two, eleven, fifteen, seventeen
S.F. 28/140 f. 147
4 Add. Mss, 35,332 ff. 86, 87, 97
5 S.P. 28/51 ff., 263, 265, 267
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probably weapons belonging to the foot guarding the train of artillery.
In the case of c¢lothing, deliveries to the Ordnance Office far
the use of the Army were on a smaller scale than those of 1645 and
1646. The officers of the Ordnance reported to the Army Committee on
13th October 1648 that there were only 470 eoats and 350 pairs of
breeches in the stores that were fit to wear, whilst a further 24 and
1,262 respectively could be repaired. Additional quantities were then
procured by the Army Committee and in the following month 5,000 coats
and 5,000 pairs of breeches were issued from the stores. Wheh on 12th
December the officers were instructed to deliver all the coats and
breeches in their possession, these amounted to 316 coats and 1,456
pairs of breeches.l Apart from some shoes and stockings, the large
deliveries of ciothing and footwear procured for the Army apparently
outgside the Ordnance Office in 1645 and 1646:f§ie not repeated in 1648.2
Further deliveries £éor the defence of the Towerj-:fonsisting
mostly af ammunition and necessaries for ordnance, were made during
the early months of 1648. Also at this time 200 bedsteads with flock
beds and bedclothes were provided for the comfort of the regiment.3
However, the issuing of warrants by Colonel Tichborne as Lieutenant
of the Tower by the authority béestowed on him by Fairfax, was called
in question. On 17th Vanuary 1648 the House of Commons decided that
all warrants issued by Tichborne since his appointment should be
confirmed but directed that their order of 20th November 1647, whereby
the Army Conmittee was to issue warrants for munitiona for use at the
Tower, should be upheld.4 No more warrants were made out by Tichborne,
Deliveries to garrisonsduring 1648 comprised firstly issues
to the garrison at Newcastle occasioned by the rift with the Scots
and by Royalist activity in the North; and secondly Beliveries to the
principal towns, castles,and forts, especially those on the south and
1 Add. Mss. 35,332 ff. 105, 109, 117
W.0. 55/461 f£. 19

See Appendices three and four
2 See Appendix four

3 S.P. 28/54 £f. 250-254
4 Add. Mss. 35,332 ff. 63, 64, 65, 78, 80
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south west coasts which were most exposed to sea borne attacks by
the Royalists, The quantities delivered are summarized in Appendix
eleven.

Provision for Newcastle was now a prime gdénsideration. A
number of inditiduais, includihg members of Parliament, ient moneﬁ

ﬁ?,ﬁhezbEhﬁht of Governor Hesilfige and .the Army>Committee'to the_Mayorﬂpf

Newcastle for the use of the forces there., Amongst those who made

payments were George FPayler, the Surveyor of the Ordnance, and the

merchant Stephen Estwicke, who each provided £1,000. These sums were

repaid by the Army treasurers during 1648.l

The largest deliveries to garrisons out of the Ordmance
Office stores were therefore those made to Newcastle. In February
and March 1648 over 1,000 barrels of powder, 67 tons of match, BGrtfﬁB
tons of musket shot and 6,000 round shot, together with ordnance,
arme and eguipment were sent there.2 Further deliveries of arms,
ammunition and clothing were made between July and September. These
supplies were clearly not intended for the defence of Newcastle alone.
Colonel Hesgilrige's regiment of foot formed part of the garrison |
there.3 On 21st June 1648 the Commona directed that arms, including
6,000 muskets, 1,500 saddies and 4,000 pikes be provided for the
counties of the Northern Association.4 But if these weré\igﬁfagg_
supplied they did not come from the Ordnance Office stores.

Apart from these deliveries, the principal coaatal forts from
Cornwall to Kent each received a stock of ammunition. One unusual
delivery was that of 100 flock beds with coverings' to Dover Castle in
November 1648. Perhaps these were soue of the beds originally issued
to the regiment at the Tower.5 As 'in the case of the Army, it was

1-8:P. 28/52 ff, 25, 88, 270 : _
Howell R. Newcastle and the Puritan Revolutlon p 19?

2 Add. Mss. 35,332 £f. 72-75, 18-79
S.P. 28/140 ff, 138-142
3 Add. Msse 35,332 £f. 94, 95
w.0. 55/461 ff. 3, 11, 14
FPirth, C.H. and Davies, G, The regimental hist. of Cromwell's army
vol. 2'p. 459

4 C.J. 1646-8 p. 609
5 W.0. 55/461 f. 20




304
possible to issue much greater guantities of powder, match and shot

to garrisons out of the Ordnance Office sftores than had beenéfﬁégggiéf
in previous years. Yet it was still not possible to provide for all
their requirements without resort to borrowing from the Navy stores,
chiefly for round shot.l Suoch commodities as accessories for ordnance
and other implements could not be supplied without first placing
contracts for the procurement of them. Sir Walter Erle was directed
by the House of Commons in November 1648 to make provision for the
Landguard Fort near Harwich, the supﬁlies to be paid for out of the
receipts from the Excise.2

1 See Appendix fifteen

2 W.0. 49/82 ff. 105-107

W.0. 55/461 ff. 19-20
Add. Mss. 35,332 ff. 111-112



Chapter Thirteen 505
Conclusion

The problems which faced fhé Ordnance Office on the outbreak
of the Civil Wars were of a long standing and deep-seated nature. They
concerned the way in which the Office was run and above all the
manner in which it was financed. The effectiveness of the Office in

’

4any conflict was compromised by administrative shortcomings and
financial wesknesses which meant that it could not take any
significant action of its own volition. The extent of ita role in
providing munitions was determined largely by outsoide agencies.

Seen in the light of these fundamental gquestions, the events
surrounding the start of the conflict between King and Parliament in
1642 do'not appear to have had any great influence upon the fortunes
of the Ordnance O0ffice. The departure of a number of senior Ordnance
officers, their replacement by the nominees of Parliament, and the
absence of a Lieutenant of the Ordnance until early in 1644 may have
had a detrimental effect upon the working of the Office, yet thore is
no real evidence of this.

