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2 WEST FELTON.

mere (a member of West Felton). From 1255 till about 1265, Sir
John fitz Philip appears as a Knight and as a frequent witness of
local Deeds. 1In several instances his attestations are followed by
those of Thomas, his brother, and Hugh, his son. The latter, when
at length he succeeded his father, was not, as one would have ex-
pected, called Hugh fitz John. He took his Grandfather’s name
and was always called—

Hucr ritz PriLte. Under that name he attests a Charter of
John fitz Alan (TII) between 1268 and 1271, and a Charter of John
le Strange (IV) between 1269 and 1275. On February 27, 1305,
Thomas de Lee, Hugh fitz Philip, and Stephen, son of Thomas de
Felton, were apparently Coparceners in Felton, for they jointly pre-
sented to the Church. On July 25, 1810, Hugh fitz Philip of
Felton appears as sole Patron of the Living, but his right to pre-
sent thereto was afterwards contested by Edmund, Earl of Arundel.
On May 13, 1314, Hugh le fitz Philip occurs as settling a dispute
with the Abbot of Haghmon, which I shall again refer to under
Aston. Before the year 1325, Hugh fitz Philip had been suoceeded
by his son John. On October 25 of that year the latter, as—

Jonn, soN of HueH rirz Privir pg HiprsLonNDE, mortgaged
five seylions in Aston to Haughmond Abbey. On July 2, 1326,
¢ John, son of Hugh fitz Philip of Felton,” with assent of Edmund,
Earl of Arundel, gave to Haghmon Abbey all his part of the Moor
called Werngof, in Hisland, and leave to make.a water-mill on the
rivulet called Ridgalet, which bounded Aston and Hisland. ¢ Wit-
nesses,—Stephen de Felton, Thomas de Wodeton.”” On February
7, 1383, ““ John, son of Hugh de Felton, gave another mortgage in
Aston to Haghmon Abbey.” On December 1, 1833, “ John, son
of Hugh, son of Philip, appoints Nicholas de Blakeway, Clerk, and
Ralph de Broc, his Attorneys to give seizin to Nicholas, Abbot of
Haghmon, of one place of moorland in Haghton juxta Radenhale.!
Dated at Aston.”

I should here say something of Richard de Drayton, William, son
of Alan de Drayton, and Philip de Hugford,—three persons who
appear at Berrington in 1255 as Coheirs of Hugh le Strange. We
should expect to find them or their descendants similarly interested
in West Felton. My evidences are insufficient to satisfy such an
expectation ; but still we have one or two hints in accordance there-
with.—For instance—

RicaarRD DE DRAYTON attests an Aston Deed about 1268, a cir-

! Haughton, near Rednall.




TEDSMERE. 3

cumstance which connects him with this neighbourhood. We have
also seen him, or his son, attesting two Ruyton Deeds, in and about
the year 1272.! Richard de Drayton’s heir we know was Thomas
de Felton, living in 1292 ; and Thomas de Felton’s heir was his son
Stephen.? Accordingly, Stephen de Felton occurs in 1305 as. a
Coparcener in the Advowson of West Felton, and in 1324 as a
landholder in West Felton and Tedsmere.® With regard to—

WiLLiam, soN oF ALAN DE DRravrton, his heir was his sister
Petronilla, wife of John de la Lee. Perhaps it was as Petnonilla’s
guardian that Thomas de la Liee (John’s father) occurs as apparently
interested in this neighbourhood previous to John’s succession. The
latter is still more frequently a witness of local Deeds. When
Thomas de Lee appears in 1305 as a Coparcener in the Advowson
of West Felton, we are at a loss to say who this Thomas was, whether
the younger son of John (elsewhere mentioned*), or Thomas de Lee
of Stanton, whom we know to have obtained more than one estate
from his kinsmen, the Lees of Berrington. Either supposition will
tally with the idea that Thomas de Lee’s interest at West Felton,
in 1305, was the equivalent of William de Drayton’s supposed in-
terest in 1255. .

As 1o Puirir pr Hucrorp, or his heirs, having had an interest
in West Pelton, I can prove nothing. It would be absurd to make
even a conjecture on the point, for we have no clear information on
one essential preliminary ;—that is, we do not know positively who
Philip de Hugford’s heirs were.

TEDSMERE.

Under this member of West Felton I shall make more plausible
that which I have only surmised of the Capital Manor, viz. that
West Felton, and with it Tedsmere, were held in the 13th century
by Strange of Berrington under Strange of Ness, and by Strange of
Ness under Fitz Alan. About the year 1205, John le Strange (II),
as “ John, son of John le Strange, allows for himself and his heirs
that the land of Robert Hert of Teddesmere be quit of Guards Do-
verant for ever.® Witnesses,—Roger Sprenghose, John de Chetwind,
Hugh le Strange, Henry le Strange, Wido Wallensis,® Griffin fitz

1 Supra, Vol. X. pp. 114, 116. ton (suprs, Vol. X. pp. 72, 78), and its
2 Supra, Vol. VL. p. 87. probable import.

3 Supra, Vol. X. p. 78. Of Berrington and Bagley ; —deceased
4 Supra, Vol. VI. pp. 3941, 105. in 1221 (vide supra, Vol. VL. p. 36; and

é See a similar acquittal under Balder- ! Vol. X. p. 185).
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Jarvord,! Philip Grene, Osbert Purcel, and John le Butiler.””
Within the next 20 years Robert Hert of Tedsmere seems to have
been succeeded by William Hert, and William by a son, William.
It was, I suppose, the first of these Williams who, as “ William,
surnamed Hert, of Tedsmere,” acknowledges himself bound to the
Abbot of Haghmon in 12d. rent arising from a half-virgate, which
“Jewan Gries held, of the said William’s inheritance.” This Deed
(attested only by the Vicar of Knokin) was equivalent to giving
the Abbot a seigneury over the said half-virgate. Soon afterwards
the Abbot obtained a second half-virgate in Tedsmere from Hugh
le Strange, who received 2 merks for the same, John and Hamo le
Strange attesting the bargain. This second half-virgate was held
by William Hert himself at the time of sale. About 1226-7 the
Abbot enfeoffed or reinvested the second William Hert with both
half-virgates, if I understand rightly the following Deed.—* Wil-
liam, Abbot of Haghmon, gives and confirms to William, son of
William Hert, by Mable de Teddesmere, and to his heirs, for their
homage and service, one virgate in the vill of Teddesmere, half of
which had been previously held by the said William and Mable (the
Grantee’s father and mother), and half of which the Abbot had af-
terwards bought from Hugh le Strange, for 2 merks.” The present
Grantee is to hold the said virgate, in fee, under the Abbot. An
annual rent of 20d., a Heriot, and a Relief of 20d. on succession,
are reserved by the Abbot, besides scutage. The testing-clause of
this Deed runs as follows.—Hiis testibus, Johanne Extraneo® fratre
ejus Hugone Extraneo, Rogero de Say.

Thus did the Abbot of Haughmond become lord of that part of
Tedsmere which was held by the Herts: so that John le Strange
(V), when in 1298 he confirmed his Ancestors’ gifts and concessions
to the Abbey, included totam terram Radulphi Hert, quam tenuit in
Teddesmere. 1 presume that Ralph Hert was tenant of the above
virgate in 1298, or else at the time of some previous Confirmation
by a Strange of Ness. We shall see under Aston that in 1318 a
third William Hert was representative of the same family, and was
seated at Tedsmere.

I should here notice that a Charter of John le Strange (V), which
passed in December 1275, is attested by John Yris (Irish) of Ted-

! Griffin, son of Gervase Goch, of Sut- 3 Probably the word Hamone has been
ton, &., and now John lo Strange’s ten- | here omitted ; for I cannot suppose that
ant at Kynaston. William, Abbot of Haghmon, was brother

2 Of Felton Butler (vide supra, Vol. | of John le Strange (II), or that Hugh le
X. page 202). Strange stood in that relation.




THE CHUROCH. . b

desmere ;'—doubtless a tenant here. Again, a Deed of the year 1824
mentions Stephen de Felton as having a tenement not only in Fel-
ton but in Tedsmere.* With the exception of this Stephen (who
was a Coparcener in Berrington and Felton), I find no evidence
that those Coparceners, who, as heirs of Hugh le Strange, divided
Berrington and West Felton, asserted or maintained any interest
in Tedsmere; but evidence on a matter of such detail is hardly to
be expected in cases where the main features are wellnigh buried in
oblivion.

‘WEST FELTON CHURCH.

This is the only Church in Merset Hundred which belonged to
the diocese of Chester. Like the Church at Ruyton, it was perhaps
originally an affiliation of Baschurch. The Tazation of 1291 values
the Church of Felton (in the Deanery and Archdeaconry of Salop)
at £10 per annum.® The situation of Felton, in Oswestry Hun-
dred, seems to have exempted the Parish from the Tax of the Ninth
in1341. The Valor of 15345 gives the income of Thomas Grenoo,
Rector of Felton, as £21 per annum, less 6s. 8d. for Procurations
and 1s. for Synodals.*

EARLY INCUMBENTS.

JorN pE BiriToN, Acolyte, instituted February 27, 1305. Pa-
trons, Thomas de Lee, Hugh fitz Philip, and Stephen, son of Thomas
de Felton. Licenses of non-residence, studendi gratid, are allowed
to this Rector on October 18, 1807, and March 5, 1309. He died
on May 4, 1310.

TaoMAs pE CHEYNNEYE, Acolyte, instituted July 25, 1310, at
the presentation of Hugh fitz Philip, of Felton, has similar licenses
on January 17 and December 7,1814. This Rector’s right to hold
- the living was afterwards questioned by Edmund, Earl of Arundel,
who, in 1322, affected to consider it vacant, and presented—

Ricaarp pE Dounron, Clerk, thereto. The Bishop wrote to
the Archdeacon of Salop, desiring to inquire concerning the al-
leged vacancy and the Earl’s right. On November 1, 1322, the
Archdeacon had sent no reply, and the Bishop cites him to answer
for such neglect and contempt. On April 5, 1823, the Bishop an-
nounces that the Archdeacon and his Official (Commissaries in the
case) had judged Thomas de Cheyne to be wrongfully Incumbent,

" 1 Supra, Vol. X. p. 284. 3 Pope Nich. Tazation, p. 247.
? Ibidem, p. 78. 4 Valor Ecoles. I11. 185.



6 WEST FELTON.

had farther removed him, and had decided that Richard de Doun-
ton should be.admitted. On April 7 following, the Bishop admits
the latter, at Earl Edmund’s presentation. Nevertheless Thomas
de Cheyne would not give way; and we have seen that on July 3,
1835, he was styled Rector of Felton by the Abbot of Haughmond.!
Thus things continned till September 1340, when Richard de Doun-
" ton died, and Thomas de Cheyne was found by the Bishop to be
still de facto the Incumbent in possession. On December 13, 1340,
the Bishop admits—

SterBEN DE Purton, Clerk, to the Benefice, at the presentation
of Richard, Earl of Arundel. At the same time, the Bishop ap-
points a Commission to deal summarily with Thomas de Cheyne.
The Archdeacon’s Official and Master Richard de Longenorle, Rec-
tor of Nesse, are the Commissioners. They are first to cite Cheyne
and admonish him of his injustice, and then to induct Pulton into
corporal possession, using all the Episcopal powers of coercion
hereby delegated to them. Stephen de Pulton died July 28, 1349
(probably of the Pestilence), and, on October 17,—

JonN pE Lyncam, Chaplain, was admitted. Patron, Richard,
Earl of Arundel. John de Lynchis died September 29, 1862 ; and,
on November 29 following,—

WitLiax pE Forp, Chaplain, was admitted. Same Patron.
Ford resigned in 1364, when, on February 11,—

WiLLiax pE WariNToN, Chaplain, was admitted. Same Patron.
Wolretos was here in 1856.

Boaer px SonDrorD, Acolyte, was admitted April 30, 1362.
Same Patron.

RicEaRp pE SonzompE is the name given for the Rector in 7
Ric. I1. (1388-4).

JoaN GaMer, Priest, was admitted 19th November, 1388. Pa-
tron, Richard, Earl of Arundel. .

Siz Jomn BosmeLk resigned the Living in 1398, when, on
June 2,— '

Roprrr EeaERLEY, Priest, was admitted on a like presentation.

EARDISTON.

I presume that this was, like Tedsmere, a member of West Fel-
ton; and that it was the place alluded to in the following remark-
able Lawsuit—At the Assizes of 1203, Hugh le Strange claimed
40 acres in Edeston against Osbert Purcel and Hugh fitz Walter.

! Supra, Vol. X. p. 116.
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The case was to have been tried by process of Grand Assizé; but’
‘William fitz Alan came into- Court and made the following asser.
tion of privilege. He said that * the dispated land was in his Fun-
dred, which Hundred owed no suit to the Coanty of Salop, neither
did the men of that Hundred come before the King’s Justices, or
the Sheriff, in matters of murder, or arson, or upon any other sam-
mons.” He fiirther said that “no Grand Assize ought to be holden
concerning a tenement in the said Hundred. Such a thing had
never been dore.” The whole Comnty-Court eorroborated this last
assertion, and the ease went no further.!

Osbert Purcel, I may observe, occurs more than once in matters
connected with. West Felton or its neighbourhood. He was per-
haps related to Richard Parcel, who married owe of the damghters
and coheirs of Walter le Fleming.

dBooton.,

B

Twmis township of Oswestry is described: in Domesday as an inde.
pendent Manor, held by Rainald, the Sheriff—Zsdem Rainaldus
tenet de Cemite Udelone, et Robertus de eo. Edricus tenuié cum 1r
Bereuuichis. Ibi 1 hide. Terra est m1 carucis. In dominio est
una caruca, et 11 Bovarii, et viix Waleis (Wallenses) cwm ¥ carucd.
Valet xv solidos. Idi xx leuuee stlveet

There can be no doubt that Robertus, the Domesday Tenant of
Wooten, was identical with Robertus Pineerns, of whom and of
whosee immediate tenure under Earl Roger, I have said something-
under Walford. His tenure of Woeton was in anether ratio, vir.
under Rainald Vicecomes; but, if the general rule (stated under
Walford) is to hold good, we must.expect to find the Lords of
Montgomery (as.successors. to Robert Pincerna’s Escheat) holding-
Wooton under the Fitz Alans (as- successors of Rainald Vicecomes)..
Such an expeetation will be fulfilled to.the letter; for we shall :see
under Aston, that nearly two centuries after Domesday the second
John fitz Alan withdrew the services due to the Henour of Mont-
gomery from Wodeton, Aston, &c.; and that. a Provincial Jury of

! Assizes, § John, m. 4. 3 Domesday), fo. 255, s, 1.



8 WOOTON.

1274 complained of the abstraction, and asserted Wodeton to be an
appurtenance of that Honour. It is probable that they were mis-
taken in the specific case of Wodeton, and that the case of Aston
was more to their purpose: for though Aston had at one time been
held by Robert Pincerna, immediately of the Norman Earl, or of
the Crown, Wodeton had never been held otherwise than mediately
of the Barony of Oswestry. It may further be observed that in the
case of Weston (Rhyn), where Robertus held a hide of land, under
Rainald Vicecomes, at Domesday,—that there Robertus Pincerna
was probably the person in question, and yet that no claim to a
mediate interest in Weston Rhyn was ever set up by the Lords of
Montgomery. The case of Weston Rhyn afforded, I imagine, a
truer analogy for that of Wooton than the case of Aston.

At the beginning of the 13th century the Manor of Wooton was
divided into Great and Little Wudeton. I must refer back to Walford
for some particulars about Reginald de Hesding, about the Tenant-
interest which he acquired in Great and Little Wudeton, and about
his grant of the whole thereof to Haughmond Abbey.! I have
only to add, of this Reginald, that his payment of 20 merks, ac-
knowledged by the Sheriff of Shropshire in 1212, was probably on
account of some stores at Oswestry, which he had sold for the
Crown whilst Constable of Oswestry Castle. But Reginald de
Hesding’s tenement in Wooton was quite exceptional. It is clear
that in the 13th century the Mesne-Lords of Wooton were Philip
fitz William, John fitz Philip, and Hugh fitz Philip ;—each in suc-
cession, a8 I have traced their descent under West Felton. They
then were Fitz Alan’s immediate tenants at Wooton. Under them
the Manor in general, was held by a number of Coparceners, evi-
dently the descendants of that Walter Flandrensis of whom I have
discoursed under Walford. Much that I have further to say of
these Coparceners shall be given under Aston, for there they held
under the same Suzerain as at Wooton.

Havermonp ABBey Fee. About 1216-18 “ Reginald de Hes-
ding gave to the Abbey 4 nokes, that is, all that he had in Great and
Little Wooton.”8 In 1258, “ Henry, son of William de Wodeton,
gave a noke in Great Wodeton, with a messuage, croft, and mea-
dow, and with 8} acres, being the dower of Leuca, wife of Reginald,
in the said noke. Witnesses,—Sir Thomas de Lee and Sir William
de Leghton, then Constable of Oswestry.” On April 2nd, 1258,
“William de Leghton, Knight, Constable of Oswestry, certified the

1+3 Bupra, Vol. X. pp. 292, 298.
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said grant in & full Court of Oswestry Hundred. Witnesses,—John
called Extraneus,! and William Seys, Provosts of Oswestry.” About
the same time “ Henry, son of William de Wodeton, surrendered
to the Abbey all he held under it in the vill of Wodeton. Wit-
nesses,—Henry fitz Broun of Wodeton, Richard de Twiforde.”
About the same time, “ Yarard,? son of Henry Gerard of Wodeton,
gave the Abbey 16 acres in the fields of Great Wodeton. Wit-
nesses,—Sir John fitz Philip, and Thomas, his brother.” Also,
“ John,? son of Henry Gerard, gave 13 acres there. Witnesses,—
Sir John fitz Philip, and Hugh, his son.” Also, ““ Henry, son of
John, son of Henry Gerard, released all right in the said 13 acres,”
the same witnesses attesting.’

On April 23, 1258, “ Amilia, daughter of Herbert de Sibeton,
quitclaimed to the Abbey all the land which Yarard, son of Henry
Gerard, and John, son of Jokn (Query Henry) Gerard, held in
Great Wodeton. Witnesses,—John fitz Philip, and Hugh, his son.”?
About the same time, the same “ Amilia gave to St. John’s Hos-
pital at Oswestry, called Sputt, a croft under the ¢ House of the
Infirm,’ in the field of Wodeton. Witnesses,—Sir William de
Leighton, then Constable of Oswestry, and Roger fitz John.”
About the same time, ““ Ithel fitz Griffin,* of Great Wodeton, with
consent of John, his son and heir, sold a noke and croft to the
Abbey, for 9s. Witnesses,—John fitz Philip, Hugh, his son, and
Thomas fitz Philip.”—Also, “John and Eynon, sons of Wrenou,
gave the Abbey 8 acres. Same witnesses.””—Also, “ Richard, son
of Richard, son of Henry de Twyford, gave land to the Abbey in
Wodeton. Witness,—Sir John fitz Philip.”’—Also, “ Dayky fitz
Loward of Wodeton gave 2 acres there. Witnesses,—Sir John
fitz Philip, and Hugh, his son.” Also, *“ Lowarch, son of Eynaun
Du of Wodeton, gave one acre. Same witnesses.” In April 1305,
“ Richard, Abbot of Haghmon, demised to David ap David Horseele,
a messuage and 8 acres in Great Wodeton, at 2s. rent. Witnesses,—
Master Robert de Preston, Roger de Halghton, Hugh fitz Philip.”
On Oct. 6, 1305, ““ the same Abbot demised to Gevan Gouch 3
seilions in Wodeton. Dated in Curid de Aston.”

! He was a Burgess of Oswestry. 3 Haughmond Chartulary, fo. 235. i

2 These two brothers are called “ Jo- ¢ Tthel fitz Grifin had a brother, Wro-
weyn Beys, son of Henry,” and * Jareford | nou, tenant of a noke in Wodeton, which,

his brother,” in a confirmation by John | as well as Ythel's noke, was confirmed by
fits Alan III (1268-1272). John fits Alan (TLI).

XI. 2




Agton near Ogoestry.,

Tuais Manor stands in Domesday last of those which Robert Pin-
cerna held of the Norman Earl. The Record places it in Bascherch
Hundred, but probably by a mere mistake, the Scribe having for-
gotten to add the proper marginal affix which would have shown it
to be in Mersete Hundred. It is described as follows.—Jsdem Ro-
bertus tenet Estone. Uluric tenuit. Ibi 11 hide. Terra est 11
carucis. Ibi x11 Walenses habent 11 carrucas. Valuit 11 solidos :
modo x solidos.! Of the Saxon, Uluric, I may observe that he was
also owner of Woolston, in Merset Hundred, a circumstance which
connects him with the same district as that now under notice.

The Domesday Fief of Robert Pincerna, so far as its members
can be identified, was placed, probably by Henry I, under the
seigneury of the Lords of Montgomery. A Vassal of the Lords of
Montgomery appears to have held Aston and Hisland in Henry
II1.’s reign. This was John fitz Philip, whose ancestors I have en-
deavoured to trace, and whose successors I have named under West
Felton. In West Felton and Berrington he was only a Coparcener,
probably in right of a wife or maternal ancestress ;—a Coheiress of
the family of Le Strange of Berrington. But of Aston and its mem-
ber, Hisland, and also of Wooton, John fitz Philip was sole Lord.
‘We conclude that he inherited all three from his paternal ancestors.

Between the years 12565 and }1267, John fitz Alan (II), presuming
probably on his rights as Lord of Oswestry Hundred, withdrew all
the suit and service which was due, or alleged to be due, to the
Honour of Montgomery, from Aston, Hisland, and Wooton. In
November 1274 the Jurors of Chirbury Hundred recorded and
complained of this withdrawal. They said that these three vills
“ pertained to the Honour of Montgomery,” but that, owing to
Jobn fitz Alan’s act, ““ they were still out of the King’s hand, so as
to be respondent to the said Honour in no one thing or service,”
and that thereby “ the King suffered an annual loss of 20s.* The
defence against this presentment probably was, that John fitz Alan
(IT) asserted Jobn fitz Philip to hold Aston, Hisland, and Wooton,

} Domesday, fo. 256, a, 2. 2 Rot. Hundred. 11. 89.
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immediately of himself. In the case of Wooton it is easy to discern
the justice of such a view ; and, in the case of Aston and Hisland,
we know that John fitz Alan’s act held good, whether just or not.

In March 1272 the Knights’-fees and other services of the Barony
of Oswestry were apportioned between the King (as Guardian of
young Richard fitx Alan) and Isabel de Mortimer (as widow of John
fitz Alan (IT1)). Part of Isabel’s dower was to be the services due on
a knight’s-fee in Elston (Aston), Woditon (Wooton), Twiford, Hid-
delond (Hisland), and Bromhurst, except that 2s., out of 8s. rent
accruing from Bromhurst, was to go to the King. It is true that
this Knight’s-fee is described in the Record as if held under Fitz
Alan by six Coparceners. The fact however was that Hugh fitz
Philip must have been Fitz Alan’s immediate Tenant, and so Mesne-
Lord over the said Coparceners. A Memorandum made between
the years 1292 and 1325 places this matter of tenure in the clearest
light. It enumerates six Coparceners as ‘ holding Aston, Hideslond,
Wodeton, and Twyforde, under Hugh fitz Philip, for a knight’s-fee ;”’
but it adds that “ Hugh fitz Philip holds the same Vills of the Lord
Earl of Arundel, likewise for one knight’s-fee, and owes suit every
three weeks to the Court of Oswestry. Also Aston pays yearly
16s. 8d. for Trethmorky,! at four annual periods, and owes suit to
Oswestry Mill.”