In the first place, at least some of the new officers appointed
by Parliament were businessmen who should have possessed knowledge and
experience that would have been useful to the Ordnance O0ffice. Then
the loss of the senior officers was an occurrence of much less
consequence than the retention by Parliament of the services of the
great majority of artificers, tradesmen, merchants and entrepreneurs,
both within and without the Tower, who were the mainatay of munitions
supply to the Parliamentarian forces during the Civil Wars. Access to
the London market for arms, clothing and equipment together with the
overseas connections and the commercial and industrial resources of
London and Soutn Eastern England were preserved largely intact for
the use of the Parliament. Those resources would almost certainly
have ensured that sufficient provision was made for the

Parliamentarian land forces to enable them to carry on the war even
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if the Ordnance Office had not functioned during the Civil Wars.

The factors which limited Parliament's exploitation of the
resources available to it were chiefly shortages of money and of
essential raw materials such as saltpetre and metal for casting.
iFinally, the effect of the changes in personnel which occurred in 1642
were offset by thé extent to which the activities of the Ordnance
Office were supervised and some of its customary functions arrogated
by Parliament and its committees during the Civil Wars.

The basic problems of the Ordnance Office, its questionable
administrative practices and inadequate financial resources, had been
apparent since the sixteenth century. It was likewise clear to
observers that the Office lacked the wherewithal to make effective
provision for the country's land and sea forces in the event of war.
There was an awareness of the neéd for reform on the part of
governments and of some senior members of the Office itself. Sporadic
attempts were made to bring about improvements during the hundred
years before the outbresk of the Civil ngé, encouraged by a desire
to ensure some degree of efficiency in & department which was
associated with national security and by the need to reduce the cost
of central administration, objectives which were not altogether
compatible with one another. Efforts to reform the Ordnance Office
were undermined by the inherent weaknesses of Elizabethan and early
Stuart administration and by chronic fiamancial difficulties facing
the Crown, both of which contributed to the defective condition of
the stores and encourgged abuses within the Office "itself.

As in earlier conflicts, the shortcomings of the Ordnance
Office were thrown into relief by the Civil Wars. In the past
provision for land forces other then the occcasional expeditionary
force had been almost a residual function of the Office, with the
bulk of the arms and ammunition procured going to the Navy. But now

the Ordnance Office was faced with the demands created by widespread
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and prolonged fighting on land in addition to the requirements of the
Fleets. The extent to which it could satisfy those needs was
determined first of all by the nature and quantities of stores which
were at its disposal when the conflict began and then by the extent
to which Parliament was willing and able to place the necessary
financial resources at ita disposal.

In the circumstances, therefore, it is not surprising that
the role of the Ordnance Office in the early siages of the Civil Wars
was largely the traditional one of supplying mostly ordnance and
ammunition, whilst much of the arms, clothing and equipment for the
horse and foot were procured through the London market from both
English and Continental manufacturers. A lengthy war was not
anticipated in August 1642 and there was no reason to suppose that
traditional methods would not suffice. Accordingly, the business of
equipping the Parliiamentarian army was conducted along much the same
lines as that of previous armies. It was the prolongation of the War
which led eventualily to the modification of the procedures for
munitions procurement and to the reorganisation of the Parliamentarian
forces.

At the outset the Ordnance Office was powerless to expand ite
role without the necessary money, whilst as in the past those who
controlled access to the funds were inclined to enter into the
business of procurement on their own account. When provision for what
was expected to be & single campaign rather than procurement on a long
term basis was under consideration, it might seem quite logical to
deal directly with suppliers and perhaps save time and money in
preference to using the machinery of the Ordnance:QOffice.

The underdeveloped character of the Ordnance Office
organisation, financial stringency and the sporadic nature of military
activity in the earlier seventeenth century had combined to discourage

the assumption by the 0ffice of a comprehensive role in the
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procurement of munitions when the need arcse. Some attempt was made
to provide for the regular supply of the stores with such items as
muskets and swords by granting exclusive contracts to groups of
craftsmen just as & monopoly of the provision of gunpowder and
ordnance to the Tower had been bestowed upon individuals.

However, this traditional device for encouraging a ready
supply of munitions was not well received and the schemes were
unsuccessful. They failed hot simply because of the opposition from
manufacturers excluded from the arrangements, or because of the
hostility of the country at large towards any suggesiion of a monopoly.,
The administrative machinery and a necessary degree of financial
stability at the Ordnance Office were also lacking, and consequently
it was impossible to offer manufacturers an assured outlet for their
products. Only in the case of gunpowder was there an enduring
arrangement for delivery on a regular basis and eventhis did not work
altogether satisfactorily. Otherwise, the demand for munitions
continued to fluctuate widely in accordance with the level of military
activity. Acting as a contractor to the state could znd did involve
manufacturers like John Browne in finmncial loss before the Civil Wars.

Therefore we can say that the political and finencial
conditions prevailing in the earlier seventeenth century were not
favourable to the development of the Ordnance Office into an
independent and self-sufficient organisation capable of procuring
large quantities of munitions on its own account. Deapite the
expansion of the Ordnance Office in the Tudor period, it remained
subject to interference from officials and agencies of government
w?ose primary concern was with'civil rather than military
administration, but whe from time to time intervened in the running
of the 0ffice and took over some of the functions associated with it
such as that of dealing with contrasctors.