The question of feudal tenure being now settled, I may state that
the material interests of John fitz Philip, his ancestors and successors,
in the above vills, do not appear to have been very great. A mesne
interest seldom involved much more than quit-rents, or occasional
wardships. In the large series of Deeds which I shall have to quote
under Aston, we need not therefore be surprised to find that the
Mesne-Lords hardly ever appear except as witnesses. But, before 1
recount these Deeds, I must enter fully on the subject of those
Coparceners who held Aston, Hisland, Wooton, and other lands,
under John fitz Philip, his ancestors and his successors. These
Coparceners were undoubtedly the heirs, or the representatives or
_ assignees of the heirs, of that Walter le Fleming of whom I have

! Tvethmorky. Thisseems to me to be
a corruption of the Welsh word T¥reth-
merch (from Treth, a tax, and merch, a
maiden). The Welsh word, Gwobr Merch
(or maiden-fee), probably related to the
same, or s similar class of customs: and
identical with, or besides these, there was
the custom called Amgwobyr or Amobyr

(i.e. commutation fee), about which I will
not attempt a discussion. Suffice it to re-
mark that, whatever was the original na-
ture of the ¢ustom, called ZvetAmorky in
the text, it had been commuted in the
Lordship of Oswestry for a fixed annual
assessment, chargeable on certain vills or
communities, and not on individuals.
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spoken 80 often under Walford and other places. They appear under
the following dates, combinations, and circumstances.—

In 1240, “ Juliana de Stanwardine and her Coparceners” repre-
sent the Coheirship.—

In 1248, “ Amelia (wife of Yarwurth fitz Maddoc), Illaria fitz
Walter, Elizabeth fitz Walter, Hugh fitz Hugh, and Hamo le Bu-
tiler ” are named in a like position. In 1249, ¢ Juliana, daughter of
Walter le Fleming; Sibil, wife of Philip de Hugford; Hugh de
Patinton ; Alora le Fleming; Amilia, wife of Yarford fitz Madok ;
Elizabeth, Amilia’s sister ; Hugh fitz Hugh ; and Hamo le Botyler,”
are the eight parties concerned in a transaction which bears upon
this question. In 12565, William de Leighton, Philip de Hugford,
the Abbot of Haghmon, Hugh de Patinton, and John de Esseford,
appear in a like predicament. In 1272 “ Hamo le Botiler and five
others >’ are said to be tenants of a knight’s-fee which we know to
have been originally held by Walter le Fleming. 1In 1292, John le
Botyller ; Richard de Leighton ; Walter, son of Hugh de Woderton ;
Walter, son of Henry de Woderton ; William, son of John de Car-
ricova; Richard Purcel; Eva, relict of Walter de Drayton ; and
Hugh de Patyton, were accounted responsible for certain dues on a
part of Walter le Fleming’s former estate. A Plea-Roll of the same
date implies that Walter le Fleming had had five daughters, viz.
Cecilia, Hillaria, Amicia, Hillaria (sic), and Isolda, whose Grand-
children, now living, were (1) John, son of Hamo le Botyller; (2)
Sibil, wife of Walter, son of Henry de Wodewarton; (3) Walter
fitz Hugh; (4) Richard, son of Richard Purcel; and (5) William
de Carrecova. It was further alleged that, besides the daughter or
other representative of Cecilia, from whom one of the above five
persons derived, Cecilia le Fleming had left three other daughters,
viz. Juliana, Sibil, and Matilda ;—that the said Juliana was mother
of one John, father of one Hugh, father of one Hugh, living in 1292 ;
—that the said Sibil was mother of another Sibil, mother of Amicia,
mother of one Evota, living in 1292 ;—and that the said Matilda
was mother of one Hugh, father of another Hugh, living in 1292.
These three allegations were not denied by persons interested in
denying them, and who must have been aware of the facts. Never-
theless it is clear that the descents thus pointed out were chrono-
logically improbable, and therefore it is possible that the Clerk, who
affected to transcribe the process of the Plea, was puzzled by the
details, and transcribed them wrongly. Within a few years after
this last Record, the Coparceners, or rather Co-tenants, of Aston,
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Hisland, Wooton, and Twyford, were the Abbot of Haghmon,
Walter de Woderton, Richard de Camera, Richard le Strange, John
le Botiler, and Richard Purcell. I have elsewhere endeavoured to
construct a genealogical table of the descendants of Walter le
Fleming from the above particulars, supposing them to be all accu-
rate. On fature pages I shall have to recur to some branches of
this very ramified sabject. '

Havenmonp AsBey Fer. I have shown (under Walford) how,
about the year 1217, Haughmond Abbey obtained a good footing
in Aston, its neighbourhood, and its appurtenances, viz. “3 nokes
in Twiford, 4 nokes in Great and Little Wooton, all Reginald de
Hesding’s land in Aston, and all his land in Great and Little His-
land® We are now to see in prolix detail’ how the Abbey im-
proved the said opportunities. The Benefactions which I shall
name first, were those of Amilia, daughter of Herbert de Sibeton
(already named under Wooton), and of Ankaret ap Madoc, widow
of the said Herbert, and mother of the said Amilia. These persons
were not, I think, Coheirs of Walter le Fleming, but Tenants of
some of those coheirs.—

About 1258, ““ Amilia, daughter of Herbert de Sibeton, in her
liege power, gave the Abbey one acre in Hideslonde. Witnesses,—
Sir William de Leythton, then Constable of Oswestry; Sir Ythell,
Vicar of the same place; Richard de Drayton; John le Strange,
of Oswestry; William le Kynge, of Knokin, and Henry Broun of
Wodeton.” About the same time “ Amilia de Wodeton, daughter
of Herbert de Sibbeton, gave to the Abbey a noke, messuage, and
croft in Aston, sometime held by Hunyth, daughter of Tuder, lying
between the houses of Yewan fitz Wronou and Eynon Voile ;—also
5 seilions lying within the croft of the Canons of Haghmon, and
liberty to get marl in our common marlpit of Hideslond. Wit-
nesses,—Sir John fitz Philip; Hugh, his son; Richard de Drayton ;
Thomas fitz Philip, and W. le Kynge.” Also  Amilia, daughter
of Herbert de Sibeton, in her full power, gave an acre in Aston, near
the Canons’ Grange, for the purpose of improving their Curia (or
local Court-house). Witnesses,—William de Lecheton and others.”
Again “ Amilia, daughter of Herbert de Hideslond, in her liege
power, gave and confirmed a noke in Aston which Angaret, her
mother, having it in dower, had demised to the Canons for her
(Angaret’s) life, and which Wyn ap Meredith held ;—also a moiety

! The Deeds quoted under Aston are from the Hasughmond Chartulary, fos. 8-22
& 106-b-111-b,
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of a messuage and croft;, to the same noke pertaining ; also half a
noke held by Ythell Wernoh, and a messuage and croft appertaining ;
also 5 acres of land in the same vill. Witnesses,—Sir John fitz
Philip, and Hugh his son.” About the same time (1258) * Amilia,
daughter of Herbert de Sibeton, gave to St. John the Baptist’s
Hospital at Oswestry, a noke of land in Aston. Witnesses,—Sir
Thomas de la Lee, and Sir William de Leghton, knights.” Before
the year 1267, the same ‘ Amilia sold certain land and right in
Hisland, Aston, Wooton, and Meresbury, to John fitz Alan ” (II).
Between the years 1268 and 1272, ““ John fitz Alan (III) gave the
said land and right to Haughmond Abbey, and confirmed all other
land which the Canons had in the said vills, acquitting them of all
secular exactions, and particularly of a rent of one pound of cumin,
which Roger de Sybiton used to receive from the said land.” Fur-
ther, the Baron “ releases the Canons from a certain service, called
Kilh, which the Canons had been accustomed to render to the Sa-
tellites of the Grantor, and also of the service called stretwarde, so
far as it was due on any lands held in demesne by the Canons, in
the aforesaid vills.”

About 1265-70, “ Angareht, widow of Herbert de Sibeton, in
her liege power, conceded, gave, and confirmed to the Canons, 54
acres in Le Sokemonnes Croft in the fields of Wodeton, and one
noke in Aston held by Wyn fitz Meredith, with half a messuage
and croft appertaining, all which the Canons already had from the
Grantress or her daughter, Amilia, in the fee of Aston and Wode-
ton. For this the Canons gave a quarter of wheat and a quarter of
seigle. Witnesses,—~Hugh fitz Philip, &.” About the same time
¢ Ankaret fitz Madoc, relict of Herbert de Sibeton, conceded to the
Canons a parcel of land in the field of Aston in which the Leper
House! used sometime to stand, also the lordship over Ythel
Wernch’s land, which she had in dower, and one third of the land
of Crupewalle (Crumpwell), and all claim to any land of her late
husband. Witnesses,—Hugh fitz Philip and Hamo le Botiler.”

At the Assizes of 1272, Isabel, widow of John fitz Alan (III),
affected to consider a certain tenement in Hydeslond to bhe part of
her late husband’s demesne. She sued the Abbot of Haghmon for
thirds of a messuage, half a carucate, and a Mill there: but the
Abbot refused to plead, because Hydeslond was extra corpus Comi-
tatis and in Walescheria, so that the summons served on him was
bad. This compelled the Plaintiff to withdraw.

! Elsewhere called Domus infirmorum (supra, page 9).
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On December 22, 1281, *“ Amelia, daughter of Herbert de Sibe-
ton, quitclaims to the Canons, all the lands which they held in
Hideslonde, Aston, and Wodeton, which were her father’s. Wit-
nesses,—Hamo le Botiler, John his son, and John de Wichcote.”
This Deed is dated at Haghmon.

Another series of Deeds I venture to arrange as follows.—

Before 1258 “ Kenewric fitz John, of Aston, gives the Canons an
acre in the field of Aston, in exchange for another acre, half of
which lay between the lands of Herbert de Hydeslond and of Wyon,
and half between the lands of Cadugan and Hythell Dromdoin ex-
tending to Crocmor.” In the year 1256, “ William le Mason and
Amilia de Hideslonde his wife, lease to the Abbot, for 18 years,
their share of a meadow in Aston. The Abbot pays 80s. down,
and, for greater security, the parties enrolled this convention on the
Court-Rolls of Sir John fitz Alan. Witness,—William de Lechton,
Constable.” About 1258  Thomas Faber, son of John de Aston,
gave and quitclaimed, for 20s. paid by the Canons, six acres and a
messuage in Aston. Witnesses,—John fitz Philip, Hugh his son.”
John fitz Alan’s Confirmation (between 1268 and 1272) mentions
two-thirds of a noke in Aston which Thomas Ryfus, Faber, and
Daykyn his nephew (nepos) once held.”

About 1258, “ Henry, son of Richard de Twyforde, gives the
Canons half a noke in Aston. Witnesses, John fitz Philip, Hamo
le Botilere, and Thomas de Hideslonde.”” About the same time,
“ Philip fitz Ythell of Aston gives 8 acres in Aston and 14 acres in
Crofteskathlank, between the lands of Sir John fitz Philip of Hides-
londe and of Roger fitz John of Oswestry : he also quitclaims to the
Canons the reversion of all lands which may be coming to him on
his brother’s death. Witnesses,—Sir John fitz Philip, and Hugh
his son.” John fitz Alan’s Confirmation (1268-72) describes this
grant as dimidia noka quam Philippus filiue Itelli tenuit in Aston.
After this, but how long after I cannot say, “the Abbot gives a
house in Aston, late Philip fitz Ythell’s, to Griffin fitz Keneurike Saa,
who had quitclaimed an acre of land and all that place in Aston,
whereon the Abhot’s house, grange, and other buildings, had been
erected.” About the same time (1258) Wyon fitz Osbern of Aston
gave the Canons one acre in exchange for another acre, near the
road going to Pentremeys (Pentre-maes). Witnesses,—Sir John
fitz Philip, and Thomas his brother. About the same time “ John
fitz Philip (the Mesne Lord) gave the Abbot leave to get marl in the
common marl-pit of Hideslond. Witnesses,—Sir Richard de Stret-
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ton, and Thomas, the Grantor’s brother.”” About the same time,
“ Kenewric fitz Worthrich sold to the Abbey, for 18s., six acres in
Hidesland, and undertook that he and his heirs should continue to
do suit to the Abbot’s Court (at Aston), et acquietare Le Keys?
Albi Monasterii, et dare de redditu tres denarios per ansum pro uno
domo et uno curtilagio que de Abbate tenemus una cum rationabili
testamento de me et heredibus, cum acciderit. Witnesses,—Sir
John fitz Philip, Hugh his son, and Thomas his (Sir John’s) bro-
ther, Henry son of William de Wodeton, and Henry Broun of
Wodeton.” Also, the same ““ Kenewric sells to the Abbey, for 5s.,
two acres in the moor towards Aston.” (Same Witnesses.) Also,
“ John son of Wronou sells 34 seylions in Hidesland for 5s.:”” and
“John fitz Nandrech of Hideslond sells one acre for 40d.;” the
same witnesses still attesting in each case. Of the above four pur-
chases, John fitz Alan’s Confirmation (1268-72) only alludes to
‘& noke in Hideslond, which Kenwrik fitz Wrotherich once held.”
Fifty years afterwards “ Gorgonnow de Hideslond quitclaimed to
the Canons an acre in Hideslond. Witnesses,—Thomas de Wode-
ton, Thomas his son, Yevan atte Grene, and Eynon Abbot.”—And
“ Kenewreg, Gorgonnow’s daughter, quitclaimed the same. Wit-
neases,—John fitz Philip, Thomas de Wodeton, William le Saltere,
Thomas his brother, and William Dod, then Bailiff of Aston.”
Between the years 1258 and 1263 *“ Heynam, son of Gronow de
Hideslond, and Kadugan his brother guitclaim to the Abbey that
noke in Hideslond which Kadugan, their Uncle, lost for felony.
Witnesses,—Sir Thomas de Rossall, then Seneschal (of Oswestry),
Sir John fitz Philip, Adam de Chethemunde, then Constable (of
Oswestry), and Richard de Drayton.” Between 1261 and 1270,
¢ Ithell Wern of Dendour, having a twenty years’ lease (commen-
cing Feb. 2, 1260-1) of half a noke, or 8 acres, in Aston, and of half
a messuage and croft, transfers the remainder of his term to the
Abbot. Witnesses,—Sir John fitz Philip, and Hugh his son.”
John fitz Alan (III), in his Confirmation to Haughmond Abbey
(between 1268 and 1272), alludes to many of the above acquisitions.
He further mentions among the Abbey lands, a noke in Aston, once
held by Eignon fitz Meyron, half a noke, once held by Eignon An-
dreu, and half a noke, once held by Wronou, Eignon Andrew’s

! Lo Keys.—This was clearly a custom | it to be a commutation of some ancient
or due, assessablo on the vills of the Lord- | service or liability which lay on the Vassals
ship of Oswestry. It is elsewhere called | of Fitz Alan. I think it was identical with
Kylek (see Vol. X. p. 831), Kilgh, Kilth, | the custom called Treth Canidion (Vol. X.
Kilketh, Cyleh, or Cwich. T understand | p. 844), which will recur under Clun.



ASTON NEAR OSWESTRY. 17

brother. The main object of his Charter was to enfranchise all
these lands, that is, to free them from the liabilities to which
they were feudally subject. Among the witnesses of his Charter
was Hugh fitz Philip. :

At Michaelmas 1278, « Thomas Faber Rubeus,! of Oswestry,
mortgages six acres in Aston, for £4, to hold to Richard de Camera,
for 20 years. Witness,—Roger le Strange, then Seneschal (of Os-
westry).”’® At the same time, ““ Madoc, son of Jevan, son of Ede-
van-dret, and Cadugan Crupel, mortgage to the said Richard, thirteen
acres in Aston, for 60s., and for a term of 20 years. Witness,—
Geoffrey Clerk, then Constable” (of Oswestry). About 1280-90,
““Roger Hyde of Aston gives to Haghmon Abbey a messuage in
Aston and 2 acres in the field of Wodeton. Witnesses,—Hugh fitz
Philip and Hamo le Botyler.” ‘

On June 18, 1298, * Richard, Earl of Arundel, being at Castle
Isabel, appoints Roger de Haghmon and Richard, Serviens of Aston,
his Attorneys, to warrant to Gilbert, Abbot of Haghmon, certain
messuages and lands (viz. 54 acres in Great Hideslonde, 4 messuages
and 14 acres in Aston juxta Westfelton, and 44 acres in Meresbury)
which were disputed by William, son of William, Clerk of Oswestry,
and Cecily, his mother.” Another Patent of the same Earl, dated
at Shrewsbury on May 18, 1294, undertakes the defence of Abbot
Gilbert in the premises, ¢ which the Plaintiffs had sometime un-
justly claimed against the Abbot in our Court of Oswaldestre.”

Richard, Earl of Arundel, expedited two great Charters (one of
them dated on January 14, 1298), in which he recited, renewed,
and confirmed the Charter of his Father to Haghmon Abbey, with
all the franchises and privileges thereby conveyed, in respect-of the
Abbey’s lands at Aston, Hisland, Wooton, and Maesbury.

About this time, “ Richard de la Chaumbre (whom we know to
have been a Coparcener or a Cotenant in Aston) gives the Abbey an
acre called Herder, near the Abbot’s Court-house, and near Cynan
ap Cynan’s land. Witness,—Hugh fitz Philip.”

It was perhaps about 1300-1310 that ¢ Jevan ap Garensid mort-
gaged, for 3s., to his Lords, the Abbot and Canons of Haghmon,
an acre in Aston, near Isolda le Salter’s land. Witnesses,—Richard
de Aston, Thomas Broun of Wodeton, and Yvan, his brother.”

A sale of one acre in Aston by Lowarch fitz Meyler, of one acre
by Madyn fitz Ythenarde, of one acre by Eynon, son of Eynon

1 He has occurred before (suprs, p.15) ? Roger le Strange entered office as
in, or about, the year 1268. Steward of Oswestry on July 17, 1277.
XI. 3
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Voil ; also an exchange with Eynon Godknave (in which the field
towards Bromehurst is mentioned) are among the Charters of Haugh-
mond Abbey, but I can assign no probable date to any of the four
documents. On May 13, 1314, Hugh fitz Philip and Richard,
Abbot of Haughmond, settle a dispute about the Moors of Hides-
land. It was agreed that “all moors and pastures hitherto undi-
vided should remain common, till it should please both parties to
bring them into more profitable culture; also that the pastures of
Gravelly and Smalemore should be common. Witnesses,—Master
Robert de Preston, Griffin de Kyneneston, and William le Saltere
of Oswestry.” On Oct. 27, 1314, “ Yervors Thu and Jevan Hyr
severally grant lands in Aston to Richard, Abbot of Haghmon, for
a term of 10 years, and in consideration of two sums of 25s. and
26s. 8d. received.” In the same year, Jarford Thu accepts a lease
under the Abbot of the three acres so granted by himself, for 10
years, at a rent of 18d. On Dec. 8, 1314, * Cadugan ap Eynon
and Jevan ap Ythell jointly grant land in Aston to the same Abbot,
for a term of 10 years.”” On Dec. 20, 1314, “ Yevan Hyr mort-
gages to the Abbey 4 acres in Aston, between the lands of Richard
de Camera and Thomas le Saltere.”” On Feb. 1, 1315, “ Roger le
Swoen borrows 20s. from the Abbot, on the messnage which he had
bought from John fitz Richard in Aston.” On the same day, “the
Abbot leases the said messuage to Roger le Swon for 4 years, at 2s.
. rent.” Some time afterwards we have “ Roger le Swon giving a mes-
suage in Aston to Haghmon Abbey. Witness,—John fitz Hugh.”
On May 11, 1315, “David ap Cadugan of Hideslond obtains 12s. from
Abbot Richard, as a mortgage on 3 acres in Hidesland.” In the
same year, ““ John, son of Richard de Aston; David and Yevon de
Hideslonde, sons of Yarvord The ; Eynon Thus; Eynon ap Thewar;
David ap Jarforde; Wyon ap Jareford; Eynon Abbot of Aston;
and Jevan de la Grene, mortgage to the Abbot their several portions
of Caldewalle, Crokmer, and Wernerighis meadows.” Also, “ Ca-
dogan ap Eynon mortgages his part of Croft Gof.”” Also, “ David
ap Eynon of Aston quitclaims some small parcels of land fo the
Abbot, in presence of Master Robert de Preston.” On May 6, 1316,
¢ Jevan ap Ythel, with consent of Heonnith, his mother, mortgages
meadow-land in Croft Gof tothe Abbey ;”’ also, “ Jarford mortgages
a messuage, and Cadugan ap Eynon mortgages land to the Abbey.”
On Oct. 18, 1316, “ David ap Kynon of Aston surrenders a mes-
suage to Abbot Richard, in presence of Thomas de Wodeton.” On
the same day, “ Tanguistull, relict of Cadugan ap Eynon ap Gogh,
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with Eynon and William, eons and heirs of the said Cadugan,
quitclaim to Abbot Richard all their right in a messuage and croft
called Croft Goofe, which the said Cadugan had mortgaged.” This
was done in “ the Abbot’s full Court at Aston, under seal of Thomas
de Wodeton.” In 1316-7, “ David ap Cadugan of Hideslonde,
John, son of Richard de Aston, Thomas de Wotton, William Dod,
aud Eynon Abbot,” occur in like transactions with Richard, Abbot
of Haghmon. A Mortgage of Oct. 27, 1317, by Eynon ap Philip,
to the Abbey, mentions Bromhurst as a locality in Aston. About
this time, “ John fitz Richard, surrendering a messuage in Aston to
the Abbot, concedes to him, at a rent of 40d., all the land which
he had in the field of Weston (Weston Cotton), and a messuage
near the Mill, and four seilions in the fields of Hideslonde.”” On
Dec. 14, 1318, “ Ankaret, daughter of Eynon ap Gok, in her liege
power, quitclaims an acre in Croft Gof to the Abbey. Witness,—
William Hert of Teddesmere.”

At this time it appears that, besides the suits due from Aston
to Oswestry, all the Coparceners of Aston owed suit (per afforcia-
mentum) to the Abbot of Haghmon’s local Court. On the other
hand, the Abbot’s lands in Aston were exempted, by John and Ri-
chard fitz Alan’s Charters, from all ‘“terrene demands, customs,
works, tallages, and suits of Court at Oswestry.” The said Charters
were inspected, recited, and confirmed by Edmund, Earl of Arundel,
in a great Charter, dated at Haghmon on Dec. 27, 1318, and at-
tested by Sirs Fulk le Strange, John Peschel, and Thomas de Ros-
hale, knights; and by Richard Hord, Roger le Chenney, John de
Lee, and Robert de Preston.

From a Deed of August 10, 1319, it appears that Yewan ap
Ythel ap Gofh, tenant of some land in Croft-Gofh, had denied that
he held it under Abbot Richard. An Inquest taken in the Court
of Oswestry had given the premises to the Abbot, who now re-lets
them, for the rent, service, and suit (viz. of Aston Manor-Court)
which were due thereon.

On Sept. 9, 1819, “ Jarford Thu of Aston mortgages a messuage,
for 20s., to the Abbey, in presence of Thomas de Wodentone.” On
Aug. 10, 1320, “ Jarford Duy of Aston sells to the Abbey all his
land in Crofte Goof. Witness,—Thomas Broun of Wodeton.”” In
another, but undated, Deed, “Jarford Duy gives the Abbey two
messuages in Aston, and all his land of Crofte Gofe, between the
two rivulets in Aston fields. Witnesses,—Sir Richard de Camers,
Clerk, William le Salter, &c.” On August 24, 1821, “ John (i.e.
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Yewan or Jevan) fitz Ithel Gouch of Aston quitclaims to Abbot
Richard 4 acres in Aston-fields, and buildings in Croft Gouch.
Witness,—Thomas de Wattone.” The same person, under the
name of “ John fitz Ythel ap Goch, quitclaims to the Abbey a seylion
in Aston, outside the Court-House (curiam) of Richard de Camera.”
This Deed is undated. On Sept. 19, 1821, ““ Abbot Richard lends
£20 on Mortgage to Roger fitz John of Oswestry ;—the land mort-
gaged to be restored on June 24, 1328, if the said money be then
repaid.” An undated Deed, probably subsequent to the above, has
‘“‘Roger, son of John de Oswestry, giving and confirming to the Abbey
all the land (70 acres) which he held under the Abbey in Hideslond.
‘Witnesses,—Walter de Burhtone, Richard de Dounton, John de
Bukkeley, and William le Saltere.”” On July 1, 1322, ¢ Thomas,
son of Henry de Wodeton, quitclaims to Abbot Richard a croft
between Aston and Hisland, which he had under a mortgage, and
which was held of the inkeritance of Roger fitz John of Oswestry.
The Abbot paid £6 for this”’ On June 1, 1823, « Cecilia, widow
of Richard de Camerf, quitclaims to the Abbey a noke in Aston,
held by Ythel ap Griffin Levuhe, Yeoman.”

By Charter, dated at Castle Isabel on Nov. 28, 1323, Edmund,
Earl of Arundel, confirms the exchange of lands in Hideslond, made
between the Abbot of Haghmon and John, son of Hugh de Bucke-
leye. By another Charter, dated at Castle Isabel on November 18,
1324, the Earl reiterates the above Confirmation, and extends it
to all exchanges in the Seigneury of Blangmostier made by the
Abbot of the one part, and Cecilie de la Chaimbre and her son,
Richard, on the other part.” In a separate, but undated, Deed,
these exchanges are stated to be “in the fields of Aston and Meres-
bury, on Le Bryn Bonhadeloc, in Le Croft Gook and Croft Gethyn,
in the waste above Graneky and in Crofigene.”’ Adam le Smith,
Yevan ap-Ythell ap Goch, John Bercar, and Madoc Duy are named
as existent tenants.

On July 29, 1330, Jevan ap Ythell of Aston mortgages one acre
in Aston fields to Nicholas, Abbot of Haghmon, for 6 years. Howel
ap Madok, an adjoining freeholder, is named in the Deed. On the
same day, Jevan ap Philip of Aston, and his brother Eynon, simi-
larly mortgage one acre ; while a third Deed, of little import, names
Thomas Brown of Wodeton, Thomas, his son, and John de Aston
as contemporaries. On Oct. 3, 1330, a negotiation between Abbot
Nicholas and Anion ap Jevan, his Bailiff at Aston, is attested by
the same three persons. In this year also, we again have mention
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of Ankaret, daughter of Eynon ap Gof. She acknowledges the re-
ceipt of money, borrowed on mortgage, by hand of William Dod.
On May 19, 1331, “ Jevan ap Ithel gives to Abbot Nicholas an
acre in Aston-fields, towards Wodeton. Witness,—John de Aston.”
On Feb. 6, 1332, “Thomas le Saltere of Oswestry leases land in
Hideslond to the Abbey.” On January 8, 1336, ¢ Hova, son of
Jarvord Duy of Aston” has some transactions with the Abbey.

On June 7, 1336, “ Cecilia, widow of Richard de la Chambre of
Oswestry sells to Abbot Nicholas all her right in a messuage and 6
acres, which Thomas Faber Rubeus of Oswestry formerly (that is
in 1278, if a former Deed be correctly dated) mortgaged to Richard
de Camera, her husband, and all her right in 18 acres at Hides-
londe, which Madoc fitz Jevan fitz Edevan and Cadugan Crupell
similarly mortgaged. Witness,—John Loit of Oswestry.” On the
uext day (June 8) the same ““ Cecilia sells to the Abbot all her goods
aund chattels on the same land.”” On May 11, 1337, * Roger Mor-
gan of Oswestry gives to Abbot Nicholas 3 acres in Meresbury.
Witnesses,—John Thloit of Oswestry, Richard de Hauston, John
de Aston, William de Smethcott and Walter Cressett.”” On Sept.
28, 1337, ““ Jevan ap Ythel ap Gof mortgages a messuage in Aston
to Abbot Nicholas.” On Feb. 2, 1340, “ the same quitclaims to
the same 2 acres called Caldewalmede. Witness,—Thomas de
Wotton.” On May 12, 1340, “ the same quitclaims to the same
all lands and tenements which he held at the said date. Witnesses,—
John de Bocheley, Richard de Haston, John Thloit of Oswestry,
John de Aston, and Thomas de Wotton.” On Sept. 29, 1340,
““ Thomas, son of Thomas Brown of Wodeton, gives Abbot Nicholas
an acre in Aston, in exchange for an acre in Great Wodeton.”” On
Nov. 1, 1340, «“ Madoc ap Philip of Aston and Anian, his brother,
mortgage for 6 years a messuage to Abbot Nicholas. Witnesses,—
Eynon Gam, and Madoc ap Grene, then Provosts (of Oswestry).”
On Dec. 4, 1340, the Abbot demises the said messuage to the Mort-
gagors at a rent of 3s. 4d.

I now pass to the Valor of 1534-5, in which 50s., assized rents,
are stated to be the annual income of Haughmond Abbey from
Aston Abbots juxta Oswestree.l

! Valor Eccles. 1I1. 192.




Petoton.

Domesday describes one of the Manors of Mersete Hundred as
follows.—Iwardus tenet de Comite Newetone. Turgot tenuit. Ibi
dimidia hida, geldabilis. Terra est 11 carucis. Ibi 11 Villani et 11
Bordarii habent dimidiam carucam. Valuit vi1 solidos ; modo (valet)
v solidos.!

This place is now lost. Of Turgot, the Saxon, we know nothing
more than that such a person held, in the Confessor’s reign, a small
estate on the eastern frontier of Shropshire. The Iward of Domes-
day occurs nowhere but at Newetone. The circumstances of that
Manor, as detailed in Domesday, would incline one to suppose that
it lay on the eastern side of Mersete Hundred. We have seen that
a place called Newton, in the Diocese of St. Asaph, was in 1291
associated with Caldecot, and that Caldecot was near Knockyn, and
that both Caldecot and Newton were then possessed by Haughmond
Abbey.? This is the only mention of any place which I can sup-
pose to tally with the Newetone of Domesday; but how Haughmond
Abbey became possessed of such a Newton, the Chartulary of that
House does not inform us, and what became of it after 1291 I can
neither learn from the Chartulary nor any other Record.®

dApkep.

Tais place is now a mere township of Ruyton-of-the-eleven-
Towns. Domesday treats it as an important Manor, held by Odo
of the Norman Earl.—JIsdem Odo tenet Wiche. Eduinus Comes

! Domesday, fo. 259, b, 2. in which Haughmond Abbey was inter-

3 Supra, Vol X. page 876. ested. But, even at this rate, we fail to

3 There are two places called Caleott | identify the Domesday Newetone, for
and Newtown, one near Llandysilio, the | Mersete Hundred does not appear to have
other near Criggion. Both lie south of the | involved a single locality south of the
Vyrwy, and may huve been the localities | River Vyrnwy.
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tenuit. Ibi vi1 hide cum 111 Berewichis. Terra est x carucis, et
geldabilis. In dominio sunt 111 caruce; et vi Bovarii et 1v Bor-
darii cum und carucd. Ibi Piscaria, nil reddens, et Silva in qud est
una haia. Wasta fuit. Modo valet xv solidos.!

The Fishery attached to Wykey was probably in the River Perry.
Two out of its three Berewicks were perhaps Shelvock and Shotat-
ton. Nothingin the later history of the place corresponds with its
Saxon dignity, as a Manor of the Mercian Earl. Odo, its Domes-
day owner, was Lord also of Hordeley and Ruyton. Hordeley went
to Shrewsbury Abbey; Ruyton and Wykey to augment the Fief of
Fitz Alan. At this point the history of Wykey, as regards tenure,
becomes identical with that of Ruyton ; that is, both places went to
constitute the great Fief with which the first William fitz Alan in-
vested the first Jobhn le Strange; and, when John le Strange (V)
sold Ruyton “ with all its homages and fees’” to Edmund, Earl of
Arundel, Wykey was doubtless a part of the surrender, being then
accounted a member of Ruyton. This was at the very beginning
of the 14th century. Before the end of that century Wykey and
Shelvock had been again detached from Ruyton and given by some
Earl of Arundel to a Feoffee. Hence the Feodary of 1397-8 gives
Shelfake and Wyke as an estate held by John Yonge, by service of
a fourth part of a knight’s-fee, and of the Honour of Richard, late
Earl of Arundel.? .

SaeLvock. This is the only one of the presumed Berewicks of
Wykey concerning which I have found any particulars. Those par-
ticulars have already transpired under Balderton,® except that
Philip de Shelvock (an Undertenant here) occurs as a witness about
1270-6.

Kinnerlep,

Ernucion tenet de Comite Chenardelei. Dunning et Algar te-
nuerunt pro 1 Maneriis. Ibi 1 hida, geldabilis. Terra est duabus
carucis. Ibi unus Waleis reddit unum accipitrem de firmd, et ibi est
silve dimidia lewua.* On this passage of Domesday I can only ob-

1 Domesday, fo. 257, b, 2. 3 Suprs, Vol. X. p. 72.
2 Calend. Inguis. Vol. I11. p. 228 4 Domesday, fo. 259, a, 2.
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serve that Dunning and Algar, S8axon owners of Kinnerley, were
probably identical with Dunniht and Algar, Saxon owners of Horde-
ley. As to Earl Roger’s tenant, Ernucion, nothing more of him
or his interests is heard after Domesday. 1 suppose that Kin-
nerley devolved, as an Escheat, to the hands of Henry II., and that
it was one of the estates which he conferred on Gervase Goch, his
Latimarsus, or Interpreter, in negotiations with North Wales.

The homage of Madoc ap Griffin ap Gervase, otherwise known as
Madoc de Sutton, was accepted by Henry III. on January 24,
1221} Nothing is known of this Madoc’s history which will ac-
count for a Writ of July 6, 1223, whereby the King, then at Wor-
cester, orders the Sheriff of Shropshire ““to give Baldwin de Hod-
net immediate and full seizin of the Castle of Kinardeslegh, with its
appurtenances, and to restore whatever may have been taken there-
from since the said Castle was seized into the King’s hand.”? A
contemporary Writ orders a similar restoration of Whittington
Castle to Fulk fitz Warin. Now we happen to know that, in or
about the end of February, 1228, Whittington Castle had been be-
sieged by Lewellyn. I conclude that the two Castles of Whitting-
ton and Kinnerley had since been taken into the King’s hand,
either from distrust of their owners, or to secure them most effectu-
ally against Lewellyn. These arrangements were probably ordered
by the King during a hurried visit which he made to Shrewsbury
on March 7, 8, 9 of the said year. In June following, Henry was
negotiating with Lewellyn, and arranging a friendly conference with
him, to take place at Worcester between the 8rd and 17th of July.
The King was at Worcester from July 5th to July 16, and during that
interval he expedited the above Writ about Kinardeslegh Castle.
On the same day (July 6) he issued other Writs, prohibiting his
subjects from all trade or intercourse with Lewellyn or his support-
ers ;—s0 that it is evident that the Welsh Prince had declined the
proposed conference. Within the next two months Lewellyn took
Kinardesle Castle by storm, and proceeded to lay siege to Reginald
de Braose’s Castle of Builth. The news of this last outrage had
reached Henry at Westminster on September 8, when he issued
summonses for the instant muster of the Army of England in the
“ parts of Gloucester.” The King himself left Westminster on the
14th, and, travelling by way of Windsor, Hereford, Leominster, and
Shrewsbury, reached Montgomery on the 30th. Meantime Lle-
wellyn had been excommunicated as a truce-breaker, and this, rather

! Supra, Vol. II. p. 114. 2 Rot. Claus. Vol. I. pp. 564, 565.
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than any warlike successes of King Henry, brought him to speedy
terms. On October 7, 1223, the King being still at Montgomery,
Lewellyn was absolved. He swore that, on any day and at any
competent place, to be fixed by the Archbishop of Canterbury, “he
would satisfy the King for all damages done by the Welsh to the
English, from the day of the capture of Kinardesley Castle to the
day when he himself had absolution.” This will serve to explain a
Writ-Close, dated at Montgomery on October 9, 1223. The King
orders the Sheriff to give Baldwin de Hodnet  full seizin of Aés
land of Kinardesley, with its appurtenances, and to support him in
his seizin thereof, and to restore whatever may have been taken
therefrom since the said land was in the King’s hand.’? The terms
of this second Writ vary intelligibly from those of the first, but
still I am unable to show Baldwin de Hodnet’s right to Kinnerley
or any other place in Shropshire of a similar name. A third Writ,
dated March 18, 1225 (when Baldwin de Hodnet was dead) is much
to our present purpose. It enjoins the Sheriff of Shropshire that,
80 far as Madoc fitz Griffin is concerned, the said Sheriff is not to
carry out a general order “ to constrain all persons to take knight-
hood who held one knight’s-fee or more in his Bailiwick.” The
reason of this exception is given, viz. ‘ because the King was as-
sured that” the land of Kinardesley, being the caput of such lands
as Madoc fitz Griffin held by military service, was in the hands of
Lewellyn.? I cannot explain Llewellyn’s reoccupation of Kinnerley
at this period. His engagement of October 7, 1223, had heen post-
poned through no tergiversation of his. He was still negotiating a
meeting with the King, and that meeting now stood fixed for April
27, 1225, at Shrewsbury. Another rupture in the Autumn of 1225
was followed by a reconciliation in August 1226. This lasted two
years. We have seen that in the Autumn of 1228 Madoc ap Grif-
fin had been arrested and imprisoned by Lewellyn ;5>—probably on
the ground of his English office and tendencies. I have shown
under Condover what was the relation of the Courts of England
and North Wales at this very juncture.* Lewellyn was in open re-
bellion, and had laid siege to Montgomery Castle. Such was the
prelude to the not undecisive campaign of Keri.

We may now quit these general details; for the subsequent his-
tory of Kinnerley assnmes that distinctness which makes it espec-
ially valuable to the searcher after local and provincial details.

! Claus. Vol. 1. pp. 554, 565. ¥ Supra, Vol. II. page 116.

? Claus. Vol. 1L p. 24. 4 Supra, Vol. VI. page 18.
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The following story, excluding the parenthetical remarks, is taken
from an Inquest of undoubted authority and clearness.— A cer-
tain Madoe, Lord of the Manor of Kenardesle, enfeoffed his son,
Thomas, therewith, and the said Thomas was in good seizin there-
of” (The date of Madoc de Sutton’s feoffment of his son Thomas
will have been between 1285 and 1245.) * And when the power
of Wales in those parts grew so strong” (alluding, I think, to the
events of 1244-5) “that Thomas, because of his want of weight
and power, could not peaceably hold the Manor, he adverted to the
circumstance that James de Audley was a man of much greater re-
sources : 80 he agreed to marry James de Audley’s niece, and to
accept a Feoffment at the hands of the said James, viz. the Stafford-
shire Manors of Apedal and Cestreton, and 50s. rent in Wich Mal-
banc: and, in return and exchange for this, the said Thomas, with
consent of his Father, Madoc, enfeoffed James de Audley in Ke-
nardesle.” ¢ James de Audley” (he succeeded his father, Henry,
in November 1246) “held Kinardesle peaceably for eleven years,!
till he crossed the seas with Richard, King of Almagne, and went
to Almagne.””® (This was on April 29, 1257.) “James de Aud-
ley (previous to his departure) having great confidence in Madoc,
son of Griffin (Lord of Bromfield and Powis Vadog), who had
married his Sister, entrusted Kinardesle to the said Madoc’s
custody. Madoc only kept it a month after Audley’s transfreta-
tion, for he was ejected by the violence of the Welsh.””® ¢ On
Audley’s return from Almagne” (this was before August 1258) he
assembled his power, and ejected the Welsh occupants of Kenardesle,
and held the Manor, and erected a few buildings thereon, and com-
mitted it to the custody of his Bailiffs. The Welsh returned, burnt
these buildings, and retained the Manor till, on the breaking out
of war between England and Wales (this was in 1264), Hamo le
Strange once more ejected these intruders. From Hamo le Strange
(who, it will be remembered, left England in 1270, and perished in
the Crusade) Kenardesle got into possession of Roger le Strange’’*
(Hamo’s brother).

v Jacobus oplinuit per quinque et sex
annos quiete.

2 The fact of Audley’s transfretation is
proved by another document (Rymer's
Fadera, 1. 855).

3 In consequence of Lewellyn's uneasi-
ness, and the Border disturbances here
alluded to, King Henry, on July 18, 1257,
summoned the Army of England to mus-

ter, one part at Chester, and one part on
the frontier of South Wales.

4 Sic, per talem adquisicionem et tale
JSactum Hamonis, Rogerus Extraneus ha-
buit ingressum, et non per feoffamentum
Madoci.—The precise nature of the con-
voyance from Hamo le Strange to Roger
le Strange is not stated. The case of El-
lesmere probably supplies the analogy.
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So far the Inquest, which I have been quoting. It appears that
Roger le Strange’s title to Kinnerley was more precarious than the
Inquest states. Bogo de Knovill, as Sheriff of Shropshire, had
again the business of ejecting Lewellyn from the Manor. This was
probably in 1276; for from January 10, 1277, till January 28,
1278, Bogo de Knovill farmed Kinnerley as an Escheat of King
Edward I. His account of the proceeds states particularly that “ by
reason of the war with Wales he had superseded I.ewellyn in the
possession of Kinardeley.””? Meanwhile, that is, on November 13,
1277, King Edward, then at Rhuddlan, had ordered an Inquest to
be taken by lawful men of Shropshire and Walcheria on the follow-
ing points, viz. *“ what seizin Roger le Strange had had in the Manor
of Kynardesley, and what seizin James de Audley had had, and by
whom the latter was ejected, and who had the better right thereto,
and whether the King himself had any right?” The Inquest
which the King ordered to be taken at Oswestry on November
28, 1277, sat at Shrewsbury on December 22nd. Its discoveries
I have already detailed. The Jurors added to their story that Ro-
ger le Strange had not had any ingress through Madoc (de Sutton),
former Lord of the Manor; that Thomas fitz Madoc’s feoffment of
James de Audley was not conditional but absolute; that the Manor
was held in capite, but that the King had no right of retaining it
in demesne ; finally, that the right of William de Audley was better
than that of Roger le Strange, because of the feoffment of Thomas
ap Madoc, made to James de Audley, William’s father, and because
of Madoc’s Confirmation of such feoffment.?

On January 28, 1278, Bogo de Knovill gave up Kinnerley to
““ William, son and heir of James de Audley, who held it in capite
for one knight’s-fee.”

On the death of William de Audley, in 1282, the Inquest states
him to have held Kynardeley of the heir of Madoc de Sutton, in
exchange for Apedale, Staffordshire. The Manor was out of the
County, that is, in Walcheria, and was worth £7. 2s. 10d. per an-
num.3 :

Again, on Nicholas de Audley’s death, in 1299, the Manor of
Kinardesleg was valued among his estates. On Thomas de Audley’s
death, in 1308, the Inquest states him to have hcld the Manor of
Kenardeley, with its member, Egardesley (Edgerley), of the heir of

V Compotus ejusdem (Bogonis) de Ma- | 5 Edw. I., Salop.)
nerio de Kinardel' quod Bogo seisivit super 3 Inquisitions, 5 Edw. 1., No. 29.
Leulinum occasione guerre (Mag. Rot. Pip. 3 Inguis. 11 Edw. I., No. 34.
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Madoc de Sutton, without any service. The value of the Manor
was £18. 5. Among the Tenants were Geoffrey Randolf and
Griffin de Kynnaston. The latter held a messuage and 114 acres
at a rent of 8s.1 He has also occurred to us above, as attesting a
local Deed in 1314.2

It would seem that eventually the Fitz Alans added this Manor
to their other possessions, engrossing nearly the whole of Oswestry
Hundred, as regarded the Seigneury at least. The Feodary of
1897-8 gives the Manor of Kynardeslie, and the advowson of the
demesne tithes thereof, among the possessions of Richard, the late
attainted and executed Earl of Arundel. '

THE CHURCH.

We have already had some particulars of Kinnerley Church, viz.
that it was the Mother-Church of a district, and that its Rector, at
the close of the 12th century, established a relative supremacy over
the newly founded Church or Chapel of Knockyn. We have further
seen that before the year 1248 the Advowson of Kinnerley had
been granted to, and appropriated by, the Order of the Knights
Hospitallers of St. John of Jerusalem. The Grantor was undoubt-
edly Griffin Goch, or his son Madoc de Sutton, for the Father pre-
sented the last Rector of Kinnerley, and the son survived the period
when the Hospitallers were Impropriators of the Rectory.

The Tazation of 1291 places the Church of Kynardyllef in the
Deanery of Marchia and Diocese of St. Asaph. It was appropriated
by the Hospitallers, but its annual value is not stated, because the
property of that Order was exempt from the ordinary Papal decima-
tion.?

In the year 1292 a cause relative to the Advowson of this Church
was tried at Salop Assizes.* James (it should be Nicholas) de
Audley is represented as impleading the Prior of the Hospitallers
under a Writ of Quare impedit, viz. that the said Prior should allow
the Plaintiff to present a fit Parson to the Church of Kynardelegh,
then vacant. The Plaintiff’s case was that one Griffin fitz Yarvord
(8. e. Griffin de Sutton), who held the Manor and Advowson in
Henry II1.’s time, had presented Madoc ap David, his Clerk, to
the Church, that ever since the said Madoc’s death the Church had
been vacant, that the presentation now belonged to the Plaintiff as
Lord of the Manor, and that the Prior hindered him from present-

V' Inguisitions, 1 Edw. II., No. 63. 3 Pope Nich. Tazation, p. 285.
3 Suprs, page 18. 4 Assizes 20 Edw. I, m 4.
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ing, thereby damaging him to the extent of £20. The Hospitallers’
defence is not given, but it is notified that the parties had agreed.
The result left the Advowson with the Hospitallers. We have seen
that in 1338 it was theirs, and that its impropriate value was £8
per annum.! We have also seen that at the close of the same cen-
tury there was an exception as to the demesne tithes of Kinnerley,
the presentation to which was still in the Lord of the Manor.! The
case is & curious one.