The subordination of the Ordnance Office in this respect was
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confirmed and atrengthened dﬁring the Civil Wars with the formation
of standing bodies whose responsibilities included the supervision of
the Office and the placing of contracts on its behalf. The Ordnance
Office was subject to more thoroughgoing regulation during these years
than at any time in its history. The very uncertainties generated by
a civil war reinforced the need for close control over the membership
and working of the Ordnance Office and over the other administrative
departments.,

For political, military and financial reasons therefore,
Parliameﬁt found it necessary to exercise close control over the
functioning of the Office and to involve itself both collectively and
through its committees in the business of arranging and settling
contracts for the supply of munitions. There were a number of
committees which functioned at various times during the Civil War
period within the broad field of military administration and finance,
They overlapped to a considerable degree in respect of function and
personnel, With the trend towards the systemgtisation and
gpecialigation in committee management, exemplified by the formation
of the Army Committee and the Committee for Powder, Matech and Shot,
an attempt was made to determine the requirements of the Ordnance
O0ffice stores and to provide the stores that were most needed. As a
result the Ordnance Office was able to assume a more comprehensive
role in procurement and distribution than had been possible hitherto.
Yet these organisational changes did not of themselves ensure a more
effective rcle for the Ordnance Office, As always, this was dependent
upon the provision of adequate financial resources for the procurement
of munitiona. It is clear that deficiencies in the Ordnance QOffice
stores persisted even in the later years of the Civil Wars, in spite
of the improvements that had occurred.

The yea£ 1645 was a most significant one for the Ordnance

Office, which in turn reflects the wide ranging political and military
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importance of the events of that year. It was in 1645 that Parliament
took steps to deal with the political, military and adminigtrative
problems created by the continuation of the War, or, conversely, the
failure to reach a settlement with the King. In the political sphere
this was marked by the decline of old iﬁteresf groups within
FParlisment and the emergence of new ones., In the military sphere there
wag 8 reorganisation of the principal Parliamentarian forces; and in
the administrative field there were changes in the procedures for
munitione procurement and digtribution. All thege developments were
interrelated. If the formation of the New Model Army was to be a
success in military terms, then cltearly steps would have to be taken
to ensure that it could be adequately armed and equipped. The Ordnance
Office profited by these innovations in that it wes chosen as the
instrument whereby the New Model was to be supplied with the grester
part of the munitions that it required. |

In a civil war the diéiding line between the pdlitical and
the military spheres is inevitably indistinct. The Ordnance Office
was affected by the political divisions of opinion and the conflicts .
that developed on the Parliamentarian side, "as was shown by the
events of 1647. Appointments to posts in the Ordnance Office and
decisions about the allocation of funds for the purchase of munitions
had political overtones as did decisions about the size and
composition of armies. As such they were bound up with the divisions
of opinion oi the Parliamentarian side,

The principal objectives of the Parliament in overaeeing the
Ordnance.Office were to ensure the reliability of its employees, to
prewent the misappropriation of supplies, to attempt to establish
priorities for the issue of stores and to keep a check upon the
condition of the magazines. As it became apparent that Barliament was
faced with a war of indefinite duration and the problem of munitions

supply became more acute, the state of the Ordnance Office andjof its
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its role in the provision of munitions and equipment generally. In
the event, the Office waa brought into the mainstream of munitions
procurement in the following year as a result of the formation of the
New Model Army and the establishment of the Army Committee. Yet the
position of the Ordnance Office remained a subordinate one, since
its function was confined to the checking, proving, storage and issue
of munitions, clothing and equipment. Responsibility for placing
contracts for the supply of both the Army and the public stores and
for authorising payments to contractors was vested in the Army
Comnittee and the Committee for Powder, Match and Shot. The greatef
part of the money expended on provisions for tne land stores between
1645 and 1648 did not pass through the hands of the officers of the
Ordnance,

In view of the importance of providing an adeguate supply of
nunitions for Fairfax's army and the large sums of money involved,
Parliament naturally wished to retain control of the process itself.
It should alsc be rememvered that the Ordnance Office was carrying on
its traditional role of making provigion for the Fleets during these
Years, a task which absorbed a great deal of its rescurces and
occupied much of its employees' time.

The external supervision of the Ordnance O0ffice continued after
the Civil Wars, although different bodies were invodved. In 1649 a
commission was appointed to consider the position of the officers of
the Navy and Customs. As & resuli recommendations were made for the
reform of the Ordnance Office which were partially implemented. At
this point it may he worth considering the relationship between th
organisation of the Ordnance Office and that of the Navy administration
during the Civil War period, for there was historically a close
essociation between the Offices of the Ordnance and of the Navy.

As with the Ordnance Office, Parliament exercised close

control over the running of the Navy through committees endowed with
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stores becane matters of increasing concern,

It is apphrent that by the beginning of 1644 the ability of
the Ordnance Office to continue even its role of supplying just
ordnance and ammunition to the land forces depended wholly on the
provision of sufficient resources to permit of replenishment of the
stores on a significant scale. During the first eighteen months of
the War the O0ffice had been existing largely upon its reserves so
far as the land stores were concerned, These were by now almost
exhausted. Nearly all the money received by the officers of the
Ordnance during this time came from the Navy treasurer, as it had
done since the mid 1630's, whilst most of the funds raised for the
purchase of munitions for the land forces were being channelled
outside the Ordnance Office. Fortunately, by 1644 sums of money
raised under the fiscal ordinances of the previocus year were coming
in, and it was possible to make some provision for the land stores.

The prolongation of the War meant that the supply of
ammunition, powder, match and shot, became of crueial importance
whether or not it was procured through the Ordnance 0ffice. Steps
were taken in 1644 and 1645 to provide the necessary administrative
maghinery, but the provision of ammunition continued to be hampered
by a lack of funds and shortages of materials. A satisfactory means
of financing the supply of domestic saltpetre had still not been
found by 1648. Although sizeable quantities of ammunition of both
English and foreign origin were procured through the Ordnance Office
for-land service from 1644 onwards, a large section of the
Parliamentarian forces received only occasional or token supplies
from the Tower and were obliged to look elsewhere for what they
needed.

Although deliveries to the Ordnance Office land stores,
mostly of ordnance and ammunition, were made during 1644, it was not

apparent at that time that the Ordnance Office was going to enlarge
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executive powers. The Navy Comnittee was responsible for finance and
procurement of stores; and the Admiralty Committee exercised some of
the powers of the Lord High Admiral between 1645 and 1648, As was the
case with the various committees concerned with the Ordnance Office
stores, the functions of the Navy and Admiralty Committees were not
absolutely clear cut. A number of members of Parliament, including
3ir Walter Erle, who were involved in the work of the Ordnance Office,
were also associated with naval administration. The Ordnance Office
therefore should not be regarded in isolation, but as part of the
wider machinery of military administration in which a number of
committees and individuals shared a common interest.