In the Valor of 15345 the Vicarage of Kenerley is stated to be
worth £7. 6s. 8d. per annum.® The Rectory, appropriated by the
Commandery of Halston, was worth £20 in respect of the average
tithes of corn and hay.?

dBbittington.

WEe have now arrived at a Manor whose real history is most in-
teresting to the Antiquary, while its Legendary history is very
curious, inasmuch as it contains so many unmistakeable, though
distorted, allusions to actual facts.

Domesday, the great basis of all local investigation, speaks of the
Manor as follows.—

Ipse Comes tenet Wititone cum vi1 Bereuuichis et dimidid. Rex
Edwardus tenuit. Ibi xvii1 hide, geldabiles. Terra est xxv carucis.
In dominio sunt V1 caruce, et xv Villani, et vi Bordarii cum x11 ca-
rucis. Ibi x11 Bovarii et aliqui Walenses reddunt xx solidos ; et
molendinum ibi de v solidos. Silve una leuuede* Tempore Regis
Edwardi fuit wasta. Modo reddit xv libr’ et xv solidos. Tempore
Regis Adelredi, patris Edwardi Regis, reddebant heec tria Maneria
(scilicet Cireberie, Meresberie et Wititone) dimidiam firmam noctis.®

Here we have a coraparative statement of the several values of a
Border Manor at three different periods. That which in the time
of Ethelred the Unready (978-1016) yielded about a four-thou-
sandth part of the annual expenses of the English Court, had

V Supra, Vol. X. p. 381; Vol. XI.p. 28. 4 Lewnede and Leuua are synonymous.

2 Valor Ecclesiasticus, Vol. IV. p. 449. | Vide supra, Vol. IV. p. 142, note 8.
3 Valor Ecclesiasticus, Vol. IV. p. 456. 8 Domesday, fo. 263, b, 1.
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become utterly profitless during Edward the Confessor’s contests
with Wales. Earl Roger de Montgomery, whether by controlling
or conciliating his Cambrian neighbours, had brought the Manor
back to the high rental, or annual value, of about 17s. per hide.

The 74 Berewicks of Whittington have numerically an extra-
ordinary correspondence with the townships now composing the
Parish. These are, Welsh Frankton, Berghill, Daywell, Fernhill,
Hindford, Henlle, Ebnall, and half Old Marton. Carrying this
comparison still further, we find that every hide of Whittington is
represented by about 400 modern acres.

It is probable that Whittington, on the forfeiture of Earl Robert
de Belesme, devolved to the hands of Henry I. as a Manor of Pala-
tine demesne. It is also probable that that King gave it to the
elder William Peverel of Dover. It is quite certain that the said
William Peverel wasLord of Whittington in HenryI.’s time,and that,
being childless himself, he looked upon his brother Hamo and his
nephew William as his prospective heirs. Again, proof has been
given under Ellesmere, that William Peverel, the Nephew, did
actually succeed to Whittington, nay, that it was one of the Castles
which he fortified against Stephen in 1138.!

King Henry II. does not seem to have allowed the Sisters and
Coheirs of the younger William Peverel to establish any claim upon
Whittington. In the first instance the King resumed the Castle as
one of Royal demesne :* in the next instance he gave it to that—

GeorrreEY DE VERE who, about Michaelmas 1164, married Isabel
de Say, Baroness of Clun, and who, about three months after, was
appointed Sheriff of Shropshire. How long Geoffrey de Vere was
Lord of Whittington we know not, for we cannot tell the exact date
of his investiture. However, in the summer of 1165, the King
resumed Whittington Castle into his own hand, assigning Geoffrey
de Vere 12 librates of land at Edgmond in lieu thereof.® This
arrangement continued till Geoffrey de Vere’s death in 1170.

There can be no doubt that the King’s resumption of Whittington
Castle in 1165 was in order that he might confer it on Roger de

1 8vpra, Vol. X. page 233.

2 This is proved by the following pay-
ments, made by the Sheriff of S8hropshire
in a series of years, at the King's order.

In 1160,—Et servientibus de Witinton.
£8. 6s. 84.

In 1161,—E¢ in liberacione 10 servi-
entium de Witinton £8. 13s. 4d.

In 1162,— Et 10 servientibus de Witen-
ton £8. 13s. 4d.

In 1163,—E!¢ in liberacione 10 servien-
tium de Wilenton £8. 13s. 4d.

In 1164,—£90. 9s. 10d. was the gene-
ral cost of the King’s servioes, and liverics
of his Servientes, as paid by the Sheriff.

3 Vide supra, Vol. IX. p. 118.
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Powis. Some Genealogists have accounted for Roger de Powis’s
claim upon Whittington by supposing that he was brother (on the
father’s side) to William, Hamo, and Pagan Peverel.! The story
and alleged relationship are altogether incredible, and the circum-
stances with which it is combined are demonstrably false. In short
we do not know, and are never likely to know, who the father of the
three Peverel brothers really was. On the other hand the Welsh
Genealogists assert Roger de Powis to have heen son of Wrenoc,
son of Tudor, son of Rys Sais, and make Tudor to have been Domes-
day Lord of Maelor Saesneg, now in Flintshire. This story is so
entirely consistent with chronological tests, and with certain circum-
stances which probably were unknown to the Welsh Genealogists,
that I cannot hesitate to accept it as the truth. The political career
of—

Rocer pE Powis is far better known than his genealogical ante-
cedents. He was one of those Welshmen, whom Henry II. thought
it worth while to attach to the English cause by all manner of fa-
vour and patronage. At Michaelmas 1157 the King appointed him
Censor of Dean Forest and of the Hayes of Herefordshire, trusts
for which he was to pay £10 and £3 per annum to the Exchequer.
The King excused him his first years’ rent. He continued Censor
of the Forest of Dean at least five years longer, and left the post
owing £50, or five years’ arrears of his rent. This again the King
excused in 1182.

In 1159 the Sheriff of Shropshire paid, by the King’s order, £7
to Roger de Powis, for putting some Castle or Castles in a state of
defence. Similarly in 1160 he had £12 as Custos of Overton Castle
(in Flintshire), and £4. 8s. 4d. as Custos of the Castle of Dernio,
which I take to be Edeyrneon, in Merionethshire.

In 1161 some payment of uncertain amount (£**, 8s. 84.) was
made to Roger de Powis: while (his brother) Jonas de Powis had
100s. for the cost of some item, obliterated on the Roll. In 1162
Roger de Powis had one merk from the Sheriff pro salt, as the Re-
cord describes it ; and Jonas de Powis had 40s. In 1164 a Livery
of £4. 12s. was paid to Jonas de Powis, while Roger had 2 merks
for fortifying a Tower in Shrewsbury Castle. In 1165 Jonas de
Powis had a present of 20s. and Roger of one merk. In 1167, the
Earl of Leicester ordered 60s. to be paid to Roger de Powis “for
his Destrier”’ (which he had probably lost in the King’s service).
In 1168, £4 more went to Roger de Powis, under a Royal order :

! See Archaologia Cambrensis (N. 8. XII. 285).
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it was to redeem a Destrier. In 1169 the King ordered 60s. to be
paid to Roger de Powis; and £4 to him and his brother Jonas,
jointly. It was to restock their lands ;—which had probably been
ravaged by their own countrymen, indignant at their Anglicizing
tendencies. In 1170 the Sheriff of Worcestershire pays 5 merks
to Roger de Powis, by Royal order. He also had bought 40 mea-
sures of corn for 59s., and 30 measures for 44s. 10d., and delivered
them to Roger and Jonas respectively, under a like order. Also
the Sheriff of Herefordshire had delivered 40 measures of siegle
(value 40s.) to Gervase Coch and Roger de Powis, and 15 measures
of siegle (value 15s.) to Jonas de Powis. .

In 1172 (as we have seen already), Roger and Jonas de Powis
were endowed with considerable charges on the Royal Manor of
Wrockwardine; charges which were continued with more or less
regularity till the death of Meredue, son of Roger de Powis, about
July 1187. But it was perhaps as early as 1171, that Roger de
Powis had livery of Whittington ; for in that year he had no other
emolument from the Crown, and an entry on the Pipe-Roll of 1178
would seem to represent him as having a Castle of his own. The
said entry runs as follows.—Et decem Archariis, qui fuerunt in
Castello Rogeri de Powis, 11s. 8d. de liberacione 18 dierum, per
breve Regis. Et Rogero de Powis 1023. ad faciendam liberacionem
servientium Regis de Daggenoc, per breve Ricardi de Luci. So then
Roger de Powis had not only been assisted by the Crown in defence
of his own Castle (probably Whittington), but, under direction of
the Justiciar, De Luci, had superintended the defence of a Royal
Castle, called Daggenoc. In 1187, not only was Roger de Powis
dead, but about July in that year, his son—

MerepucH ritz Rocer, died also, and apparently left no issue.
His heir was his brother, viz.—

MzunicH, soN oF Rocer pE Powis, who occurs in the following
instances.—The Scutage of Galway, at the rate of 20s. on every
knight’s-fee, was assessed in 1187, the very year of Mereduch fitz
Roger’s death. In 1189 the Pipe-Roll of Cambridgeshire and
Huntingdonshire debits Richard, son of Warner Engaine, with an
arrear of 5s. in respect of the said scutage. He did not pay it, but
he remonstrated that “ half of the Fee on which it was charged, was
held, under Royal sanction, by Meurich, son of Roger de Powis, and
that the said Meurich was the person responsible.”? Now there is

! Ricardus filive Warneri Engaine debet | Rogeri de Powis habet medietatem feods
v.s. Sed calumpniatur quod Meurich filius | per Regem, et inde debet respondere.
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no question but that the fee, or half-fee, on which Engaine thus
declined to pay more than a-moiety, was Whittington. How he
became liable at all, I shall explain hereafter.

In 1194 Meurich de Powis and his followers accompanied King
Richard into Normandy. The entry on the Shropshire Pipe-Roll
shows how the Sheriff was commissioned to provide for the journey
of this contingent of the Army to the.place of rendezvous.—E¢
Meurich filio Rogeri et v1 servientibus cum duobus equis et Lx ser-
vientibus peditibus, 108 solidos, pro liberacionibus suis de octo diebus
ad eundum in servitio Regis in Normanniam, per breve Regis. In
1195, we have seen under Wrockwardine, not only that Meurich
fitz Roger was, like his father had been, a participant in the reve-
nues of that Manor, but had returned from Normandy, and was in
King Richard’s Welsh service. The fact is that he and his Cousin,
Wian, son of Jonas de Powis, had been deputed to take custody of
the Castle of Denbigh by King Richard. Hence the following pay-
ments by the Sheriff of Shropshire in the year ending Michaelmas
1196.—Et Meurico de Powis, qui custodit Castrum de Dinebech,
20.9. ad vestes. Et Wiano filio Jone qui custodit idem Castrum 20.s.
ad vestes. Et Meurico de Powis 2 marcas; et predicto Wiano
2 marcas, ad sustentandos se in custodid predicti Castri. Et pre-
dicto Meurico 40.3., de dono Regis, in solutione equorum quos amisit
in predicto Castro et ad acquietanda vadia sua.

In 1199 the Justiciar, Geoffrey fitz Piers, had authorized the
Sheriff of Shropshire to pay Meurich de Powis a sum of 40s. ad
arma sua acquietanda, that is, I suppose, to redeem his arms from
some usurer or enemy. On Meurich de Powis’s death (about May
1200), we have seen that the interests of his family in Wrockwar-
dine ceased. But previous to his death, that is about April 1200,
“ Meuric de Powis of Wittinton fined 50 merks with King John to
have the King’s Confirmation of Wittinton and Overton, which
Henry I1. did confirm to Roger, his Father.”> King John accepted
this Fine, and Meuric, at summons of Geoffrey fitz Piers, was to
pay 17 merks on May 14, 17 merks on Sept. 29, 1200, and 16
merks at Easter (March 25) 1201.! This Fine was doubtless sug-
gested by a claim, urged five years before by Fulk fits Warin (II),
and now renewed by Fulk fitz Warin (III). They had claimed
‘Whittington Castle, and apparently a judicial decision in favour
of, and a Fine proffered by, the elder Fulk,®> had been followed
by no restitution, However, Meurich de Powis’s Fine, though

! Oblata, page 58. ? Supra, Vol. VIL p. 70.
XI. 5




384 WHITTINGTON.

no instalment thereof was ever paid, procured King John’s con-
ditional Charter, dated at Worcester, on April 11, 1200. The
substance of the said Charter is as follows.—Jokannes, Dei gra-
tid, c. Scialis nos concessisse et presenti cartd confirmasse Meu-
rico filio Rogeri de Peuwis pro servicio suo, ipsi et heredibus suis,
Wititonam et Overtonam, cum omnibus pertinenciis suis, ad tenendum
de nobis et heredibus nostris per servicium quod Rogerus, pater pre-
Jati Meurici, et Jonas, frater ejusdem Rogeri, facere solebant Hen-
rico Regi, patri nosiro, de ferendis mandatis nostris per Walliam ;
et ed condicione quod si aliquis terras predictas calumpniatus fuerit
el eas versus nos diracionaverit, satisfaciemus inde per escambium
donandum lli Meurico vel heredibus suis, vel ei qui versus nos terras
illas diracionaverit. Quare volumus et precipimus, &c., quod ipse
Meuricus, et heredes sui post eum, terras illas habeant, &c., de
nobis et heredibus nosiris per premominatum servicium, libere et
quiete, &c., in castellis et domibus, in bosco et plano, &c., sicut Rez
Henricus, pater noster, eas dedit predictis Rogero et Jone fratri suo,
sicut carta ejusdem Henrici Regis rationabiliter testatur, &c.

‘WrENNoc, soN or Meuric pE Powis, succeeded his Father
about May 1200, and before the 1st of August “proffered a Fine
of 80 merks and two Coursers to King John, for possession of the
vills and Castles of Hitinton and Overton; the said Fine being in-
clusive of one of 60 (read 50) merks, proffered by his father.””® This
second Fine secured King John’s Charter, dated August 1, 1200,
and which is nearly a transcript of the former Charter, except that
here the grant is to “ Werennoc and Wennoneo, sons of Meurich de
Powis, and their heirs,” and except that here the King not only
confirms Henry I1.’s Charter to Roger and Jonas, but his own pre-
vious Charter to ¢ Meurich, father of Wrennoc and Wenneon.”

In the year ending Michaelmas 1201 King John gave a gratuity
of 100s. to Werennoch fitz Meurich and his mother Wennour.* In
the Pipe-Roll of 1202 both Meurich’s Fine, and that of Wrenoc,
are entered as debts. In 1203 the former is discontinued, and the
latter entered, notwithstanding that a recent and much larger Fine
had been proffered. It was one of £100 and 4 Palfreys, payable
within the year by Wrenoch fitz Meurich “for having Whitenton
with its appurtenances, whereof he had Henry II.’s Charter and
John’s Confirmation, and whereof his father had died seized.” His
Surety for this Fine was William de Braose. It was never paid ;

1 Rot. Chartarwm, 1 John, p. 2, m. 16. 3 Rot. Chartarum, p. 74.
2 Rot. Canc. 8 John, page 128. 4 Rot. Canc. 3 John, page 122.
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for in the following year King John was brought to recognize the
better claim, which the third Fulk fitz Warin, and his Father be-
fore him, had urged in respect of Whittington. We have seen that
in 1205 a nominal equivalent for his loss was provided for Wrenoch
de Powis, in the Royal Manor of Worfield.! The King was bound
by his own Charters to furnish such an equivalent, and Wrenoch
remained seized of his Worfield estate for 19 years.

Before I enter on the question of Fitz Warin’s title to Whitting-
ton I must turn back to the reign of Henry I. and the sera of
William Peverel (I) of Dover, to show how the Engains obtained a
footing in the Manor. This was under a feoffment made by the
said William Peverel to Engain’s maternal ancestor, and fortunately
the substance of the document itself has been preserved.*—Willielmus
Peverel de Dovera, Hamundo P. fratri suo, et Willielmo P. nepoti suo
et omnibus fidelibus suis hominibus, Francigenis et Angligenis, nec-
non amicis, tam fuluris quam presentibus, salutem. Sciatis me do-
nasse Thurstano dapifero meo et heredibus suis Geddingam?® et Lai-
wellam* pro servicio suo, de me et de heredibus meis tenendas, in
feodo et hereditate, in socd et in saco, in tol et tem et infangenthuf,
in nemoribus et planis, in villd et vico et campis et pratis, in aquis
et omnibus aliis locis per servicia dimidii equitis. Teste, Waltero
de la Haia, et Waltero de Faiarcis,® et Hugone de Girundo, et
Pagano de Surma, Arnulfo Sacerdote de Chetelestan,” Waltero
filio Tyolf,? Roberto Capellano, Rogero filio Wimundi, Roberto filio
Walteri, Reginaldo Lagud.

The above Charter may be certainly dated in 1121-2, according
to the internal evidence of King Henry I.’s contemporary sanction
thereof.*—Henricus Rex Anglie Roberto Lincoln’ Episcopo, et Ro-
berto Coventrensi Episcopo, et Ricardo Episcopo London, el Gisle-
berto Vicecomiti,'° et omnibus Baronibus suis et fidelibus de Hunte-
donesir’ et de Saloppesir’ salutem. Sciatis me concessisse Thurstano
dapifero Willielmi Peverel de Dovero, terras de Goding et Dizwell
(sic) quas Willielmus Peverel, dominus suus, ei dedit. Et volo, c.,
quod bene, &c. Testibus, Willielmo filio Odonis, et Gaufrido filio
Pagani, apud Brugias. ,

! Supra, Vol. III. p. 106. 5 Waltero de Marisco (in one copy).

2 Enrolled on the Plea-Roll of Michael-
mas Term, 1225, and also among the
Charia Antique (P. 36).

3 Gidding, in Huntingdonshire. There
are three places of the name.

4 Read Daiwellam, i.e. Daywell near
‘Whittington.

¢ Pagano de Susnna (in one copy).

7 Ketelstan (in one copy). It was i
Huntingdonshire.

8 Traull (in one copy).

? Vide supra, Vol. I. p. 246.

" Sheriff of Huntingdonshire (Com
pare Monasticon, VI. p. 87, Num. 111
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Thurstan the Steward, Feoffee of Gedding and Daywell, left a
-daughter, and heir, Matilda, who married Warner Engaine. Hence
the following Confirmation of Henry II., which must be dated
within five years after his accession to the throne.—Henricus Rex
Anglie, Duxz Normannie et Aquitanie et Comes Andegavie R. (Ro-
berto) Linc’ Episcopo et W. (Waltero Coventr’ Episcopo, et R. (Ri-
cardo) Londow’ Episcopo, et Justiciariis, &c., de Huntingdon’ et
Salop’ salutem. Sciatis me concessisse Warnero Engainne et Ma-
tilde uzori sue terras quas Willielmus Peverel dedit Thurstano patri
predicte Matilde ; et volo quod ipsi et heredes eorum eas habeant,
&c., sicut Thurstanus tenuil, et sicut Carta Henrici avi testatur.
Testibus, Manessero Biset dapifero, et Warino filio Geroldi apud
Norhamt’.

It is, I think, to Warner Engain’s feoffment at Gedding and
Daywell that allusion is made in the Huntingdonshire Feodary of
1165, where Warner Euganie is said to be answerable for half a fee
(of the Honour of Brunne).! Warner Engaine was succeeded by
his son Richard, that Richard who was in 1187 put in charge to
the scutage of Galway, for half a knight’s-fee, held in capite. The
debt would be 10s. He seems tv have paid 5s., and to have alleged
the liability of Meurich de Powis to pay the other 5s., as having
half the fee on which the charge was made. I cannot quite explain
this, unless it was that Whittington, Daywell, and Gidding were
altogether assessable to scutages as half a fee, and that so Richard
Engain was only liable for a quarter fee in Daywell and Gidding,
and Meurich de Powis for the other quarter. Richard Engain’s
objection was at all events recognized at the Exchequer. Under
Cambridgeshire and Huntingdonshire, he was charged half a merk
(the rate being 2 merks) to the Scutage of 1199. To that of 1201
(the rate being 2 merks) he was yet charged one merk “ on a quar-
ter fee.” He paid only half the impost. At the same time, as
Tenant of a quarter fee in Huntingdonshire, and of a quarter fee in
Northamptonshire, he compounded for transfretation, by payments
of 10 merks and 1 merk. The former sum was remitted. The
Northamptonshire tenure is expressed to be “of the Honour of
Dover.”

I am not concerned to say whether “ William, son of Warner
Engain, Richard’s successor, was his brother, nephew, or grandson.
A Patent of September 20, 1216, gives safe conduct to William de
Gedding and William Engain whilst travelling to their own parts

! Hearne's Liber Niger, 1. 257.
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“to procure their redemption.” The precise meaning of this it is
difficult to declare. Perhape they had to raise money to meet some
amercement for rebellion against King Jobn. Again, it was ¢ Sir
William, son of Warner Engaine,” who appears to have procured
the enrolment of the three Charters, above quoted, in 1225. In
1223, the Scutage of Montgomery had been put in charge (at the
rate of 2 merks per fee). His quota thereof, viz. half a merk, had
been charged against William Epgaine in Cambridgeshire, but,
being unpaid in 1229, it is charged upon the Vill of Witenton in
the Shropshire Pipe-Roll. In 1236 I find mention of another
Warner Engain, I think William’s successor. A Huntingdonshire
Feodary, drawn up about 1242, says that Warner Engayne holds
a quarter of a fee, in capite, at Geddinge! Warner again was de-
ceased in 1253, and was succeeded by James, his brother and heir,
but 1 find nothing further to connect the family with Whittington
and Daywell. Probably they made over their interest there to
Fitz Warin,

I now come to the main and most interesting question, viz. What
counstituted the original, and ultimately established, right of the Fitz
Warins to Whittington Castle? I think that the case of Engain’s
feoffment gives a clue to the mystery, and that one of the Fitz
Warins was enfeoffed by one of the Peverels in the greater part of
the Manor. Of this we have no direct proof. The utter falsity of
the Fitz Warin Chronicle renders its evidence almost worthless,
even though that evidence so far corroborates my idea, in that it
makes the Peverels the original Lords of Whittington, and traces it
to a Fitz Warin, by gift of a Peverel. As to a Fitz Warin’s mar-
riage with a Peverel Coheiress, that is a mere fable, though possibly
the two families were related.

I have given in former Volumes all the evidences I can collect as
to Fitz Warin’s connection with, or Vassalage under, the house of
Peverel.? The second William Peverel certainly enfeoffed the first
Fulk fitz Warin at Tadlow in Cambridgeshire. My fixed belief is
that the same thing happened with respect to Whittington. Henry
II. confirmed the feoffment in the case of Tadlow. It is obvious
why his Confirmation should be silent in the supposed case of Whit-
tington. He had views of his own with respect to that Manor.