The traditional preoccupation of the Ordnance Office with the
provision of munitions and egquipment for the Navy was obscured
somewhat during the Civil Wars and the Commonwealth by the need to
make provision for the large scale conflict .on land, sometimes to the
detriment of the Navy stores, and by the emergence of the New Madel
Army which was supplied largely through the Ordnance Office.
Committees were established expressaly for the purpose of maintaining
the land stores. However, by the mid 1650's the Ordnance Office was
once again closely asscociated with the supply of the Navy, following
the rejection of a proposal for making provision for the Navy the
responsibility of a separate office. In 1655 the Office wae formaliy
placed under the control of the Admirality Commissioners.

It is difficult to say whether or not the Ordnance O0ffice was
rendered more efficient by the supervision to which it was subjected
during the Civil Wars. Certainly there must have been less scope for
the grosser abuses such as the misappropriation of funds that had
occurred in the past. Furthermore, the role of the Parliamentary
committees in procurement reduced the opportunity for doubtful
dealings between Ordnance Office personnel and outside contractors

gince the terms of the contract were in most cases gettled outside
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the Tower. One possible advantage that may be claimed for the reformed
system of munitions procurement introduced in 1645 is that it may have
helped to secure provigions for the Parliamentarian forces, and the
New Model in particular, at prices which were in some cases lower

than those at which they had been provided in earlier years.

The absence of a Lieutenant of the Ordnance for about half of
the Civil War period was rendered less significant by the external
regulation of the Office and by the fact that Sir Walter Erle
continued to exercise some of the functions of his office whilst it
was in abeyance between 1645 and 1648.

However, the evidencé which suggests a more efficient Ordnance
Office during the Civil Wars is circumstantial at best and the most
that can be said is that the c¢limate prevailing during the Civil Wars
was less conducive to maladministration than had been the case before
1642, Incidentally, one argument in favour of the concentration of
munitions procurement in the hands of specialist committees in 1645
and the canalisation of procurement for the principal army through
the Ordnance Office was that as a result of the first few years of
fighting Parliament was faced through its Accounts Committee with the
task of unravelling and reckoning the cost of a multitude of financial
transactions conducted on behalf of its forces up and down the country.
Munitions did not constitute the most important element in these
outstandings claims ajgainst the Parliament, but they were nevertheless
a significant one.

It would be unrealistic to expect any fundamental developments
affecting Ordnance Office organisation under civil war conditions,
when improvised adminisfrative and financial arrangements prevailed.
Resources for the expansion of the permenent establishment were
lacking and the likelihood of new departures in administrative methods
arousing political disagreement was also an obstacle to change. The

gsenior officers of the Ordnance appointed by Parliament were not
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confirmed in their posts until 1648. The organisational response of
the Ordnance Office to the increased demand for munitions took the
form of expanding the labour force outside the permanent sector of
the establishment andainpi§551ng; the number of outside contractors
who dealt with the Office. The emphasis was upon maintenance of
established procedures in the face of political and military
uncertainty, rather than indulgence in innovation,

Yet in spite of this the Civil War years were in a sense the
harbinger of change. When the pattern of English military activity
changed from one of occasional expeditions againat the Scots and Irish
or to the Continent, towards the formation of a permanent army, there
were bound to be repercuseions upon the ways in which the procurement
of munitions was organised. The likely trend would be in the
direction of centralisation, and such a development would be
potentially favourable to the Ordnance Office.

There is an inkling of such a change during the years 1645
to 1648, and some further progress along these lines later in the
century, although many of the old difficulties facing the Ordnance
Office remained. The expansion and professionsalisation of the Ordnance
Office would be necessary before it could effectively undertake a
wider role in the supply of the country's forces on land and sea.

Such a development could only come about within the context of an
improvement in the administrative efficiency and financial resources
of central government as a whole.

The role of the Ordnance Office as a supplier of the
Parliamentarian land forces was conditioned firstly by the nature and
quantities of munitions that were in store at the outset, and secondly
by the measures which Partiament took to replenish and augment those
stores thereafter. From August 1642 until the apring of 1644 the
Ordnance Office fulfilled much the same role as it had done in the

past by supplying out of its existing stocks ordnance and ammunition
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to the armies, local forces and garrisons and the City of London,
whilst the procurement of other kinds of munitions was undertaken
largely by other means, Of the principal Parliamentarian armies of
these earlier years, only that of the Earl of Essex received munitions
from the Ordnance Office stores in any great quantity. By the end of
the first eighteen months the land stores at the Tower were virtually
exhausted. Even though the contribution of the Ordnance O0ffice in
terms of ordnance and ammunition delivered during this period waa

not insignificant, as may be seen from the appendices, the UOffice
could do no more than to supply a part of the Parliamentarian land
forces with some of the munitions that they required.

On the other hand, it can be argued that the quantities of
manitions delivered by the Ordnance Office between 1642 and 1644 for
land service, which for 1643% alone were valﬁed at £83,000 by the
officers, represented a valuable resource which for want of sufficient
time and money could not have been provided on a comparable scale from
elsewhere.

An influx of fresh supplies into the Ordnance O0ffice land
stores began in 1644, although the amounts provided were sufficient
only to go part of the way towards meeting the needs of the
Parliamentarian forces, chdefly in respect of gunpowder, match and shot,.
Then in 1645 the situation was transformed by the désignation of the
Ordnance Office as the repository of the stores contracted for by the
Army Coummittee, whereas munitions procured by committees and their
agents for the previous armies had been stores mainly outside the
Tower. The greater part of the munitibns, clothing and equipnment
ordered for Sir Thomas Fairfax's army passed through the Ordnance
Office.

Although shortages still occurred during 1645, 1646 and 1648,
especially where ammunition was concerned, it would appear from the

records that some unexpended munitions had accumulated in the stores
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of the New Model Army at the close of the First Civil War. This

factor, together with the procurement of greater quantities of match
and shot in the later years of the Civil Wars, led to an improvement
in the supply situation. The Ordnance Office therefore made its most
comprehensgive contribution to the supply of the Parliamentarian land
forces during the years 1645 to 1648,

There is also a suggestion in the records that the munitions,
clothing and equipment procured at this time were no more expensive
and possibly cheaper in some instances than those which were not
obtained through the Ordnance Office. This shows that procurement
through the 0Office need not necessarily compare unfavourably in terms
of gpeed of delivery and cost with purchase through other channels,
Yet even in these later years, the Ordnance Office was making a
aignificant contribution t¢ no more than a minority of the
Parliamentarian forces throughout the country as a whole. It must be
conceded that had the scale of fighting on land during the last three
years of the Civil Wars equalled that of the first three years, then
it is likely that the problem of munitions supply would have been more
acute than it actually was. It was during the years 1644 to 1646, when
the demand for munitions was at a peak, that the scale of provision
both through the Ordnance O0ffice and outside it most demonatrably
failed to match the level required.

The difficulties encountered by the Ordnance O0ffice during the
Civil Wars could have bheen predicted with & knowledge of the situation
at the Tower before 1642, so that in some ways the Office was facing
the problems and displaying the shortcomings that had been apparent
in earlier wars, with the additional complication of a civil war which
restricted the capacity of the government to remedy the deficiencies.

A cadlculation of the total expenditure of the Ordnance QOffice
during the Civil Wars embracing spending on both land and sea service

is outside the scope of this work. However, we might suggest on the
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strength of cur estimates of expenditure on the land stores that the
total amount spent by and on behalf of the Ordnance Cffice between
1642 and 1644 may have worked out at an average of around £70,000 a
year. The probability is that expenditure was below the average in
the earlier years and correspondingly higher in the later stages. If
this supposition is correct, then it compares favourably with
estimates of Ordnance Office expenditure at the time of the military
adventures of the 1620's. It should also be remembered thaf
considerable sums weré in both cases expended on munitions procured
outgide the Office. On the other hand, an annual expenditure of
£70,000 is not unduly large when compared with estimates of actual and
projected expenditure during the post Restoration era. The events of
the Civil War years provided a foretaste of the scale of resources in
terms of money and organisaticn that would be required in order to
maintain large land and sea forces on a regular rather than an
occasional basis.

Finally, we can make some comparison between the organisation
and functions of the respective Ordnance Offices of the King and
Pagrliament. Both were particularly concerned with the provision of
ordnance and their accessories, although the close association of the
Oxford Ordnance Office with the train of artillery was not reproduced
on the Parliamentarian side. Guns and equipment were supplied to the
trains of artillery of various armies from the Tower, but the
organisation and even to some extent the equipping of the train
remained wholly separate from the Office itself. There is only one
recorded instance of a member of the Parliamentarian Ordnance Office
gerving in the field.

Although nominally responsible for the provision of munitions
to their respective forces as a whole, both Ordnance Offices were in
practice associated most closely with one principal arm& in particular.

On the one side this was the King's own army, and on the other the
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army of the Earl of Essex and subsequently that of Sir Thomas Fairfax.
Where the two organisations differed was in the supply of local forces
and garrisons. The role of the Royalist Ordnance Office, which was not
based upon any existing institution at Oxford, was inevitably
conditioned by the circumstances in which it was set up. It was
necessary to give priority itc the most urgent task, namely, the
provision of a train for the King's army and for detachments of that
force. The nascent Ordnance Office did not have the resources to do
more than this., The Parliamentarian Ordnance 0ffice, on the other hand,
was able to make deliveries on a considerable scale out of its
existing resources to local forces and garrisons, even though the
Land gstores were (élmpstggexhausted in the process. The provision of
fresh supplies to the land stores at the Tower did not assume
significant proportions before 1644.

On both aides the working of the Ordnance Office was hampered
by inadequate financial provision and in each case deals were made
with contractors without reference to the Ordnance Office by
individuals and bodies with access to the necessary funds. However,
the Royalists were overtaken by the consequences of their growing
military weskness before they could contemplate anything like the
reform of munitions procurement along iines which Parliament had come
to recognize as necessary by the end of 1644.and which it endeavoured
to implement in the following year.

On the Parliamentarian side, munitions procurement outside
the Ordnance O0ffice was of greater consequence in the early years of
the War. There followed a movement towards the concentration of the
business of procurement in the hands of specialist committees with the
Ordnance Office acting as a central repository. But on the Royalist
side there was something of a trend in the opposite direcdtion as the
Var continued. Inspired by political motives and the fact that

corporate as distinct from individual authority was less prominent
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on the King's side than on his opponents', the preeminence of the
Ordnance Office at Oxford was diminished in 1644 as a result of the
formation ot new magazines outside its Jjurisdiction and the removal
of some of the responsibility for munitions administration from its
hands.

The ultimate superiority of the Parliament in terms of men,
money and materials was confirmed in the field of ordnance
administration as it was in other spheres, Those superior resources
did not make victory inevitable, but they weighed the scales
increasingly in Parliament's favour as the conflict continued. It
was essential for the King to secure a decisive victory or a
settlement before Parliament acquired the will and the means to put
its potentially greater resources to more effective use. As it
gradually evolved, the Parliasmentarian machinery for administering
and financing the War remained deficient in many respects but it was
8till better than anything the King was able to create. The Ordnance

Office records on both sides testify to that fact.
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Appendix one

Deliveries of jgunpowder to the Ordnance Office stores for land service

1643 - 1648"
- 1643 1644
Samuel Cordwell 220 Samuel Cordwell 1634
John Freeman 30 John Beriasford 662
Various merchants 99 John Freeman 100
;Z; barrls. Richard Hill 52
2448 barrls.
1645 1646
Samuel Cordwell 1948 Samuel Cordwell \?50
John Berisford 2763 John Berisford 1870
Christopher Webb 100 Thomas Folsan 70
John Samin 14 Thomas Steventon 50
ﬁﬁéS-barrls. John Freeman 50
2290 barrls.
1647 1648
Samuel Cordwell 400 Robert Cordwell 410
John Berisford 1732 John Berisford 1390
John Samin 100 Thomas Andrewes 1000
Daniel Judd 67 John Samin 350
John Slade 15 Daniel Judd 200
2314 barrls. George Boreman T0
Thomas Folsan 40
Total 164351646 ~ 16686 barrls. ;;Eg barrls.