‘We have seen that in 1176 the second Fulk fitz Warin was heavily
amerced for forest-trespass by King Henry I1.3 These amercements

1 Testa de Nevill, page 864. Volume VII. pages 67, 68.
% Supra, Volume II. pages 4, 5; and 3 Supra, Volume VII. page 69.
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were probably levelled against persons whose disaffection during the
late rebellion had developed itself in some overt and lawless act.
Perhaps also Fitz Warin’s disaffection was caused by the non-recog-
nition of the claim which he afterwards asserted to Whittington.
He seems to have got a judicial decision in his favour; but he died
while his efforts to make that decision effectual, were still pending.!
Fulk fitz Warin (III) was more successful. His proceedings I have
already recounted.® From the fears, rather than the justice, of King
John he obtained livery of Whittington Castle and estate, on Oc-
tober 17, 1204, and obtained it as his right and inkeritance. A
Shropshire Feodary of 1211 says accordingly, that “Fulco fitz Warin
holds of the King in capite by service of one knight’s-fee, and that
his land is (yearly) worth £10% A Writ of October 28, 1212,
shows King John recognizing a lesser right of Fulk fitz Warin,
whose men of Witenton had taken some prisoner. Robert de Vi-
pont, who had somehow got hold of the said prisoner, is ordered to
give him up to Fulk’s custody, unless he were a knight. In any
event, if the prisoner was redeemed, Fulk was to have the money
paid for his redemption.* From April 1215 to November 1217,
Fulk fitz Warin was again in rebellion: The particulars, as well as
others relating to Whittington Castle and its history till 1223, have
been given on former pages® The upshot is that Fulk fitz Warin
was distrusted by the English King and besieged by the Welsh
Prince.

The fourth Fulk fitz Warin fell at Lewes on May 14, 1264. Four
days after the Battle of Evesham, that is on August 8, 1265, the
King gave the custody of his lands and heirs to Hamo le Strange.
In Michaelmas Term 1266 we have Constance, widow of Fulk fitz
Warin (IV), suing the Tenant of the Berkshire Manor of Stanton
for dower. The Tenant called the infant Fulk to warranty. Per-
sonally he was then in custody of Robert le Strange (Hamo’s bro-
ther), while his land was in custody of William de Walceia. The
Court ordered a summons to issue for the appearance of Robert le
Strange. 1 may here observe that when Robert and Hamo le
Strange were stated in 1272 to have this custody, and to be making
no appearance to a suit of Thomas Corbet,® the real reason was that
both brothers had gone on the Crusade.

Fulk fitz Warin (V), arriving at full age about 1273, comes fre-

1 Bupra, Vol. VIL. pp. 70,71. 4 Rot. Claus. 1. 126.

3 Supra, Vol. VII. page 72. § Supra, Vol. VII. pp. 74, 75.
3 Testa de Nevill, p. 55-b. ¢ Supra, Vol. VII. p. 83.
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quently on the scene in the reign of Edward I. His summonses,
military and parliamentary, it would be vain to recount. In 1277
he is not described as a knight, though he then acknowledged the
service of one knight’s-fee for the muster against Lewellyn. He
was prepared to discharge the obligation by two Servienfes, himself
and another. On March 26, 1283, he obtained King Edward’s
Charter of Free Warren for his demesnes at Witinton jurta Os-
westre. The Charter was dated at Aberconway in Snaudon.!

The following feud between Richard, Earl of Arundel, and Fulk
fitz Warin (V) involves many points of interest.—As Fulk alleged,
the Earl had, on Feb. 14, 1293, entered the Plaintif’s lands at
‘Whytington with horses and arms and banners displayed, had spoiled
the inhabitants of their goods, slain some of Fulk’s men, and com-
mitted other enormities. Ozxen, kine, and foals, worth £300 in
all, had been carried off by the Earl. Fulk had complained to the
King, who, declaring that he could not overlook the matter, sum-
moned the Earl to appear before him in a month of Easter. The
Earl came, but objected to plead in the King’s Court, stating that
‘“he was a Baron of Walescheria, where there was an approved
custom that the Barons of those parts, whenever a quarrel of this
kind arose, should meet in a certain place, and that there such
quarrel should be adjusted by the friends of both parties.”® The
Earl further stated that he and his ancestors, from time immemovial,
had observed this rule, and he asked judgment, whether the case
ought to be tried according to English law, and contrary to Wales-
cherian custom. The Court told the Earl to make further answer
if he thought it expedient so to do. He availed himself of the
hint ;—denied the force, injury, homicide, &c. ;—declared that he
was in Sussex at the time alleged, and for long before and after ;—

and finally appealed to a Jury. Fitz Warin, in reply, renewed

his charge. So the Court ordered that the Sheriff of Shropshire
should empanel 24 knights and others, to appear before the King
in three weeks of Trinity Sunday, and make recognition in the
matter.’

In the year 1300, Fulk fitz Warin was returned as a holder of
lands or rents of the yearly value of £40 and upwards, both in
Gloucestershire and Yorkshire. On Feb. 12, 1301, as Fulco filius
Warini, Dominus de Whitinglon, he joined in the famous Barons’
Letter to Pope Boniface VIII. The summonses, military and parl-

! Rot. Chartarum, 11 Edw. I., No. 89. I % Placita coram Rege, Pasch. Tm. 21
? Compare Vol. VII. page 80. Edw. I, m. 26.
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iamentary, to Fulk fitz Warin continued in the early years of Ed-
ward I1’s reign. One of January 8, 1313, and most of the sub-
sequent ones (which continued to be issued four years after his
death) entitle him Senior. He was deceased on January 5, 1315.
His wife was a daughter of Griffin ap Gwenwynwyn, Prince of
Powis, and her name was Mable, unless he married a second wife of
the latter name.

Fulk fits Warin (VI) is called Junior in a Writ of June 18, 1310,
which summoned him for military service against the Scots. He
continued to be so described in a summons of July 28, 1317. How-
ever, on January 5, 1315, the King had allowed special livery of
Whittington to Eleanor, his wife, because (his father being dead) he
was himself in foreign parts. He was an adherent of the Earl of
Lancaster, and in a pardon dated Oct. 22, 1318, be is styled Miles.
During the remainder of Edward II.’s reign he appears to have been
in constant employment as a Peer and a Soldier; and frequent
levies of recruits were ordered to be raised from his Lordship of
Whittington. :

After this period the history of the Barony of Fitz Warin becomes
a matter of notoriety rather than research. At all events I have
followed it to the extent of my ordinary limits, The elder male line
became extinct in 1420 by the death of a Fulk fitz Warin, an in-
fant. This infant was the eleventh in a lineal succession which had
uniformly borne the same Christian name.!

Kn~ieaTs HospiTALLERS’ FEE IN WHITTINGTON. This arose be-
tween the years 1165 and 1187.—*“ Roger de Powis gave to the Hos-
pitallers certain lands in his fee of Witinton. He gave them de do-
minio proprie mense sue, that is out of the demesnes which furnished
forth his own sustenance.? The lands given were * Kineshull (now
Kinsall), Ewinthir (probably Evenall), Biket and Burlee ; viz. Kines-
hull, from the ford of Whittington-Mill to the ford of Rus ;—Ewin-
thir, from Kineshull to the foss of Berkelai ;—Biket and Burlee, from
the foss of Whittington-meadow to the wood of Babingis (now Babies
Wood).” Also Roger de Powis gave, for the use of the same Bre-
thren, freedom of his wood, like as for the swine of his own de-
mesne.

King John’s general Confirmation to the Hospitallers (dated at
Rouen, on August 30, 1199) recites and sanctions the above grant.’
This gift of territory would seem afterwards to have been commuted

! Dugdale, and other writers on the 3 Compare Vol. VIII. p. 155.
Peerage, have reduced the number to nine. 3 Rot. Chartarum, page 16.
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for a gift of tithes; for we have seen that in 1338 the Hospitallers
had only the tithes of Kinsall and Evenall, and the great tithes of
Whittington-demesne ; whilst they were bound to furnish a Chap-
lain for the Chapel of Whittington Castle. However the Valor of
1584~5 gives the Hospitallers of Halston, not only certain tithes
in Whittington Parish, but a revenue of £13 from demesne-lands
in the Lordship of Whittington. Of course these apparent dis-
crepancies might be explained by Charters and Agreements, of which
we may imagine the tenour, but cannot certify even the existence.

‘WHITTINGTON CHURCH.

There is nothing in the Domesday notice of Whittington to indi-
cate the pre-existence of a Church. Nevertheless, if Whittington
Church had been founded later than Domesday, we should probably
have heard of it as an affiliation of Oswestry in the first instance.
About the year 1218 David Vewan, Parson of Witinton, attests two
Deeds of Reyner, Bishop of St. Asaph.! The Tazation of 1291,
placing the Church of Chwytunton in the Deanery of Marchia and
Diocese of St. Asaph, values it at £12 per annum.?

John, Priest of Witinton, occurs in the 13th century, but I can-
not fix more proximately the date of a Deed which he attests.

On Nov. 2, 1349, a vacancy in this Church, probably caused by
the Great Pestilence, was filled up by King Edward ITI., as Custos
of the heir of Fulk fitz Warin. Roger de Acton, Clerk, was the
King’s Presentee. '

An Inquest of the year 1420 mentions the Advowsons of Whit-
tington and Selattyn as appurtenances of Whittington Castle.®

The Valor of 1534-5 gives the Rectory of Whityngton as worth
£26. 13s. 4d. per annum, less 6s. rent, payable to the Lord Fitz
‘Warren; 10s. for the Bishop’s Lactualia, 10s. for Procurations, and

8s. 4d. for the annual average of the procurations payable at the
Bishop’s Visitation.

! Supra, Vol. X. pages 349, 350. 4 Patent. 23 Edw. II1., pars 8, m. 21.
? Pope Nich. Tazation, p. 285-a. 8 Inguis. 8 Hen. V., No. 108.
3 Supra, Vol. X. page 344. ¢ Valor Eoolesiastious, 1V. 448.
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dAUferestorne.

Ta1s Manor, whose real name was probably Wolfhere’s-ford, must
have stood on some river or stream. Domesday says little about it.—
Rogerius Comes tenet Wiferesforde. Rex Edwardus tenuit. Ibi 11
hide. Terra est vi carucis. Wasta fuit et est. Ibi parva silva.!

The materials for identifying this Manor with any modern locality
are too scanty. They hardly furnish the basis of an analogy. I
might have conjectured that a place called Wolf’s Head was a cor-
ruption of Wolfhere’s-forde, but that place is in the township of
Kinton, and in the Parish of Great Ness, and so in a district which
does not represent any part of Mersete Hundred. I rather take the
name Wolfheresforde to have become entirely extinct, and the Manor
to have been absorbed in one of those other Manors of Oswestry
Hundred, of whose topographical history the very outlines vanish in
distance or obscurity.

Burtone, Broginton, or Porkington.

Domesday describes a Manor of Mersete Hundred in the following
terms.—Madoc tenet de Comite (Rogerio) Haustune et Burlone.
Seuuardus tenuit (tempore Regis Edwardi). Ibi 11 hide, geldabiles.
Terra est 1111 carucis. Wasta est.?

The locality, here called Haustune, no longer bears any such
name. Burlone, on the other hand, is undoubtedly identical with
the Broginton of the twelfth, and the Porkington of the twelfth and
nineteenth centuries, however difficult it may be to trace any ety-
mological affinity between the first syllables of the three names.

Madoc, the Domesday Lord of Porkington, is said to have been
a younger son of Blethyn ap Convyn, Prince of North Wales. That
Blethyn had a son, Madoc, is quite clear,® and there is nothing in-
consistent in supposing that this scion of a Royal House might have

" 12 Domesday, fo. 269, b, 2. . 3 Powel (Ed. 1811), page 88.
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accepted a feoffment at the hands of the Norman Earl of Shrews-
bury. Madoc ap Blethyn was killed at the Battle of Lhechryd in
1087 ;—the year after Domesday.! Leaving no issue, Porkington is
plausibly said to have reverted to his elder brother, Meredith ap
Blethyn, the reigning Prince of all Powis. Meredith died in 1183,
and Porkington will have passed to his eldest son, Madoc, who, on
the partition of Powis-land by Meredyth, had been destined to that
portion of the kingdom which was afterwards known as Powis Va-
doc. Again, on Madoc ap Meredyth’s decease, in 1160, Powis Vadoc
was subdivided among his three sons. One of these sons, viz. Owen,
was illegitimate. Nevertheless he took Dynmael and Edeyrneon
in the partition of Powis Vadoc. He also accepted the English fee
of Porkington, and so was called, by the Welsh, Qwen Brogynton,
and by the English, Owen de Porkington.

Owen, if analogies are to guide us, must have held Porkington
immediately under King Henry II., as having the Palatine Earldom
of Shropshire by escheat. At this point English Records come to
bear upon traditions and presumptions with extraordinary weight.
In the very year of Madoc ap Meredyth’s death, his son Owen was
taken into the King’s pay. Before Michaelmas 1161, the Sheriff of
Shropshire, by the King’s order, had paid to Oen de Porchinton
the handsome livery of £30. 10s. 6d., equal to at least £1,5600 a
year of modern currency. In like manner Oen de Porchinton re-
ceived £27. 7s. 6d. in 1162, £27. 7s. 6d. in 1163, £5. 13s. 4d. in
1165, and £56 in 1166. Whep therefore the Welsh Chronicle
(describing the Welsh league against King Henry and the events of
the summer of 1165) says that “ the sonnes of Madoc ap Meredyth
with the power of Powys’ were against the King,? it would almost
seemt that Owen de Porkington was on the same side with his half-
brothers, and that this may have been the reason of the total or
partial suspension of his salary in 1164-5. However, the accuracy
of the Welsh Chronicle is, in this instance, doubtful.?

The next payment to Owen de Porchinton, after that of 1166,
was in 1169.—E¢ Oeno de Porchinton 40 sol. per breve Regis.* After
this, we hear no more of any such payments to Owen de Porkington.
The death of Owen Gwyneth in 1169, and King Henry’s subse-
quent alliance with Prince David ap Owen rendered such bribes or
retaining fees unnecessary. Owen de Porkington was succeeded, at
what time I cannot say, by his son, Blethyn. Blethyn ap Owen is

1 Powel (Edition 1811), p. 88. 3 Vide supra, Vol. X. p. 328, note 4.
2 Powel's Chrowicle (ut supra), p. 162. 4 Rot. Pipe, 16 Hen. IL.; Salop.
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enrolled as a member of that triumphant band which Lewellyn ap
Jorwerth managed to unite against King John in the summer of
1215. The allies actually marched upon Shrewsbury, and carried
the town by storm. In the following year this league was dissolved,
and the Welsh Princes were busy quarrelling among themselves.
Early in 1218, young King Henry and his brother-in-law, Lewellyn,
came to a convention or treaty, the particulars of which I cannot
discover. However the result was that several Welsh Nobles, who
were partially Vassals of the English Crown, recognized at once
their fealty to King Henry. Among them was Blethyn fitz Oeyn de
Porkintun. Henry does not seem to have apprehended that the
homage done to himself would compromise these Nobles with their
native Prince. He writes to Lewellyn, telling him what had oc-
curred,*and ordering him to allow them to have their rights and
franchises, and to restore whatever the Prince or any other Welsh-
men might have taken from them. The King further appeals to
the recent convention, and bids Lewellyn to send to Court those
other Welshmen who had not yet acknowledged their English fealty,
that they might discharge that duty.! I hear nothing more of
Bleddyn ap Owen’s connection with the English. It appears that
he was Lord of Dynmael, north-west of Corwen ; where he was suc-
ceeded by Owen ap Bleddyn; who was in turn succeeded by Griffith
ap Owen. The latter was living in 1285, and afterwards accepted
Henry, Earl of Lincoln, as his Suzerain for Dynmael. Griffith again
had two sons ;—Howel, his successor, stated to have sat on a Bala
Inquest in 1374 ; and Llewelyn surnamed Offeiriad (or the Priest).?
The latter was a famous Genealogist, and an original MS. of his is
stated to be still in existence.?

SevLaTTYN CHURCH. Manorially, Selattyn was a member of
Porkington, but the Church, happening to be at Selattyn, gave
that place the parochial pre-eminence.

The Tazation of 1291 values the Church of Sulatwn (in the
Deanery of Marchia, and Diocese of St. Asaph) at £6. 13s. 4d.
per annum* In 1420 the Advowsons of both Whittington and
Sulatton were ascertained by Inquest to be appurtenances of Whit-
tington Castle, and so part of the estate of the last Fulk fitz Warin,
then recently deceased.® This looks as if Whittington Church had
been originally the Mother-Church of the district, and as if the

1 Claus. 1. 368-b. ® Viz. at Jesus College, Oxford. '

2 These particulars I owe to Mr. Joseph ¢ Pope Nich. Tazxation, p. 285.
Morris of Shrewsbury. 8 Inquis. 8 Hen. V., No. 108.
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Fitz Warins, as Patrons of Whittington, had retained the Advow-
son of the affiliated Church, though they had nothing to do with the
Manor.

In the Valor of 1534-5, Salatin Rectory stands as worth £13.6s.84.
yearly ; less 10s. for the Bishop’s Lactualia; and 2s. 2d. for the
annual proportion of the Bishop’s triennial Visitation-fees; and 5s.
for annual Procurations. The net value was therefore £12. 9s. 6d.1

Cynllaeth and Cueprneon,

Unper the Fief of Rainaldus Vicecomes, nay, under the very
Hundred of Mersete, the Shropshire Domesday notices a large
territory in the following terms.—

Isdem Rainaldus habet in Walis duos Fines ;* Chenlei et Derniou.
De uno habet Lx solidos de firmd : de alio octo vaccas a Walensibus.3

I have more than once adverted to a passage of Ordericus which
seems to claim for Warin, the first Sheriff of Shropshire, an extra-
ordinary ability in dealing with his Welsh neighbours. The above
extract from Domesday is circumstantial evidence to the same effect.
Rainald, Warin’s successor, is actually in receipt of an annual rent
of £3 from the Welsh Lord or Lords of Cynllaeth ; a district which,
with Mochnant is Rhaiadr, was afterwards reputed to form one of
the three Commots of Cantref Rhaiadr, and which, at a still later
period, and under another arrangement, falls into the County of
Denbigh. As to Cynllaeth itself, it abutted immediately on the
south-western frontier of the Walcheria of Oswestry.

Though I am not very clear as to what may have been the con-
tents of the district called Cynllaeth, I have no evidence that any
part thereof, lying to the west of the present boundary of Shrop-
shire, was retained by Rainald’s successors, the Fitz Alans: but, if
Cynllaeth included Bryn, Glan-y-rafon, Cefn-y-Blodwel, and Llan-y-
Blodwel, then I have already given evidence of a decisive character
that those places did remain with Fitz Alan, and were annexed to
. the Walcheria of Oswestry. With Cynllaeth, or that part of it,

! Valor Eccles. IV. 448. by the Welsh word Cewmwd, or Commot.
2 The word -Finis may be rendered 3 Domesday, fo. 255, a, 1.
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which Welsh writers associate with the Commot of Mochnant is
Rhaiadr, I have no further concern. I may briefly state that on
the partition of Powis-land it fell to the Principality of Powis
Vadog, and was never, that I know of, reputed to be held under
any English subject.

Or EpevrNEON, or DErNIoU, I have quite another story to tell.
In 1086 its Welsh Tenants paid a rent in kind for this district, viz.
8 kine yearly to the Sheriff Rainald: and yet the most eastern
point of Edeyrneon must be calculated to have been 12 miles dis-
tant from the most western point of the Walcheria of Oswestry.

William fitz Alan (I) is known to have had a Castle at Ruthin;
a thing which we cannot account for, or combine with any evidence
later or earlier. But it is probable that the same Baron had a
Castle in Edeyrneon: and this is a thing in remarkable conformity
with the antecedent given in Domesday. In 1160, the year of
Fitz Alan’s death, and when his son was a mere child, Wido le
Strange, as Custos of his estates, provided out of those revenues for
the garrison of Ruthin Castle. The same Wido, in his capacity of
Sheriff of Shropshire, looked also to the maintenance of the Castle
of Dernio or Derniant. He fortified a Tower therein, charging the
expense (£6. 4s.) to the King. The King also, through the same
Sheriff, paid £4. 3s. 4d. to Roger de Powis for custody of the
Castle of Dernio. The same or similar expenses may be hidden in
the Pipe-Rolls of succeeding years, under the form of a payment
to some Welsh Chieftain, but the Castle of Dernio is not again
specifically mentioned. It may have been the possession of this
fortress in 1165, which tempted Henry II. to invade North Wales
by the line of the River Dee. The Fabian policy of Owen Gwyneth
defeated the enterprise. The King exhaled his wrath on the stormy
heights of the Berwyn, and probably in the vicinity of that very
Castle of Edeyrneon, of whose history we know thus little, and
whose site I cannot pretend more nearly to identify.

Edeyrneon, as a district, included the Country about Corwen.
It was one of the three Commots which formed the Cantref of
Barwn, and which, under the more modern arrangement of Welsh
Counties, would tally with the north-eastern portion of Merioneth-
shire. On the partition of Powis-land, by Meredyth ap Blethyn,
Edeyrneon is stated by Welsh Writers to have gone to the share of
his eldest son, Madoc, and so to have formed part of the Princi-
pality of Powis Vadoc. Again, when Madoc subdivided his do-
minions, Edeyrneon went to his illegitimate son, Owen Brogynton.
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The latter, though he was a Vassal of England in respect of Pork-
ington, is nowhere, that I have seen, stated to have acknowledged
such a Seigneury in respect of Edeyrneon.

END OF MERSETE HUNDRED.

Maclor Saesneg,

Taexre is another Welsh Commot on which something should be
said in this place. The following passage of Domesday comes im-
mediately after the notice of Whittington. Tuder quidam Walensis
tenet de Comite (Rogerio) unum Finem terree Walensis et inde reddit
1v libras et v solidos.!

I have already spoken of Kys Sais, a Welsh Noble, who was living
at the time of the Norman Conquest. He was called Sais, or Saxon,
either because he understood the Saxon language, or had served in
England, or (still more probably) because of his English predilections.
He is said to have divided his possessions among his sons in 1070.
His sons are again authentically mentioned under the date of 1079,
when they slew Urgeney ap Sitsylht, a Welsh' noble. Tudor, the
eldest son of Rys Sais, is believed to be the person mentioned in the
above quotation from Domesday. The estate or commot which he
had consented to hold under Earl Roger, was probably part of Mae-

! Domesday, fo. 258, b, 1.—There is
slso a remarkable passage in the Cheshire
Domesday, which undoubtedly relates to
the Commot held by Tuder under Earl
Roger. It runs as follows.—

RoTBERTUS DB ROELENT lenet de Rege
NorrwALks ad firmam pro X1, libris, proe-
ter illam terram gquam Rex ei dederal in
Jendo, et prater terras Episcopatds. Is-
dem Rotbertus calumniatwr umnum Hun-
dredum, ARVESTER, quod tenet Rogerius
Comes. Walenses testificantur istum Hun-
dredum esse de his NORTWALIS.