1 W.0. 47/1 passim
W.0. 49/82 passim
W.0. 55/1660; 55/1662-55/1664 passim
S.P. 28/140 passim :
Add. Mss. 25,585 ff. 5k, 55-56, 57; 35,332 ff. 17, 95
Another 600 barrels in addition to the above were ordered and paid
for but not recorded in the receipts books.
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Appendix two

Hunitions supplied to the Ordnance Office stores for iand service by

John Browne 1644 - 16481

Ordnance Round shot Mortar shells Hand grenades
L64s ) .i7.. - 25édA e e ido
1645 2 6420 2335
1646 3825 500
1647 2100
1646 14500 802
I; 29405 2835 ;;;

1 W.0. 49/82 passim )
W.0. 55/1660 f£r. 13-14, 22; 55/1662 pp. 28b-29b; 55/1663 ff. 5, 70, 80
Add. Mss. 25,585 f. 4 :
S.P. 28/140 f£f. 144, 147
In 1643 a further 1,328 round shot and 105 hand grenades were
delivered by Colonel Owen Rowe.
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Appendix three

Munitions, clothing and equipment received into the Ordnance Office

stores for land service 164% - 16481

Matchlock muskets Snaphance mugkets :ijiéfc'ols
1643 500 50 prs.
1644 500 200 200
1645 2491 1347 5345
1646 6850 1200 4010
1647 2600 1400
1648 2443 2200 15C0
22584 4947 12505 pra.
Swords Pikes Troop saddles
1644 200
1645 . ‘ 4560 4525
1646 300 5900 3360
1648 2040
;85 12730 ;g;;
Match Musket shot
tons cwt tons cwt
1644 70 8 29 14
1645 143 14 70 10
1646 164 37
1647 70 9 16
1648 187 7 79 2
635 18 231 6
Coats Breeches Shirts Shoes
1645 6700 6200 prs. 9000 17600 prs.
1646 12000 12000 9000 16000
1648 6000 6000 3000 3750

24700 24200 prs. 21000 37350 prs,
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Stockings Knapsacks
1645 11500 prs. 9200
1646 12000, .8400"
1648 5700

k“27200 prs. 17600

1 W.0. 49/82 passim

“7W.0. 55/1660 f. B; 55/1662-55/1664 passim
Add. Mss. 25,585 ff. 46, 65
Returns to the stores of previously issued munitions and clothing
have been omitted.



325
Appendix four

Munitions, clothing and equipment procured by the Army Committee and

paid for, 1646 - 1648, but not recorded in the Oxdnance Office receipts

béoks®
Matchlock muskets Pistols Swords
1645 421 270 prs. . 20400 ;
1646 459 130 11400
1647 400 145
1648 3560
1280 ;;; prs. 35300,
FPikes Match Musket shot
1645 150
1646 625
1648 8 tons 1 ton
1375
Troop saddles Coats Breeches
1645 100 10500 12500 prs.
1646 650 2000 2000
;;; 12500 14500 prs.
Shirts Shoes Stockings
1645 2000 prs. 2000 prs.
1646 6000 1000
1648 , . 3600 2590
s ; 6600 prs. ;;;; prs.

1 s.P. 28/29 - 28/57 passim
For deliveries of gunpowder in this category see footnote to
Appendix one.
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Sone prices of munitions, clothing and eguipment delivered to_ the

Ordnance Office gtores for land service 1644 - 16481

Matehlock muskets
Apr. 1645 - lls 6d each
Feb., 1646 - 10s 0d

Oot. 1648 - 1ls 6d.

‘‘Pigtols with holsters

Oct. 1644 - £1'15§.6d'§;ir
Apr. 1645 - £1 78 0d
May 1645 - £1 68 0d
Nov. 1645 - £1 38 0d
Dec. 1645 - £1 0Os 4d
Mar. 1646 - £1 0Os 4d

Swords with belts

Appr;>1645 ~ 53 0d set
Sapbi. 1645 - 4s 64

July 1645 - 5s 0d

Troop saddles

Apr. 1645 - 178 each

Nov. 1645 - 15s

Shirts
Apry- 1645 -« 28 10d each
Sdpti 1645 - 2s 6d

Shoes

Apr. 1645 - 2s 3d pair

. 47/1 passim

55/1660, 1662, 1663 .passim
28/37 - 28/57 passim

4. 46-78/709 passim

MO O

-
-

| =

Snaphance muskets

Apr. 1645 - 158 6d each
Nov., 1645 - 148 0d
Dec., 1645 - 1l4s 44
Jan. 1646 - 12s 4d
Mar. 1646 - 138 4d

Iron ordnance
Sept. 1644l- £16 15é 44 per ton
Brass ordnance
Cct. 1644 - £20 per ton
Round shot

Jan., 1646 = £12 per ton

Pikes

Oct. 1644

58 04 each
Apr. 1645 - 4s 24
Dec. 1645 - 33 104
Oct. 1648 - 3s 10d

Coats and breeches

Apr. 1645 - 163 set

Stockings
Apr. 1645 - 1s 0d pair

Knapsacks
Apr. 1645 - 94 each

Dec. 1645 - 84



Appendix seven

330

Some prices paid for munitions and equipment procured for purposes

other than for the QOrdnance Office stores 1642 ~ 16481

Matchidck muskets

Dec.
Feb.
May

Aug.