My interpretation of this passage is, that
Robert de Rhuddlan had authority from

King William the Conqueror to hold any
Seigneuries in a certain district of North
Wales which he might be able to acquire.
He was to pay an annaual rent of £40 for
such acquisitions, independently of the
services which were due on his more posi-
tive feoffments, and be was to assert no
seigneury over Episcopal estates. On this
pretext he claimed the Hundred of Asves-
ter (Erbistock), already appropriated to the
Seigneury of Earl Roger de Montgomery.
He so claimed it, because it was in that
district of North Wales, which the natives

asserted, and he supposed, to be involved
in his conditions with the King.



MAELOR SAESNEG. 49

lor Saesneg, called Saesneg, or Saxon, to distinguish it from the
commot of Maelor Gymraeg, or Welsh Maelor. It had perhaps
been held by Rys Sais himself, under a Saxon Suzerain, and had
taken its name either from that circumstance, or from his tenure
thereof. Bleddyn, the elder son of Tudor, is further stated to have
inherited Maelor Saesneg, and from him many Welsh families de-
rive their descent. We have seen that Wronou, a younger son of
Tudor, is alleged to have been father of Roger and Jonas de Powis.

Maelor Saesneg was one of the three Commots which composed
the Cantref Uwchnant. It is now mainly represented by a part of
Flintshire. In the primary division of the kingdom of Powis, Welsh
Writers incorporate Maelor Saesneg in Powis Vadoc; and further
say that Madoc ap Meredyth, when he subdivided his principality
among his children, gave Maelor Saesueg to Gruffyth Maelor, the
eldest of them. We may presume, however, that the fee-simple, if we
may use such a term, was in the descendants of Bleddyn ap Tudor.

But I must state that these quotations and observations are made
under a distinct impression that the district called Maelor Saesneg,
by the Welsh, was never, either at Domesday or afterwards, the sub-
ject of any such wholesale classification and allotment as will justify
its being called a Welsh Commot. This reputed Commot contained,
or has been said to have contained, the Parishes or Manors of Er-
bistock, Hope (alias Queen Hope), Bangor, Overton, Worthenbury,
Bettisfield, and Hanmer, with the two Chapelries of Iscoyd and
Penley, and with the Chapelry of Dudleston. Yet the history of
these places, when taken separately, presents every variety of tenure.
For instance we know that at Domesday,—

DupLEsTON gave name to one of the Hundreds of Cheshire, and
that in the 13th century it was manorially an appurtenance of Os-
westry, and parochially an appurtenance of Ellesmere, and that it
still remains in Shropshire. We also know of —

WorTHENBURY and BETTIsFIELD, that they are identical with the
Domesday Manors of Hurdingberie and Beddesfeld, both in the
Cheshire Hundred of Dudestan, both held in Saxon times by Ed-
win, Earl of Mercia, and both held in 1086, by Robert fitz Hugh
and his Norman Dependents, under Hugh, Earl of Chester. Of
Hanmer too (whether an appurtenance of the Domesday Bettisfield
or not) we know that it was of the Seigneury of Henry II., and
that, both in his reign and for two centuries after, it was in the
Diocese of Lichfield and Coventry. To complete the list of excep-

tions, we come to—
X1, 7a
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Overron, held, with its Castle, by the Peverels, in the reigns of
Henry 1. and Stephen, and subsequently held by Roger de Powis,
not under the Lord of Powis Vadoc, but under Henry II. And
though in Richard I.’s time, a Cadet of the House of Powis Vadoc
asserted and exercised a certain power in Overton, that same power
was at a later period reasserted and re-exercised by the nephew of
Roger de Powis; while King John actually confirmed Overton to
the Grandsons of Roger de Powis, as an English Fief.

I am not concerned to enter further into the history of places
which now form a detached portion of the County of Flint. I will
conclude this Chapter with a recapitulation of those points which
illustrate the text of the Shropshire Domesday.—

I hold then (1) that the Finis or Commot, held by Tudor Wa-
lensis, under Earl Roger, was a considerable part, but far from the
whole, of Maelor Saesneg;—(2) that the Seigneury over many por-
tions of Maelor Saesneg was, after Domesday, recurrently asserted
and exercised by English Suzerains ;—(3) that Roger de Powis and
other descendants of Tudor Walensis, so far as their tenancy in
Maelor Saesneg can be traced by authentic records, held under the
English Crown ;—-and lastly—(4) that the rights, if any, exercised
by the Princes of Powis Vadoc, over portions of Maelor Saesneg,
were either mediate rights, allowed to an Ally by the King of
Eugland, or rights casually asserted in times of hostility and in
defiance of the said King.!

Pale,

THERE i8 yet another Welsh Commot which claims a brief notice
before we leave the frontier of North Shropshire. Domesday de-
scribes it as follows.—Hugo Comes tenet de Rogerio Comite in Walis
terram de Gal. Hec terra extenditur v leuuis in longitudine et und
lewud et dimidid in latitudine. Tempore Regis Edwardi fuil wasta,
et quando Hugo recepit similiter. In dominio sunt 111 caruce et 11

' I am indebted to Mr. Joseph Morris | embodied in the above Chapter; though
of Shrewsbury for many valuable hints, | on some points our opinions differ.
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Presbyteri et xxx111 homines habentes inter se V111 carucas; et adhuc
una caruca posset ibi esse. Ibi molinum nil reddens. Tola valet
modo xL solidos.!

Why the Conqueror should have assigned Yale to the Palatinate
of Shropshire, rather than to that of Cheshire, does not appear. It
certainly lay more apposite to the latter County, but the anomaly
was squared by Hugh Lupus, Earl of Chester, accepting it as a
Feoffment from his brother Eark. The after possession of the dis-
trict was however by no means decided by any testimony of Domes-
day. The Welsh claimed it, and hotly contested it. In 1149 (it
was the period of England’s humiliation and weakness) Owen Gwy-
neth, Prince of North Wales, is said to have built a Castle in Yale.?
About eight years afterwards Jorworth Goch ap Meredyth, a known
ally of Henry II., “ got the Castle of Yale and burnt it.”® It is
very remarkable that Madoc ap Meredyth, Prince of Powis Vadoc,
was at this very period (1157) in the closest league and co-operation
with the English King. He died at Winchester in 1160, still in
the same alliance; and yet the Welsh Writers, who treat on the
subject, affect to consider Yale as one of the three Commots com-
posing the Cantref y Rhiw, and declare that Madoc, in dividing his
possessions, assigned Yale to his eldest son Gruffyth Maelor. It is
quite possible that King Henry may have ceded this right to his
Ally, bat, if so, Yale must still be considered to have been held
under the English Crown. However, when we see that the same
‘Welsh Authorities talk of Oswestry as a Commot in Cantref Trefred,
and of Whittington, as a Commot in Cantref Rhaiadr,* we conclude
that the whole arrangement is founded on asserted right or em-
bodied desire, rather than on international compacts or unvaried
possession.

In the year 1212 there is evidence on the Shropshire Pipe-Roll
that there was again a Castle in Yale, and that it was garrisoned
by King John. The Burgesses of Shrewsbury charge the Crown
with certain expenses ordered by the King, viz. for Smiths de-
spatched to “ Castle Yal,” and for “iron mallcts to break up the
rock for a foss at Yal Castle.” It was in this year that Madoc ap
Gruffyth, Lord of Powis Vadoc, rebelled against King John. From
this period till the Conquest of Wales, I have found nothing to
indicate an English ascendency, asserted or maintained in the
Province of Yale. The Princes of Powis Vadoc were undoubtedly

! Domesday, fo. 254, a, 2. 3 Suprs, Vol. II. p. 108,
3 Powel's Chroniole, p. 147. . 4 Pennant's Tour, Vol. L. p. 216.
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Lords Paramount of the district ; and, whatever professions of fealty
they may have occasionally made to the King of England, no local
interference on the part of the latter is to be traced.

dAitentreu Hundred.

As will be seen from the annexed Table, the modern Hundred
of Chirbury partially represents the Domesday Hundred of Witen-
treu. The exceptions are Church-Stoke, Leighton, Montgomery,
and several members of the Chatellany of Montgomery. These all
have been annexed to different Hundreds of Montgomeryshire.
Also several ancient members of Worthin (such as Gatten,! Upper
and Nether Heath, and Habberley Office) are now to be found in
the Hundred of Ford, and Edenhope, an ancient member of Mont-
gomery, is now to be found in the Hundred of Clun.

On the other hand, the present Hundred of Chirbury contains
nothing which the Domesday Hundred of Witentreu did not con-
tain ;—unless indeed Guildendown (now in Chirbury Hundred)
was in the Domesday Hundred of Rinlau.

These changes are comparatively of modern date; for when
Heury I. rearranged the Hundreds of Shropshire it is probable that
the Hundred of Witentreu was only changed in name. The Seig-
neury of Chirbury Hundred, and of every Manor therein which was
at the King’s disposal, went to form the Honour of Montgomery,
and that Honour, with other adjuncts, in Shropshire and elsewhere,
was conferred on Baldwin de Bollers, in marriage with Sibil de
Faleise, the King’s niece. In course of time the heirs of this Ho-
nour, inheriting through females, seem to have been divested of
some of their privileges, and relieved of some of Lheir responsibilities.
The Manor of Chirbury, the Seigneury of Chirbury Hundred, the
Manor, the Advowson, and the Castle of Montgomery, had been
reassumed by the Crown before Henry III. had reigned seven years.

As regards its state and jurisdiction, Chirbury Hundred differed

! Perhaps Gatten was originally a mem- | If so, it was abstracted from Rinlau Hun-
ber of Wentnor, rather than of Worthin. | dred in the first instance.
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widely from Oswestry Hundred. It was an integral part of the
County of Salop; it owed suit to the County, and was, in general
matters, responsible like other Hundreds. It was governed by
English law or custom, except so far as that some of its members
came to be absorbed in the Walcheria of the Corbets of Caus, or
the exclusive jurisdiction set up by the same Corbets at Worthin.
These details belong however to a future page.—

At the earliest Assizes of which we have any full particulars,
the Hundred of Chirbury was duly represented. Among the Pleas of
the Crown, one murder, and one breach of the Assize of wine, were
reported. The Jurors had also two complaints against the Muni-
cipality of Shrewsbury :—Shrewsbury Market had been changed
from Sundays to Saturdays; and the Borongh neglected to observe
the Assize of cloth.

At the Assizes of 1221 I do not find any presentments for Chir-
bury Hundred, nor can I account for the omission.

A Patent of June 14, 1233, draws a curious distinction between
two parts of the Hundred of Chirbury, Offa’s Dyke being the line
of demarcation. The King enjoins the men of Chirberi Hundred,
on this side Offedich, to give heed to the Sheriff of Shropshire in
all matters which relate to the Hundred (that is, to the ordinary
jurisdiction of the Hundred). A second Writ enjoins the Con-
stable of Montgomery not to prevent the said men from so doing.
The inference is that the civil and military authorities were liable
to collision, and that the King wished to confine the Constable’s
civil power to the immediate vicinity of Montgomery.

The Inquisition of 1255 contains some important references to
Chirbury Hundred. Thomas Corbet’s great Manor of Worthin
had been withdrawn from the Hundred and exalted into a separate
jurisdiction. This had taken place immediately after the Eyre of
William de Eboraco and his Fellow-justices (November 1236).
The Pleas of the Hundred, as regarded the vill of Legh, had also
been usurped, and annexed to Corbet’s jurisdiction of Caus. The
vill of Aston-Kelmund having got into the possession of a former
Bishop of Hereford, its dues to the Honour of Montgomery had
become obsolete. At the present moment Prince Edward was not
only Lord of the Manor, but of the Hundred, of Chirbury, by gift
of his Father. The Inquest does not state the value of the Hun-
dred, apparently because the Prince paid no ferm for the same to
the Sheriff of Shropshire. The Bailiffs of Chirbury Hundred had,
and maintained, a customary right to hold Pleas of forbidden dis-

XI. 70
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TABLE OF THE DOMESDAY

Saxon Owner
esda; Domeeda; Domesda; Domesds;
Dg:me 7 “Tos'“l?" Tenant in Cs{ﬂte Mesne, or next,y Tenanta. Sub- ?I‘I:nntz
Cireberie . . . . . Rex Edwardus | Rogerius Comes...| ........ et N
Cirestoc. . . Seuuard . . ... Idem ........ o|Elward .. ...o000nens, 1 Waleis .
Lach..... ves|Leuric...... Idem .......... Godebold ..........o0] viuiian.
Lestune......|Seuuard.....{Idem .......... Rogerius filius Corbet....| iiiiiio.
Meritune { Bard - -} 1dem Robertus filius Corbet
wo++ | Aluric.. .., JTd6m - eene e . P
Mertuno ... .. |{ Gootow® S 1| tdom ... Eoclesia 8ti Ceddee. . . . . . Eluusrd .
Muletune ....| Godric..... |Idem .......... Elward .........
Mildetune . ... | Ertein ...... Idem...........|Ertein .....cooivvvue] covnnnnnn
Mildetune . . . . | Edric Salvage . {Idem .......... Robertus filius Corbet ...| .........
Seuuar. . ..
Muntgumeri®. . {Oslae ..... Tdem .......... {gﬁﬂ"“‘ fios Corbt. .|
Azor o oo uuard ........ .
Westune . . ...|Sexteini ..../Idem .......... RobertusﬂlmsCorbet... .........
Ristune...... Seuuard .....|Tdem .......... Elward . .........oc0] cvevninne
Roritune . . ... Eluwuard.....|Idem .......... Rogerius filius Corbet ... | Osulf .....
Roritune . . ... Alurie ......|Idem .......... Robertus filius Corbet . . .| Leuric ....
Picot, Rein-
Wrdine . ..... Morcar Comes |Idem .......... Rogerius filius Corbet . .4 |frid, Goisfrid,
Grento. ....
Udevertune . . . | Elmund . ....|Idem .......... Alward filius Elmundi .. .| «ceveenns
L4

* TABLE OF THE DOMESDAY

Domesday 2:;:'3";,1;;:"‘- mmmw_y Modern Hundred. Modern Name.
Achelai...... Eluuard . ....... 1 hide. |Cawrse ....... Ackley.
Benehale.....|«.......... eeo.| 7 hides. P 4
Cestelop ...ovf vovenevannennn 2 hides. | Montgomery ... | Castle Wright.
Dudeftune....| .......covnt 1 hide. Chirbury...... Dudson.

Edritune . ....| Roger Corbet ....| 1 hide. |[Cawrse....... Edderton.

Elchitun .. ...} «..oveiienannn 1 hide. Chirbury ...... Hokelton.

Estune ......| cevenvnnnnn.. 2 hides. | Montgomery ... | Upper and Lower Aston.

Etenhop .....) cvevniniienn, 1 hide. {Clun ..... ... Upper& Lower Edenhope.

Furtune ..... Roger Corbet . ... % hide. Cawrse ....... Forden.

Goseford . ....] «coiiiiiiiin 3  hides. ? 4

Heme ....... Roger Corbet ....| 8 hides. [Cawrse ...... . | Great and Little Hem.
Montgomery & Pied Hopton and Red

Hoptune.....| ..c.vevevann, 2 hides. Ca tgomery Hopton, or Hopto

B s eees Ucha and Hopton




HUNDRED OF WITENTREU.

b5

Domesday Foatures. D&mmy D?og" Modern Hundred. Modern Name.
LW'Ihmtreuf[ dred. Dus Eccl . . .

’ { sin. P b‘;—zer. Pr:;mze' }(Not given)| 258,b.1 | Chirbury......|Chirbury.
Siva........ eeeeeraean 5 hides. 259,b.1 |Cawrse .......|Church Stoke.
....................... 1} virgates 259,b.1 | Chirbury......|Lack.
Silva......ioaiiiiiial 1 hide. 256, b. 2 | Montgomery ... | Leighton.
Silva...... ceeasesrannes 1 hide. 266,a.1 | Chirbury......| Marrington.
111 Y P 2 hides. 253,a.1 | Chirbury...... Marton.
...... weiiieeeeeeeaeee.]| 1 virgate.| 269,b.1 | Chirbury...... 1(’{;;;3;95)
................ eeseess| 8 virgates| 269,b.1 | Chirbury......| Middleton.
......... eceesseesssse.| 8 virgates| 256,a.1 | Chirbury......|Middleton.

. Chirbury.....
Castrum.......occ00nnnn. 652§ hides. 264,a. 1 {Montgomery .| Montgomery.®
....... teeecesesosessns| 1} hides. 256,a.1 | Chirbury...... | Priest-Weston.
Silva ........... eeresess| 8 hides. 259,b.1 | Chirbury...... Rhiston.
Silva. Dimidia Hais ....... 1 virgate. | 255, b.2 | Ohirbury......|Rorrington.
Silva. Dimidia Haia ...... .| 1 virgate.| 266,a. 1 |Chirbury......|Rorrington.
x1xx Berewiche. 1 Molini . Chirbury..... .
Siva. mm Haim........ 144 biden. | 266,0.3 |{Forg. ;0 | Worthin
Presbiter. Molinum ....... 8 hides. 259, b.1 | Chirbury......| Wotherton.
85% hides.
CHATELLANY OF MONTGOMERY.*
Dimesdsyr | ey eoeny | Poiimesy | Modern Hundred. Modern Name.
Horseford . . . . | Roger Corbet 4 hide. ? P
Mulitame .. ..[ ... ... “ee 8 hides. | Montgomery .. .| Mellington.
Muntgumeri . . | (In Demesne) .| 8 hides. |Montgomery ... Montgomery.
Stantune .... | ........ ... 7 hides. ?
Staurecote . . . | Roger Corbet 1 hide. 4
Torneberie . . . | Roger Corbet 1 hide. Cawrse ....... Thornebuﬁ
Tlestanesmude | . ............. 8 hides. |Cawrse ....... Wolston Mynd.
Urbetune . . . . | Roger Corbet 1 hide. |Cawrse .......| Wrobbeton.
Wadelestun . .| .............. 8 hides. ? P
Walecote ....| ......covnnnnn 1 hide. | Chirbury...... Walcot.
Westune . ... | Roger Corbet 8 hides. |Cawrse ....... %g&y&s:ﬁg;‘or

: 504 hides

—

—
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tress! Several other questions mooted at this Inquest, will appear
under the particular localities concerned.

At the Assizes of January 1256, William le Bedel, Chief Bailiff,
and 12 Jurors of the Hundred of Chirbury, were in due attendance
at Shrewsbury. Among other things they reported Griffin ap We-
nunwen (Prince of Powys) and the Prior of Chirbury, as Free-
holders in their district, and as absent on the present occasion.

At the Assizes of 1272, Eynon Wendut appeared as Chief Bailiff
of Chirbury Hundred. Among the 12 Jurors were Richard fitz
Elyas, Lewelin fitz Ygel, Roger Brode, and Richard fitz Provost,
whose tenures I cannot discover. Among the Defaulters were Ri-
chard Reven, Yarworth Vachan, Simon Wauhn, Dakyn de eAdem
(sic), David fitz Simon, Tudur fitz Madok, William Tudur, Richard
Gille, William Vireli, Philip ab Yarworth, Yarworth fitz John, Re-
ginald de Warklowe, Henry de Sned, Robert ab Houel, and Wyn
Coly ;—most of them, I imagine, Welshmen, who at this Epoch
had thrown up their English tenements and allegiance, in deference
to the policy and attitude assumed by their native Prince.

The Inquest of Chirbury Hundred, taken November 28, 1274,
relates rather to sundry abstractions of the feudal services due to
the Barony of Montgomery, than to the civil state of the Hundred.
However, the whole district and all its affairs must have been in a
disorganized condition, for we are not only told of several vills,
which were actually occupied by Lewellyn, but it is stated that a
third part of the Barony of Caus, viz. all that lay between the
Camlad and the Severn (infer Kelemet et Sabrinam), was in the
hands of that Prince.?

At the Assizes of 1292, David de Stocton, as Chief Bailiff, at-
tended with 12 Jurors of Chirbury Hundred. Their presentments
related chiefly to the encroachments and subtractions of the Corbets
of Caus, the details of which will appear under the localities con-
cerned. At this time the Hundred of Chirbury, that is the Juris-
diction, was deemed an appurtenance of Montgomery Castle. Both
were in the Crown, and in the custody of Bogo de Knovill.

! Rot. Hundred. I1. pp. 60, 61. 3 Rot. Hundred. I1. pp. 89, 90.
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Chirbury,

Tais Manor, successively the Caput of Witentreu, and of Chir-
bury, Hundreds, is thus described in Domesday.—Ipse Comes tenet
Cireberie. Rex Edwardus tenuit. In dominio sunt 1111 caruce;
et xu1 Villani cum Preeposito habent v carucas. Ibi vii Bovarii,
Ibi due Hicclesiee cum Presbytero, qui habet unam carucam. Huic
Manerio pertinet Witetreu Hundred’. Tempore Regis Edwardi erat
Wasta. Modo valet xv solidos.}

There is some probability that after Domesday (1086), and before
Earl Roger’s death (1093-4), one Gilbert de Salnerville obtained a
grant of Chirbury from that Earl. At all events King Henry I,
confirming the possessions of Shrewsbury Abbey in 1120, includes
‘“ the tithe of Cireberia which Gislebert de Salnervill had bestowed
on the Abbey when Earl Roger, that man of good memory, and
that honour to the realm, was buried.”” My doubt about the rele-
vance of this passage is grounded on the facts that, before the time
of this Confirmation, Chirbury had reverted to the Crown, and that
Shrewsbury Abbey does not, at any later period, appear with any
tithes in the district. The Manor of Chirbury was probably held
by the descendants of Baldwin de Bollers till the Honour of Mont-
gomery was dismembered by King Henry III. Being then resumed
by the Crown, it became a Royal Borough, but its contiguity to, and
connection with, Montgomery, lessened its individual importance.

In 1249 the Manor of Cherebyr’ together with Rhiston and
Chirston (i. e. Church Stoke) was assessed 5 merks to a Royal Tal-
lage,® whilst the Prior of Chirbury paid 4 merks to an Aid contem-
porarily assessed on the Religious Houses of Shropshire. In 12564
the Manor of Montgomery was assessed 10 merks, and Chirbury,
Riston, and Chirston, were assessed 6 merks, to a Royal tallage.
In 1255 the Manor of Chirbury, then held by Prince Edward, was
valued at £13. 0s. 4d. per annum, and it was accounted Royal de-
mesne. The following persons held various feoffments in the Manor
under grants of former Lords of Montgomery, or of Deputy-Stewards
of that Honour.—Jorn ritz Ricaarp of Chirbury held half a vir-

! Domesday, fo. 253, b. 1. 3 This Tallage of 1249 was never paid.
xI. ]
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gate under a grant by Stephen de Bollers. His rent was 6d. to the
Lords of Montgomery. He owed suit thrice yearly to the Court of
Montgomery. He was bound to provide an attendant on the hunt-
ing expeditions of the said Lords or their Bailiffs, thrice yearly.
He also owed a week’s castle-guard at Montgomery in time of war.
Wiruiam r17z Ricaarp of Chirbury held half a virgate. His rent
was 16d. He owed services in respect of Castle-guard and hunting
expeditions, as the last Tenant: but his suit-of-court was due to
Chirbury Hundred. He was also bound to convey Writs any-
whither in Shropshire for the Lords of Montgomery. HokL ar
Apam of Chirbury held a noke. His only services were Suits of
Court, thrice yearly to Montgomery, and thrice yearly to Chirbury
Hundred. He was non-attendant at the Inquest of 1255. WavLTER
r1rz CeciLy of Chirbury held two messuages. Rent 24. Hunting
services as above.—RicHarD CLERk of Chirbury held 4 acres of
land, a meadow, and a messuage. Rent 2d. There were also 23
burgages in Chirbury. They were held by rents of 9d. each, pay-
able to the Lords of Montgomery. Godescall de Maghelines, while
Bailiff, or Castellan, of Montgomery (1223-1227) had created these
tenures.!

In 1249 and 1281 I find mention of a local Provost of Chirbury.
One Roger, “Provost of Chirbury,” attended Inquests in those
years as a common Juror. Roger le Budell who precedes him on the
list of 1281 was probably an Officer of the Hundred. I omit here
to mnotice several tenures in the Manor of Chirbury, because the
Tenants will recur as having more important holdings elsewhere.

CHIRBURY PRIORY.

Towards the close of the 12th century, and in the reign either of
Henry II. or Richard I. Robert de Buthlers, Lord of Montgomery,
placed a Convent of Augustine Monks at Snead, then a member of
his Manor of Church Stoke. It was probably under the same
auspices, and very soon after its first organization, that this frater-
nity migrated to Chirbury, the Advowson of which constituted the
richest part of its original endowment. Baldwin de Buthlers and
William de Courtenay, the succeeding Lords of Montgomery, were
no friends to this establishment. We hear nothing of it during
their sra, but how they oppressed it. In 1224 the Canons appealed
to Henry III,, then Lord of Montgomery, for redress. Hence a
Writ of March 25, addressed by the young King to Hubert Hose

! Rot. Hundred. Vol. II. p. 60.
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and Godescall de Maghelines, his local Deputies, who had forwarded
to Court the results of an Inquest, whereby it had been discovered
that “ Robert de Bruillers had sometime given a virgate and 4 acres
of land, in pure alms, to the aforesaid Prior, which land the Prior
and Convent had held for the life of the said Robert ;—that after
Robert’s death, Baldwin, his son (Query brother) and heir, had dis-
seized them ; that they had recovered their seizin, and had held the
land till their second ejectment by William de Courtenay, since which
they had been excluded therefrom.” The King not being at pre-
sent competent (by reason of his nonage) to secure the Canons a
seizin in perpetuity, orders them a seizin during pleasure of the
premises.!

The next year, the King was himself at issue with the Prior of
Chirbury about certain assarts, made, and proposed to be made, by
the said Prior at Snead. An Inquest, taken at Montgomery, be-
fore the Bishops of Salisbury and Chichester, and the evidence given
thereat by men of the Hundred of Montgomery, induced the King
to give way on all points. On April 28, 1225, he addresses Godescall
de Maghelines accordingly, and tells him that, if any new quarrel
had arisen between him and the Prior, he was to report particulars
to the Court, “ when the King would put all to right, as he might
think expedient.”?

On July 28, 1227, King Henry III. expedited a Charter to Chir-
bury Priory. He first confirms a recent agreement, made between
Prior Philip and the Parson of Montgomery relative to certain paro-
chial questions which belong to another page of our narrative. The
Charter then proceeds to give the Prior 11 acres in Sneth (Snead),
near the land held by William fitz Eygun, in exchange for the land
of the old hermitage, which was near the King’s new Castle of Mont-
gomery, and which the Canons had hitherto enjoyed under a grant
of Robert de Buelers. Further, the King allows the Prior to de-
pasture, in the Royal pastures of Montgomery, 50 mares with their
foals, and 100 cows with their calves ; —the foals and calves to be re-
movable at the ages of two and three years respectively. He also
allows free pasturage for all the oxen of the Prior’s teams, and for
all sheep and swine of the Prior’s demesnes at Chirbury and Sneth,
and for all animals of the Prior’s tenants at Chirbury and Sneth,
save and except within the King’s enclosures. For this the Prior
and Convent renounced a general concession of common pasture
which they had had from Robert de Boulers.?

1-2 Rot. Claus. 1. 689 ; II. 84. 3 Rot. Chart. 11 Hen. IIL,, p. 2, m. 6.
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On Sept. 27, 1227, the King concedes to the Prior and Canons the
tithes of pannage of the woods of Montgomery, and the tithes of
Montgomery Mill, which (woods and mills) were in the Parish of
St. Michael of Chirbury. Thomas de Haye (then Constable of
Montgomery) had the King’s orders to allow the Prior to take the
said tithes.!

A Deed which will have passed soon after the above Charters is
worth transcribing.—Sciant presentes et futuri quod ego, Hugo
filius Hugonis de Widenerton dedi &c. Philippo Priori de Chirberi,
in escambium pro quodam messuagio quod mihi dederunt (Canonici) de
Curid Ricardi Persone, in Chirbiri, scilicet inter pomerium nostrum
et messuagium Martini Capellani et Sokemer, unum messuagium in
eddem Chirbiri, inter Cimilerium et ostium Prioris ;—tenendum et
habendum in feodo, &c., nil reddendo, quia ego et heredes servicium
acquietabimus. Hiis testibus, Henrico et * * * * Capellanis, Thomd
Jilio Wither, Willielmo de Merstun, Willielmo de Mulestune, Eus-
tackio clerico.®

In 1242, King Henry III., through the Sheriff of Shropshire,
presented a donum of 100s. to the Canons of Cherebir’. In 1250,
the Prior of Chirbury stands on the Pipe-Roll, as having been
amerced 40s., pro injustd detencione. The cause of this will appear
under Shelve. In 1253, the Prior of Chirbury is entered on the Pipe-
Roll as owing 5 merks for his quota of the Aid levied on the King’s
transfretation into Gascony. In 1254, the Sheriff had paid, by Royal
Order, 75s., for carriage of 60 oak-trees from the King’s woods in
the Bailiwick of Montgomery to Chirbury Priory. I presume the
Canons were increasing their Conventual buildings under Royal
auspices.

At the Inquest of 1255, the Jurors for Chirbury Hundred found
that “the Prior of Chirburi had four carucates of land in the
Manor of Chirburi by gift of Robert de Bulers, in pure and per-
petual almoign.”® In Easter Term, 1271, the Prior of Chirbury
was prosecuting John Bernard, William de Lake, William, son of
Hugh le Vileyn, and others, for having come vi ef armis to the
Prior’s house in Shrewsbury, and for having insulted his Brother
Canons, and for having carried away his goods to the value of
100s. The cause was adjourned, but I cannot find its renewal or
settlement.

! Rot. Claus. Vol.'IL. p. 201. 3 Rot. Hundred. I1. 60.
? Cartee Miscellanes in Curid Augmen- 4 Placita, Pasch. Tm., 55 Hen. III., m.
tationum. 19 dorso.
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In 1272, Anian, Bishop of St. Asaph, requests John, Bishop of
Hereford, to enjoin the Prior of Chirbury to restore the Vill of
Kilkewyd to the Rectors of Pole (Welshpool), Bettws (Bettws
Cedewen), and Aberriw (Berriew), which Rectors had formerly held
the said vill.! About this time, “ Brother Geoffrey, Prior of Chirbury,
and his Convent, give to Nicholas Brusebon® two cultures and 2}
acres of land in the field of Montgomery called Witbemoresfeld, for
an annual rent of 6d. Witnesses,—William fitz Baldwin, Walter
de Hokelton, Alexander fitz Philip, Baldwin fitz Philip, William
Gage (Query, Sage), Walter Chaplain, and John Heremor.” The
* Deed mentions the River Severn, the vill of Landussel, and ad-
jacent lands of William fitz Baldwin and William fitz Brun. The
Legend round the Seal is S. GaLrrr Prioris pg Cirresur’d

By Deed, dated at London on May 18, 1281, “the Prior and
Canons of Chyrebury and of Sneth” concede to Roger de Mor-
timer a full participation in all the spiritual benefits of their house,
and undertake to keep an anniversary on the day of his obit (when-
ever that should happen), and to bestow on the said day, towards
the pittance of their convent, a sum of 5s., issuing out of their Mill
near Caldemore, on the Severn ; or, in default, to pay 20s. towards
the fabric of Hereford Cathedral. This was in consideration of a
right which Mortimer had conceded to the Canons, viz. to make
and to attach a stank in the land of Hoydelouclaf. The Deed makes
mention of “ Roger de Mortimer’s father, Ralph, and of his mother,
Gladosa.”* On this transaction I should remark that it occurs just
two years after Mortimer had obtained from Edward I. a grant of
the Welsh provinces of Kerry and Cedewen. The acquisition made
Mortimer a neighbour in some sort of the Chirbury Canons.

On May 21, 1281, the Prior and Convent of Chirbury obtained
King Edward’s license to remove back to Snede, where, says the
Patent, “ their possession and devotion had first originated.” The
change was not to diminish ought from those spiritual benefits
and services which were due to the souls of such persons as rested
at Chirbury : nor were any of the Brethren’s rights at Chirbury to
diminish, because of their removal. The reason of this change was
that the Ministry of the Brethren had been in many ways inter-
rupted during their residence at Chirbury.® We may presume that

! Liber Ruber Assavensis, fo. 21-b. The | mentioned before (Vol. IL. pp. 43, 44).
word which I venture to write Recfors is 3 Transcript by T. F. Dukes, Esq.
represented in the MS. by the letter R. 4 Harl. M8. 1240, fo. xli.

3 The Grantee in this Deed has been | 5 Monasticon, VI. 680; Num. i,
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their desire for change was removed by the pacification of the
Borders which followed the Conquest of Wales. At all events we
know that King Edward’s license was not acted upon.

In October 1285, Chirbury Priory was visited by Bishop Swin-
field. On the 26th of that month he writes to the Prior from
Bishop’s Castle, and says that many things which he had observed
at his late visit were displeasing to him. He forbids such free ac-
cess of strangers within the Monastery, and insists that all the
members of the fraternity shall be Regulars. A second Letter of
Bishop Swinfield, dated June 17, 1286, and addressed to the Prior
of Chirbury, shows that the Convent was still in a state of great -
insubordination, notwithstanding the former censure. The Brethren
were as the Bishop had heard, tam vani, litigiosi, garruli, vagi, et
profugi super terram, gquod nec Deo nec Priori, neglectd regularis
observantid discipline, obediunt ut deberent. The Prior is to reduce
his Canons to order, and, if opposed, to send the names of the dis-
affected to the Bishop, who promises forthwith to adopt such mea-
sures of castigation and expulsion as he shall deem expedient for
the spiritual good of the Convent and the peace of other folk. And
lastly, the Prior is reminded that when the Bishop visited the Priory
“ he ordered these things and some others to be amended.”? On
November 24, 1288, Bishop Swinfield again visited Chirbury Priory.
I have already alluded to the business which brought him into these
parts on the said occasion.? The boundary of his own Diocese was
rather in question than the economy of Chirbury Priory.

In a Charter of October 1289, Bishop Swinfield confirmed the
Priory in its right to certain great tithes in that very district of
Gordwr, the Diocesan supremacy over which had previously been
disputed between himself and the Bishop of St. Asaph. On this
occasion Swinfield commends the Convent of Chirbury for its piety,
charity, and hospitality. In May 1290, Swinfield, again visiting
his Diocese, was entertained on two days (the 6th and 7th) by the
Prior of Chirbury.® The Bishop came hither from Alberbury, and
passed on to Bishop’s Castle.

The Valor of 1291 enumerates the Prior of Chirbury’s posses-
sions and income as follows.*—

Chirbury ;—a carucate of land, nettxng yearly .. .£013 4

Chirbury ;—rents . . ... . 06 8

Egge ;—half a carucate of land nettmg .. ... 06 8
! Swinfleld Register, fo. 50-b. 3 Swinfleld's Household Roll, p. 81.

2 Supra, Vol. VII. p. 87. ¢ Pope Nich. Tazation, pp. 162, 163.
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Mokelewyk (Mucklewick) ;—assized rents . 015 0
Husinton (Hyssington) ;—assized rents . .. 0 60
Chircstok (Churchstoke) ;—assized rents . . . 018 0
Caldemore, in Montgomery Parish ;—two carumtee 1 6 8
Little Weston ;—assized rents . e e 0 7 6
Eccele (Hagley) ;—assized rents 0 6 0
Annual profits on nine brood-mares 013 6

Total (according to the Record)! . . . . .£518 4

In October 1292, the Prior of Chirbury was subjected to a pro-
cess of Quo Waranto as to his title to the Manor of Sneth, or
Snead, where, it will be remembered, the Priory originally stood.
The Attomey for the Crown alleged that King John had been
seized, in demesne as of fee, of the said Manor. The Prior denied
this, and obtained the general verdict, “ that his present tenure of
the Manor was founded on a better title than the King’s claim.”®

In the year 1299, Adam, Prior of Chirbury, * worn out with
age, and suffering grievously from ill-health,” resigned his office
into the hands of Bishop Swinfield.?

We may now pass to the Valor of 15845, when Oliver Mid-
dulton, Prior of Chirbury, rendered an account of the income and
expenditure of his House, of which the following is an abstract.—

Rents AND FerMs.—Snead, £5; Hyssington, £1. 1s.; Mont.
gomery, £4.; Tyretref,* 6s. 84.; Shrewsbury, 1s. 4d. ; Priest Wes-
ton, 9s.; Marton and Stockton, 2s.; Heychley (Hagley), 84
Duddiston, 12d.

DeMesNes.—At Snead, £1. 14s. 44. ; at Chirbury and elsewhere,
£3. 18s. 10d.

Sum total of Temporalities, £16. 14s. 10d.

CorN AND Hay Tiraes.—Marton, £3 ; Wilmington, £2; Wood-
deton (Wotherton), £1. 13s. 4d.; Stockton, £1; Priest Weston,
£1. 8s. 4d.; Marrington, 15s. ; Heccalton (Hokelton), £1 ; Wal-
cot, £1; Chirbury, 10s.; Winsbury and Dudson, £5. 10s. 8d.;
Timbirth, 2s. ; Rorrington, 4s.; Middleton, 13s. 4d.

OsLaTIONS at the several shrines of Saints in the Parish Churches
of the Prior’s Advowson, £5. 12s. 10d.

Smart Titues, of wool, lamb, geese, &c., £5.

Tiraes or CuapeLries.—Forden Chapel, £13. 6s. 84.; Hys-

1 Theitems really amount to £5. 19s. 4d. 4 Tiertrév, I presume ;—a Manor which
2 Quo Waranto, p. 680. at this time involved the Townships of
3 Swinfield Register, fo. 126-b. Castlewright and Aston.
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sington Chapel, £5. 18s. 4d.; Snead Chapel, £2; the Chapel of
St. Mary’s Well (Sanctee Marie de Fonte), 8s.; Churchstoke Cha-
pel, £20. '
Sum total of Spiritualities, £70. 12s. 6d.
The Gross income of the Priory was therefore £87. 7s. 4d., from
which the following permanent outgoings were to be deducted.—
To the King, quitrents on divers lands, including 5s. on

lands in Churchstoke. . . . . .£411 8
Fee to the Seneschal of Chirbury Hundred . .1 00
Fee to the Bailiff and Receiver of the Priory 2 6 8
Pension to the Vicar of Chirbury . . . . 9 6 8
Archdeacon’s Procurations . . 1 82
Bishop’s triennial Procurations, averagmg yearly . . 116 6%
Pension to the Preecentor of Wenlock . . . .. 010 0

Total . . . £20 18 8}

The Net Income of Chirbury Priory, shortly before the Dissolu-
tion, was therefore £66. 8s. 74d. per annum.

In 28 Henry VIIL (1536-7), the Ministers’ Accounts furnish
another estimate of the gross income of the late Prior. The items
" are arranged and combined in a way different to that employed in
the Valor, and a total of £92. 14s. 1d. is the result. The excess
over the former estimate is only £5. 6s. 9d.; but that difference
is increased by £5. 12s. 104., inasmuch as the Oblations reckoned
in the Valor are not included in the Ministers’ Accounts. The par-
ticular discrepancies or agreements of these two estimates will fur-
nish matter of obeervation elsewhere. Here I should notice that
the rents and ferms of Snead stand at £5 in both accounts ; as also
do the receipts from Tyretiff, viz. 6s. 84.: but in the Ministers’
Accounts the Seite and Demesne lands of the late Priory stand as
worth £9. 15s. 4d. per annum ; and an item of £1. 2s. 84., arising
from lands and tenements at Mykelwyk, is altogether suppressed in
the Valor.

CHURCH OF ST. MICHAEL OF CHIRBURY.

Domesday, as we have seen, reckons two Churches and one Priest
among the adjuncts of the Manor of Chirbury. I can have no
hesitation in suggesting that one of these Churches was at Church
Stoke, and that it was a mere affiliation of the greater foundation
at Chirbury. The ancient Parish of Chirbury was indeed enormous.
With the exception of Worthin, it probably included the whole of
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the Domesday Hundred of Witentren. Thus, not only Church
Stoke, but the various Churches and Chapels which have at any
time been founded at Montgomery, Snead, Forden, and Hyssington,
were originally affiliations of the Church of St. Michael. This
great Advowson was part of the endowment which Robert de Bullers,
Lord of Montgomery, bestowed on Chirbury Priory. This was
probably in the reign of Henry II., or of Richard I.

Between the years 1219 and 1227, William, Rector of Mont-
gomery, was at issue with Philip, Prior of Chirbury, about the
Chantry! of the newly built Church of Montgoinery, and about
their respective interests in regard to the Burial of the Dead. At
this time three-fourths of the Rectory of Chirbury seems to have
been appropriated to the Priory; the remaining fourth was held by
one Richard, as Parson or Co-Rector. Such a division indicates the
original Church to have been Collegiate, and suggests that the ap-
propriation of all its Portions was in process, but not yet complete.
In the above dispute with the Rector of Montgomery, Richard, the
Co-Rector of Chirbury, of course sided with the Prior. The parties
came to an agreement, which appears to have gone much further
than the immediate matter of difference, and, in short, to have ea-
tablished the Church of Montgomery in a position of relative inde- -
pendence. Hugh Foliot, then Bishop of Hereford, ratified this
agreement in a Charter of which the following is the substance.—

Hugo Foliot, §c., Noveritis quod hec composicio facta (est) inter
Philippum Priorem et Conventum de Chyrebury, et Ricardum, Per-
sonam quarte partis Ecclesie de Chyrebury, ex und parte, et Wil-
lielmum Personam de Novo Mongomery ex alterd, super Cantarid
Ecclesie efusdem de novo constructe et sepulturd mortuorum ibidem,
videlicet, quod Ecclesia (de Mongomery), sine contradictione Prioris,
propriam habeat Personam, quem Rex presentabit perpetuo.—Ec-
clesia fontes habeat et sepulturam, §c., cum omni jure quo matrices
ecclesie utuntur. Persona (de Mungomery) reddet Ecclesie de Chire-
bury 30 solidos annuatim pro composicione oblacionum guas Ecclesia
de Chirebury percipiebat quondam de Parochianis de Mungomery ;
et sit pena dimidia marca, Priori solvenda, pro quolibet termino in
quo Persona a solucione 15 solidorum cessabit. Persona (de Mun-
gomery) etiam reddet dimidium principalis legati de totd Parochid
de Mungomery, qualitercunque fuerit legatum, tam infra quam extra
Castellum ; et hoc Clerici et Capellani ministrantes in Ecclesid de
Mungomery et Plrsona se servaturos jurabunt coram Episcopo.

By the word CAantry I here understand the right to perform the services in general.

XI. 9
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Licebit Priori, sine reclamacione Persone, recipere corpora libere-
tenencium de Parochid de Mungomery, salvo jure Ecclesie de Mun-
gomery. This agreement was ratified by Bishop Foliot in the pre-
sence of Thomas, Dean of Hereford ;' R.,? Treasurer of Hereford ;
8.,% Archdeacon of Salop; Thomas,* Preecentor of Hereford ; Master
William Platun; R., a Canon; Robert, the Bishop’s Chaplain;
Master R. de Bukehull; and Godefrid, Clerk. Also, King Henry
II1., as Patron of Montgomery Church, sanctioned the whole pro-
ceedings by a Charter of July 23, 1227.5

In 1255 the Jurors of the Hundred valued Chirbury Church at
40 merks. ¢ The Prior had it,” they said, “in propriis usibus by
gift of Robert de Buler.”

The dispute as to boundaries of the two Dioceses of Hereford and
St. Asaph has been more than once alluded to. The boundaries of
Chirbury Parish and the Prior’s appropriate rights were, as a matter
of course, involved. The result, favourable to Hereford, is partly
seen at this day; for all that portion of Montgomeryshire which
lies in the present Parishes of Snead, Church Stoke, and Hyssing-
ton, was thus retained in the Diocese of Hereford.

On Saturday May 6, 1290, Richard Swinfield, Bishop of Here-
ford, visited the Parish Church of Chirbury. On the next day the
Bishop dedicated the said Church.® The reason of this second con-
secration (for it can have been nothing else) of the two Churches of
Alberbury and Chirbury, it is not easy to give. Perhaps the Bishop
was anxious to multiply the exercise of his functions in a district
which had recently been invaded by another Prelate.

The Taxation of 1291 places the Church of Chirbury in the
Deanery of Pontesbury, the Archdeaconry of Salop, and the Diocese
of Hereford. Its reputed value (£30 per annum) must be taken for
the Rectory. The Precentor of Wenlock Priory had also a Pension
of 10s. in the Church;? a circumstance which might be assigned
with equal probability to any one out of a dozen causes. Conjecture
is, in such cases, vain.

This Z'azation, I should observe, assigns a distinct valuation of
£5 to the Chapel of Husynton, which it places in the same Deanery
of Pontesbury.8

! Thomas de Bosbury (1218-1231). ton, as Archdeacon of Salop, between 1219

2 The Lists give Elias de Radnor as | and 1227 (supra, Vol. IIL p. 836).
Treasurer of Hereford from 1217 to 1280 4 Thomas Foliot.

(sce Hardy's Le Neve, Vol. I. p. 488). 5 Rot. Chart. 11 Hen. IIL., p. 2, m. 6.