Aug.

Nov.

Feb.

Mar.

July

May

1642 - 153 each

1643 - 13s
1643 - 10s
1643 - 158
1645 - 13s
Pistols?

1642 - £1 11s

- £2 28
1642 -~ £2 23

- £2 108
1643 - £1 10s
1643 - £2 10s
1643 - £2 Os
1644 - £1 14s

Gunpowder"

Oct. 1642 - £4 10s 0d

Jan, 1643 - £4 68 04

Mar. 1643 - £4 65 0d

Apr. 1643 - £4 10s 0d

~ £4 48 04

May 1643 - £5 0Os 0d

0d pair

0d

0d
cd
Cd
0d

0d

barrl.

(imported)

(imported)

(Boston)

Snaphance muskets

Feb., 1643 - £1 48 each

May 1645 - 17s

Swords
Oct. 1642 - 63 84 each
- 7s 0d
Jan, 1643% - s 04

Jun. 1643 - 7s 0d

Oct. 1644 ?s 64
Mar. 1646 - 38 7d
‘ Pikes

May 1645 - 4s 2d each

Musket shot

Oct. 1642 - £14 108 per ton
Match
July 1643 - £20 per ton

Aug. 1643 - £32

July 1643 - 1s 6d lb=0= £8 barri. (Pembs.)?

Aug. 1643 - £4 28 0d

7 1644 - £5 0s 0d

(Bedford)
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Troop saddles

Oct. 1642 - £1L 5s each
Dec. 1642 » £2 10s

£2 Bs

Feb. 1643

May 1643

£1 14s
Apr. 1644 - £1 Os

1 Exdept where indicated, the examples are drawn from the Commonwealth
Exchequer Papers (S.P. 28). The munitions were purchased in London
unless otherwise indicated.

2 The more expensive pistols costing £3 per pair or more may well have
been more elaborate weapons of superior workmanship which were not
issued to the ordinary trooper.

3 Charles, B. Cal, of the records of the borgugh of Haverfordwest p. 74
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Appendix eight

Munitions purchased by OCwen Rowe and John Bradley on behalf of the

Committee of Safety Sept. 1642 - Sept. 16431

Matchlock muskets Snaphance muskets Pigtols
8173 BT 4315} pra.
Swords Pikes Troop saddles
3000 2428 166
Gunpowder ¥atch
362 barrls. 40 tons 12 cwts

1 5.P. 28/2A ~ 28/27; 28/261 - 28/264 passim
In addition; 16,127 swords and 8 tons 18 cwts of lead shot purchased
by the City Militia Company in Oct. and Dec. 1642 were delivered into
the care of Rowe and Bradley.
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Deliveries to the armies commanded by the Egrl of Essex from_ the

1)

-

I S

7, Ordhence ‘Office dend stores 1642 --1644"
Muskets Pistols Swords
1642 2870 140 pra. 2439
(Aug.-Dec)
1643 400 ,5’3
L T8
1644 40
4270 180 prs.
Pikesg Ordnance Gunpowder
1642 770 23 416 barrla.
(Aug.-Dec.) [ R
1643 10 66
1644 11 704
44 1186 barrls.
Match Musket shot Round shot
’ff”';éf tons cwt tons cwt
e . 2
Tre42m T 35 2 61 9 5712
(Aug.-Dec.)
1643 33 18 2 4730
1644 26 0 18 0 1460
2 )
95 0] 79 11 11902
Mortar shells Hand grenades Troop saddles
1642 498

(Aug.-Dec.)

1643

200

204

1 W.0. 55/38%3! 55/457; 55/460; 55/1754; 55/1937 passim
W.0. 47/1 passim
Add. Mss. 34,315 passinm
Additional unspecified quantities of swords and musketwshot were also
detivered. Some of the munitionsd delivered in 1644 were intended for
the joint use of the armies of Essex, Waller and Manchester before
the second battle of Newbury.

2 Some quantities of match are expressed in fats in the records. A fat
contained on average 10 cwts of match.
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Appendix ten

Deliveries for the defence of London from the Ordnance Office land

stores 1642 - 16443

Muskets Swords Pikes
1642 | 6
(Aug.—Dec.)
1643 100 300
Ordnance Gunpowder Match
tons owt
1642 10 29 barris. 12
(Aug.-Dec.)
1643 125 56 2 4
1644 4
I;; 85 barrls. 2 16
Mugsket shot Round shot Mortar shells

tons cwt

1642 8 400
(Aug.-Dec.)
1643 15 9287 40
1 3 ;gg;
Hand grenades Petards
1643 800 11

1 W.0. 55/387; 55/1754; 55/1937 passim
Add. Msa. 34,315 ff. 1, 12, 33, 37
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Deliveries to local forces and garrisons from the Ordnance Office land

1642
(Aug.-Dec.)

1643
1644
1645
1646
1648

1642
(Aug.-Dec.)

1643
1644
1645
1646
1647
1648

lo642
ﬁAug.aDec.)

1643
1644
1645
1646

1647
1648

storea 1642 - 16481

Matchlock muskets

40
1100
1200
1000
2750
6090
Swords
30
300
330
Gunpowder

111 barrls.

349
1344
1948

790

190

2021

6753 barrls.

Snaphance muskets

Pigtols

100

810

910

Pikes

1851

20

1540

3611

Match

to

8

20
12
39
79

12
115

288

ns cwt

1

17
10

19

11

12

50 prs.
250
80

700

1080 prsa.

Ordnance

39

179
27

14

263

Musket shot

tons cwt
1 14 .
1 8

46 barrls.

9 12
18 19
2 0
49 10
83 3

+ 40 barrls.
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Round shot Mortar shellsg Hand grenades
1642 2520 : 6
(Aug.-Dec.)
1643 15574 452 1085
1644 10060 820 300
1645 3120 600 40
1646 125
1647 5900
1648 9794 1450
47693 1878 2875
Petards Troop_saddles Coats
1644 3
1645 2 50
1646 100
1648 ;300 100
5 " 450
Breeches Shoes Stockings
1648 100 prs. 2480 prs. 3055 prs.

1 W.0. 55/B87; 55/460; 55/461; 55/1646; 55/1754; 55/1937 passin
W.0. 47/1 passim ,

Add. Mss. 34,315; 35,332 passim
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Deliveries to the army commanded by the Earl of Manchester from the

Ordnance Office land stores 1643 - 16441

Qrdnance
1643 9
1644 2
11

Round shot

1643 60
Petards
1643 6

Gunpowder

33 barrls.

100

133 barrls.

Mortar shells

40

1 Add. Mes. 34,315 ff. 24, 25, 48, 69

See also Appendix fourteen

Match
-tons cwt

1 2

Hand grenades

60
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“ippendix thirteen

Deliveries to the armies commanded by Sir Wiliiam Waller from the

Ordnahce Office land stores 1643 - 1645l

Qrdnance Gunpowder Mateh
1643 %0 barrls, 4 tons
1644 3 150 5
1645 6 60 2
; ;EE barrils. ;I tons
Musket shot Round shot Mortar shells

tons cwt

1643 800 30
1644 2 5 360
1645 2 0 470

4 P 1630

Hand grenades

1643 190
1644 100
1645 100

390

1 Add. Mss. 34,315 passim
W.0. 55/1646 pp. 4, 20, 21

Appendix fourteen

Deliveries to the English and Scottish armies in the North from the

Ordnénce Office land stores June - July-1644l

Gunpowder Match : Musket shot Round shot
500 barrls. 15 tons 4 tons 3700

1 Add. Mss, 34,315 ff. 53, 57, 64, 71
These amounts are in addition to deliveries made to the Engliash and
Scottish armies individually and which are recorded in the other
appendices.
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Appendix fifteen

Munitions borrowed from the Navy magazine for land service 1643% - 16481

Ordnance Gunpowder Match

tons cwt

1643 260 barrls
1644 2 270
1645 6 620 5 )
1646 484 3 10
1647 200
1648 2 2

Ig IE;E barrls, 8 10

Musket shot Round shot

tons cwt

1645 4 10 1200
1646 1 0 1800
1648 7174

5 10 10774

1 Add. Mss. 34,315; 35,332 passim
W.0. 47/1 passim
W.0. 55/460 f£f, 1%, 20, 32; 55/1646 passim
Deliveries out of ships' stores for land service are not included.
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Appendix sixteen

(A) Deliveries to the Scottish army in England from the Ordnance Office

land stores 1644 - 16451

Gunpowder Match Musket shot
1644 200 barrls. ST
1645 5 tons 5 tons

(B) Deliveries to the Scottish train of artillery from all sources

1644 ~ 1646°

(i) Delivered at the Scottish charge

Swords Ordnance Gunpowder Match

tona cwt

359 15 964 barrls. 48. 3
Musket shot Round shot Mortar shells Hand grenades

tons cwt
44 1 1609 . 3 219
Petards

2

Gunpowder Match ' Musket shot Round shot
tons cwt tons cwt
1215 barrls«. [109 8 64 1 1519
‘Qﬁ;fér shells Hand grenades
26 160

(C) Deliveries to_the Scottish regiments of horse and foot from all

sources 1644 —_16465

ﬂgtchlock'muskets Snaphance muskets Pistols Swords
T7L7 124 993 prs. 1888
Pikes Gunpowder Match

tons ! cwt
4679 1106 barrls. &0 18

1 Add. Mss. 34,315 ff. 46, 64
W.0. 55/1646 p. 170 _

2 Terry, C.5. Papers relating to_ the Army of the Soleuwn League and
Covepant vol. 1 pp. 15-17, 23, 25-26, 27, .28

2 opn. cit. vol. 1 opo. 39=13%9
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Appendix seventeen

Deliveries to the Army commanded by Sixr Thomas Fairfax from the

1645
{Mar.-Dec.)

1646
1647
1648

1645
(Mar.-Dec.)

1646
1647
1648

1645
(Mar.-Dec.)

1646

1647
1648

1645
(Mar.-Dec.)

1646
1648

Ordnance Office land stores 1645 - 16481

Hatchlock muskets

10010

6470
140

2000

19220

Swords

2000

Gunpowder

919 barrls.

1093

500

1510

4022 bharrls.

Round shot
6161
200

. 5490

11581

Snaphance muskets Pistols
894 3944 prs.
199 2177
500 1900
1520 695
3143 8716 prs.
Pikes Qrdnance
3450 20
3018
1060
1100 10
se26 »
Match Musket shot
tons cwt tons cwt
49 10 16 6
+153 barrls.
41 16 22 0
+ 31 barrls,
20 0 100 barrls.
131 0 28 6
242 6 66 15
+284 bvarrls,
Mortar shells Hand grenades
270 1000
150
186 100
06 1100
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Petards Troop saddles Dragoon saddles
1645 | 4 4659 738
(Mar.-Dec.)
1646 1671 299
1648 2 2565

s 8695 1037

Coats Breeches Shirts
1645 6700 6700 prs. 9000
(Mar.-Dec.)
1646 10110 10539 9278
1648 6316 7456

23126 24695 prs. 18278

Shoes Stockings Knapsacks
1645 16500 prs. 9000 prs. 9700
(Mar.-Dec.)
1646 12104 9788 8545
1648 1060 1060

29664 prs. 19846 prs. 18245

1 W.0. 47/1 passinm
W.0. 55/461; 55/1646 passinm
Add. Mss. 35,332 passim

N :‘;
Appendix eighteen

Deliveries to the fources serving or appointed to serve in Ireland from

the Ordnance Office land stores during 16411

Muskets Pikes Gunpowder Coats
1366 634 100 barrls. 1050

Shirts Shoes Stockings Kﬁapsacks
408 1000 prs. 1000 prs. 1050

1 Add. Mss. 35,332 ff. 49, 50-51
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