The date 1217 is probably incorrect. ¢ Swinfield's Household Roll, pp.81,82
3 Simon sucoeeded Nicholas de Ham- 7-8 Pope Nich. Taxation, pp. 166,167
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In 1341, the Assessors of the Ninth, quoting the Zazation of
" Chirbury Church as one of £30, reduced it to a levy of £9. 13s. 4d.
for the present occasion. The reason of the reduction was because
the Prior of Chirbury’s Rectorial Glebe, being 4 carucates of land,
and in the holding of 20 Tenants, constituted £8 of the Church-
Tazation ; because also a greater part of the Parish was out of the
County and in Wales; because also many Tenants were going dbout
begging, and their poverty had thrown 200 acres of land out of
cultivation; because, lastly, the greater sum, or Church-Tazation,
included small-tithes, altarages, and other emoluments, which had
nothing to do with an estimate of the ninth of wheat, wool, and
lamb, produced in the Parish.! '

The Valor of 15845 estimates the hay and corn-tithes receivable
by the Prior of Chirbury from 14 vills, at £18. 11s. 84d. per annum.
These fourteen vills exactly correspond with the modern Parish of
Chirbury. Add the small-tithes (£5) and the tithes of Hyssington
Chapel (£5. 13s. 4d.), as recorded in the Valor, and we have a total
of £29. 5s.; which total seems, in the Ministers’ Accounts of 1536-7,
to be represented by a sum of £31. 6s. 10d., the annual value of
Chirbury Rectory. As to the Vicarage, held by John Middulton,
the Valor mentions it in two places as only endowed with a fixed
pension of £9. 6s. 8d. payable by the Prior of Chirbury. This in-
come was chargeable with £1. 7s. 10d. for the Procurations of the
Archdeacon of Salop.?

EARLY INCUMBENTS.

Ricuarp, probably the last of the Co-Rectors or Portioners of
Chirbury, occurs between 1219 and 1227. A Deed already quoted,
speaks of his Curia or Rectorial residence, which it seems was then
at the disposal of the Priory. Probably Richard was deceased at
the time, and his Portion appropriated.

Jomnx, Vicar of Chirbury, occurs in 1289, and again on October
13, 1295, when Richard le Croon of Burghton, and Margaret his
wife, give him 60 acres in Espes, with warranty for themselves and
the heirs of Margaret. For this, the Fine quoted states the Vicar
to have paid £20.

RicuARD DE CHIRBURY, Priest, was presented to the Vicarage on
March 6, 1308, by the Prior and Convent of Chirbury. He died
in 1349 (probably of the pestilence).

1 Ingwis. Nonarum, p. 186. 2 Valor Eecles. 111. 213.
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On July 21, 1349,—
Sie Gervase DE CHIRsTOK, Priest, was instituted at the pre-
sentation of the same Patrons.

Siz Priuir OkEy, was instituted Dec. 18, 1379, and occurs as
Vicar in 1386.

MEMBERS OF CHIRBURY.

The Domesday hidage of Chirbury is not given. We cannot
therefore say whether its area, as a Manor, was great or small.
There are a number of vills, not identified in Domesday, but which
must be considered to have been either members of Chirbury, or .
else members of the Chatellany of Montgomery, called by some
other name than that which they now bear. I do not pretend to
distinguish between these two classes of vills. I will notice some of
them here, and ‘some of them under Montgomery.—

SrockroN and TimBirrH. These two places are parochially
members of Chirbury, and so in Shropshire. Though one stands
1# miles north, and one 1} miles south, of Chirbury, both were
anciently held by the same Zenants-in-capite. Of these Tenants I
have the following particulars.—

At the Assizes of 1203, Matilda, widow of Roger de Stocton,
sued one David, a Clerk, for her dower, viz. a third of 3 virgates in
Stocton. David proved himself not to be the heir of Roger, so the
cause was adjourned till Matilda could procure the attendance of
the real heir, who was in Ireland. In 1240, we have David de
Stocton as holding a fourth part of a knight’s-fee in Tonebur’ (or
Chinebur’) and in Stokton. He held de baronid de Mungumery,!
that is in the escheated part thereof. In 1249-50, David de Stock-
ton and Amicia his wife occur in a Lawsuit which I shall notice
under Wilmington, but it is very doubtful whether this David was
identical with the David of 1240; for Roger de Smethcote, deceased
in April 1258, held Tynebur’ and Stocton, by service of providing
two equipped archers at Montgomery for 15 days (in wartime).
Of Roger de Smethcote I have spoken fully under Smethcott.? The
Chirbury Hundred-Roll of 1255 makes Philip (his son and heir) to
be Lord of ZTimiburt and Stocton.— Timibirt is half a hide, and
Stocton is half a hide, and Philip de Smethekote holds them for
one-fifth of a knight’s-fee, and does ward at Montgemery Castle
15 days for Timiburt, and 8 days for Stocton; but the men of Ti-

} Testa de Nevill, pp. 45, 48, 60. * Supra, Vol. VI. p. 2562.
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miburt have to victual the Guards (of Montgomery), and three men
of Timiburt and one man of Stocton do suit throughout the year to
Chirbury Hundred ; and both vills have to accompany the Lords of
Montgomery in hunting, thrice yearly.’””? David and Hoel de Stoc-
ton, Jurors at this very Inquest, were Undertenants either of Philip
de Smethcote in Stockton, or of the Lords of Wilmington in Wil-
mington. I can trace nothing more of the Smethcotes, as Mesne-
Lords of Timbirth and Stockton, neither can I say by whom they
were succeeded ; save that in 1346 John de Stokton and certain
Coparceners were responsible for an 4id assessed on that fourth part
of a Knight’s-fee in Stokton and Tuneburth which had once (in
1240) been held by David de Stokton.

Of the Undertenants in Stockton and Timbirth, the family which
took its name from the former place will recur to our notice under
‘Walcot and under Wilmington. Eynon de Tunebd who occurs on
a Montgomery Jury in 1250 was perhaps of Timbirth.

WirinerRE. This member of Chirbury probably lay east of
Chirbury itself and on the opposite bank of the Camlad. The
bridge which I take to have conmected the two vills is still called
Whittre Bridge; otherwise the vill of Witingtre is lost. It was
probably the place where the folkmote of the Hundred assembled in
Saxon times; so that the change from Witentreu Hundred to Chir-
bury Hundred was little more than a change of name.

The vill of Witingtre was given, probably by King Henry I., be-
fore he founded the Honour of Montgomery, to the Ancestor of the
Mores, and it constituted thenceforth part of the Serjeantry by
which the Mores held Long Stanton and More. It appears that
Roger de la More, who lived in the reigns of John and Henry III.,
alienated Witingtre to one Philip Colebelt. In 1247 this estate
was estimated to be 2 virgates, and to be worth 20s. per annum.?
In 1251 Robert de Witintre, Philip Colebelt’s heir, was holding it
under Roger de la More (II).3

The Chirbury Hundred Roll of 1255 says that ¢ Wititre is half
a hide, and Robert de Wititre holds it of Roger de la More for 5s.
6d. (rent), and does suit to Chirbury Hundred, and victuals the
Castle-guards of Montgomery.# Robert de Wititre did not himself
attend the Inquest at which this statement was made. He was,
says the Record, infirm.* He had however, as I find elsewhere,
attended local Inquests in 1249 and 1251. T cannot explain why

! Rot. Hundred. 11. 60. 4 Rot. Hundred. Vol. IL. p. 60,
33 Testa de Nevill, pp. 58, 69. & Tbidem, page 61.
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an intermediate Inquest of June 1250 was attended by William de
Wititre : nor can I be sure how Robert, son of William de Whitre,
who occurs in December 1271, was related to the former Robert.
He was then suing Ralph Sprenghose and others for disseizing him
of a tenement in Whitre. ,

At the Assizes of 1272, Richard Clerk of Whytetre was one of
the Jurors for Chirbury Hundred ; as was Robert de Quittre at the
Assizes of 1292. This second Robert de Wititre, or Whytre, occurs
on other Juries of the years 1290, 1301, and 1316.

Church-Stoke,

Ehward tenet Cirestoc. Siuuard tenuit, et liber fuit. Ibi v hide
geldabiles. Terra est vi1 carucis. Ibi unus Waleis habet 1 caru-
cam. Silva ibi centum porcis incrassandis. Valuit x solidos ; modo
Lx1 denarios.!

As a Parish, Churchstoke now lies chiefly in Montgomeryshire,

"partly in the Hundred of Caurse, partly in that of Montgomery.
A portion of the Parish still remains in the Shropshire Hundred
of Chirbury. This portion consists of the townships of Rhiston
and Brompton, the former of which constituted a distinct Manor
at the time of Domesday.

Of Alward, or Elward, son of Elmund, I have spoken more
than once on former occasions.? The general rule is, that what he
held under Earl Roger at Domesday became afterwards an escheat,
and was mostly annexed by Henry I. to the Honour of Montgo-
mery. That Churchstoke thus escheated to the Crown there can
be no doubt ; but I think that it may be rather said to have been
annexed to the Manor of Chirbury than to the Honour of Mont-
gomery ; if indeed there was any primary distinction between the
two. At all events, on the extinction of the male line of De Bollers,
Churchstoke became Royal demesne, and was associated with Rhiston
and Chirbury, so as that the three were, in two instances at least,
deemed liable to a Royal Tallage® I have little else to say of
Churchstoke as a distinct Manor.—In 1228, Chirckstok and many

1 Domesday, fo. 259, b, 1. VII. pp. 120, 178, 194-5.
2 Suprs, Vol. VI. pp. 9,109, 2560 ; Vol. 3 Supra, page 57.
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other Villates in Chirbury Hundred participated in some Fine, the
object or nature of which is not specified on the Pipe-Roll.

‘We have seen that in 1291 the Prior of Chirbury had 18s. assized
rents from Chirestoc. The Valor of 1534-5, though it does not
specify any lands or rents held by the said Prior in Churchstoke,
tells of a quitrent payable by the Prior to the Crown for some such
lands. And again, in 15367, among the assets of the late Priory
we find, “Rents of a tenement and land at Churchstoke, 5s. ;—
and Ferm of a Mill at Churchstoke, £2.1

THE CHAPEL.

This was a mere affiliation of Chirbury Church, but probably a
very ancient one. I have alluded to that matter before. The
Chapel became appropriated like the Mother-Church to Chirbury
Priory. The Valor of 1534-5 estimates it as worth £20 per annum.
In the Ministers’ Accounts, two years later, it is valued at £21. 10s.}

Rbiston and Brompton.

Elward tenet Ristune. Seuuardus tenuit et liber homo fuit. Ibi
111 hide geldabiles. Terra est 1111 carucis. Ibi unus Radman
habet 1 carucam cum 111 servis, et (sunt) 11 Villani cum 1 carucd.?
Silva xxx porcis incrassandis. Valebat x solidos ; modo x11 solidos.*

Rhiston must here be taken to include Brompton. The Saxon
and Domesday tenure of the Manor corresponds exactly with that
of Churchstoke. Its subsequent history too is nearly the same, that
is, Rhiston may have passed in the first instance to De Bollers, as
Lord of Montgomery, but when the male line of De Bollers became
extinct in the reign of John, Rhiston was retained by the Crown,
rather as a member of Chirbury than a member of Montgomery.
However there was much confusion between these relative condi-
tions, and the history of Rhiston will exhibit that confusion for a
time, but will also at length show that thcre was a real distinction

tween the two.—

1-2 Monasticon, Vol. V1. p. 680. teams. In general the Record is ambi-
3 Hero is a proof that the Villeins of | guous on the point.
Domesday were sometimes possessors of 4 Domesday, fo. 269, b, 1.
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We find that at different periods certain tenants had feoffments
in Rhiston and Brompton, a thing which we have not been able
to show in respect to Churchstoke. William de Bouleres, de-
ceased in 1226, had enfeoffed his brother Engeram in certain land
at Rhiston and Ackley. The further history of this estate shall be
given under Ackley. In 1228, Fines of various amounts were
proffered by, or levied upon, the vills and free-tenants of Chirbury
Hundred. The whole produced 534 merks, which sum was devoted
to the works of Montgomery Castle. The quota contributed by the
Villate of Bramton was 7% merks.

The collective inference from the Feodaries of 1244 is that Meuric
de Hop held an eighth part of a knight’s-fee in Riston and Brocton
(read Brompton).! The tenure is said to be De vallo de Mungomery,
or De baronid de vallo de Mungomery, or De feodis de vallo de
Mungomery, phrases which I cannot explain literally.?

In 1249 and 1254, we have seen that Rhiston was assessed to
Royal Tallages just as Chirbury and Churchstoke were. At the
Inquest of 1255, a question as to  what belonged to the Royal
Castles”” of the District was answered by the Chirbury Jurors as
follows.—“ The vill of Rhiston answers for half a hide, and free-
tenants hold it of Montgomery, by services of half a merk annual
rent, and of doing ward at the said Castle for three days in wartime,
and of doing suit every three weeks to the Hundred of Chirbury
and to the Court of Montgomery, and of going to hunt with the
Lords of Montgomery thrice yearly, and of victualling the Guards
(of Montgomery Castle).””® The same Jurors reported Yorwor fitz
Cadugan as a Free Tenant, who did not attend the Inquest. We
shall see that he was of Rhiston. At the Assizes of January, 1256,
as “Jarvord fitz Cadugan,” he appears on the Jury-list for Chirbury
Hundred. He further appears as a Juror on the general Inquest
of 1274, on a local Inquest in March 1281, and at the Assizes of
1292. In the last case he is called de Riston. A Writ of Diem
clausit, dated at Carlisle on Nov. 7, 1300, announces the death of
Yareford de Riston. An Inquest held at Chirbury on March 1,
1301, states that Yareford ap Cadougan of Riston was a tenant in
capite at Riston by service of finding one archer in ward of Mont-
gomery for a day and night in time of any Welsh war. He had
held 36 acres at Riston (value 6s. per annum), and two acres of
meadow, on which holdings he paid the King 144. rent, at Montgom-

1 Testa do Nevill, pp. 45, 48, 50. should be read for Vallo.
2 T suspect that in euch case Valle 3 Rot. Hundred. 11. 60 b, 61 a.
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ery Castle. He had held 50 acres of land and 8 acres of meadow
at Brompton, by a rent of 54d., payable at the said Castle. His
whole estate, after paying ls. 7}d. rent, was worth £1. 3s. 44d.
yearly. Yareford, his son and heir, was 50 years of age and more.
One of the Jurors on this Inquest was Philip de Riston.!

By a Writ of August 8, 1318, King Edward II. desires John de
Bromfield, John de Barwe, and William de la Hulle, to inquire into
the following grievance, alleged by the King’s Tenants “ of his
Manors of Brompton and Ruston, in Chirbury Hundred.” They
complained that, although they lived within the limits of the County
of Salop, and although they and their ancestors held under the
Kings of England, as tenants in the Manors and Hundred afore-
said, and according to the common law of England, by certain ser-
vices, and by doing suits to the County of Salop and (every three
weeks) to the King’s Court of Chirbury, yet that Hugh de Audley,
late Custos of the Castle and Honour of Montgomery, had distrained
the said Tenants to do suit to the King’s Court of Halsetene,? within
the Bailiwick of Montgomery, and to perform other Walensic ser-
vices, a8 though they were Welshmen. The Tenants further com-
plained that the grievance had not abated.

In October following, an Inquest, held at “ Hebbelonde, on the
confines of the County of Salop and the Bailiwick of Montgomery,”
reported the above complaints to be well founded, and that the men
of Brompton and Ruston owed no suit to the King’s Court of
Halsetene ; that Bogo de Knovill, when Custos of the Castle and
Honour of Montgomery, had first instituted the unjust demands
above stated, and had obtained a gratuity (curialitatem) for himself,
as long as he held office, which gratuity the Tenants had paid as a
composition for the said services. William de Leybourne, a suc-
ceeding Custos, had been similarly oppressive and venal ; and Hugh
de Audley, the present Custos, insisted on the demands of his pre-
decessors.®

In 1346, William de Boudlers and certain Coparceners held that
eighth part of a knight’s-fee in Brompton “ which Meuric de Hope
had once held.”

1 Ingquis. 29 Edw. 1., No. 12. lington, and Bishop’s Tiertref. Some-

2 Halsetene, Halston, or Halcetor is | where in the district thus defined sat the
the name of a district or Manor, rather | Court which, in Edward II.’s time, regu-
than a place. It formed part of the Parish | lated the civil concerns of the whole Bai-
of Churchstoke, that part which now com- | liwick of Montgomery Castle.
prehends the townships of Churchstoke 3 Inquisitiones ad gquod dammum, 12
and Hurdley, with parts of Hopton, Mel- | Edw. II., No. 108.
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Or Bromrron, as distinct from Rhiston, something further
should be said. Robert fitz Madoc, of whom we shall hear more
under Middelton and Great Weston, is named as a Tenant in capife
at Bromton in 1224. He left two sons, Owen and Meurich, at his
death in the same year. Robert ap Howel de Brompton was a
Juror for Chirbury Hundred at the Assizes of 1202. In 1296
Owen de Brompton was husband of Sibil, second sister and coheir
of John de Wotherton, deceased. In March 1316 Howel de Brom-
ton and Howel fitz Robert were Jurors on a local Inquest.

At the Dissolution, Chirbury Priory was in receipt of a rent of
2s. from a croft in Brompton.! ‘

dBotherton.

Isdem (Alwardus filius Elmundi) tenet Udevertune. Elmundus
tenuit et liber homo fuit. Ibi 111 hide geldabiles. Terra est x1v
carucis. In dominio est dimidia caruca, et v1 Villani et unus Bor-
darius et Presbyter et x111 Radmans cum x11 carucis. Ibi Molinum
reddens xx1v vascula frumenti. T. R. E. valebat 1v lib’; modo simi-
liter® 1 cannot say why a Priest should be resident at Wotherton.
The district was parochially subject to Chirbury, and I know not of
any Record or Tradition speaking of a Chapel there.

The Post-Domesday history of Wotherton, as far as the Seigneury
is concerned, is exactly the same as that of Churchstoke and Rhiston.
The Feoffees, on the other hand, were a race of persons who took
their name from the locality. —

Hvueo pe WopeNERTON was a Knight and a Juror in some prin-
cipal causes, tried at the Shropshire Assizes of 1203. He also occurs
in 1206 as security for Baldwin de Bollers, then Lord of Montgo-
mery. I cannot further prove that he was of Wotherton, nor say
that he was father of—

Hamo pE WobeNERTON, Lord of that Manor, who was deceased
in 1227. This Hamo left a son and heir,—

Henry pE WopenerTon, who was a Minor in 1227, and in ward

! Monasticon, Vol. VI. p. 580, ? Domesday, fo. 259, b, 1.
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to Hillaria Trussebut, widow of Robert de Bollers, a former Lord
of Montgomery. That Lady’s title to this wardship was probably
as part of her dower. The Record says that she had it per dominum
Regem, which perhaps means that the King, having the Lordship of
Montgomery as an Escheat, had allowed Hillaria Trussebut’s right
of dower therein. The land of Henry de Wodenerton was valued
at 20s. per annum.!

The Feodaries of 1240 give Henry de Wodeverton, Wodenton, or
Wodforton, as holding én capile one-third of a knight’s-fee in that
vill, the tenure being De Vallo de Mongumery.? Henry de Wodin-
ton occurs on a local Jury in June 1250, and on Juries of the Hun-
dred in 1255 and 1256. The Inquest of 1255 reckons Wodenertun
to be one hide. “ Henry de Wodenertun held it for half a knight’s-
fee, doing three weeks’ ward at Montgomery Castle in wartime, and
doing suit throughout the year to Chirbury Hundred, and going to
hunt thrice yearly with the Lords of Montgomery.” Henry de
Wodenertun held also a messuage in the town of Chirbury. It
had been conveyed to him at a rent of 9d. by John le Strange.”$
The latter had been Custos of the Chatellany of Montgomery from
1235 to 1242.

Henry de Wodenton occurs on a Jury of 1260,* which is the
latest notice I have of him. He was succeeded by—

Hueu pe WobpEerToN, his son; but Hugh, son of Henry de Wo-
derton, 1ust not be confused with Hugh, son of Hugh de Wother-
ton, who was Henry’s contemporary.®

At the Assizes of 1272 Hugh de Wodenorton was ninth, and
‘Walter de Wodenerton was twelfth, Juror for Chirbury Hundred.
They were brothers, I think. On October 23, 1274, Hugh, son of
Henry de Wodenerton, was Foreman of the Jury which valued the
estates of the late Thomas Corbet of Caus. At the Inquest of No-
vember 1274, Hugh de Wodurton was first, and Walter de Wodur-
ton fifth, Juror for the same Hundred. In the Inquest, taken in
1276, on the death of John le Strange, Hugh de Wodenerton was
14th, and Walter de Wodenerton 24th, Juror. In 1285 Hugh de
‘Woderton occurs as Lord of Rodenhurst.8 In 1292 Walter, son of
Henry de Wodenton, was living, but Hugh, his supposed elder bro-
ther, was dead. Hence, at the Assizes, it was presented by the
Chirbury Jurors, how that Hugh de Woderton had held 10 merks

} Testa de Nevill, p. 63. 4 Suprs, Vol. VIL. p. 82.
2 Tbidem, pp. 45, 48, 60. ¢ Vide supra, Vol. X. p. 303.
Rot. Hundred. I1. 60. ¢ Supra, Vol. VII. p. 386.
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of land in capite at Woderton, and how John, son and heir of the
said Hugh, was a minor and in custody of Bogo de Knovill. The
latter being called upon to account for having such wardship, stated
“that he was Custos of Montgomery Castle, with all its fees.

JonN pE WopENORTON’s decease is announced by a Writ of Ed-
ward 1., dated at Berwick-upon-Tweed, on April 7, 1296. An
Inquest, held at Wodenorton on June 8 following, found the de-
ceased to have held lands, of £5. 5s. annual value, in capite, at Wo-
denerton, by service of providing a Guard at Montgomery Castle
for 20 days during any war with Wales. He had also owed suit
every three weeks to Chirbury Hundred. His house in Chirbury,
also held in capite, by a rent of 9d. payable through the Bailiff of
Montgomery, was valued at 2s. per annum. He had also held rents
of 15s. 1d. value, in Dodeston (Dudson), by service of 6d. payable
to the heirs of William de Muleston. His tenure of Rodenhurst
has been stated elsewhere. His heirs were his four sisters, viz.
Eva, aged 30, now wife of Richard Hord; Matilda, aged 28, now
wife of Walter de Hokelton ; Sibil, aged 25, now wife of Owayn de
Brompton ; and Amice, aged 22, now wife of William le Seneschal.!
A question afterwards arose, and a new writ was issued on Nov. 14,
1296, as to this alleged Coheirship. There was a doubt whether
Margaret, widow of the deceased, were not enceinte. This was
found not to be the case, by an Inquest, usual to such occasions,
which sat at Shelve on December 28, 1296.}

On Jan. 8, 1299, Richard Hord with Eva his wife, Walter de
Hokelton with Matilda his wife, Owen de Brompton with Sibil his
wife, and William, son of William le Seneschall, with Amicia his
wife, jointly fine half a merk for some judicial Writ.

A Fine of November 18, 1303, shows Richard Hord and Eva his
wife purchasing, for £100, the share of William Styward (called
William, son of William le Seneschal above), and his wife Amice in
the estates of the Wothertons. Richard Hord thus obtained 2 mes-
suages, one noke, and half a virgate in Bodeston and Rodenhurst,
and one-fourth of the Manor of Wodenerton ;—to be held of the
Lords of the fees, by himself, his wife Eva, and the heirs of Eva,

In the Nomina Villarum of 1316, Woderton is named as one of
the Vills of Chirbury Hundred, but its Tenants are not enumerated.
I suppose that Richard Hord of Walford bought up some other
share of Wotherton ; for the Inquest taken in January 1326, found
him to have died seized of three-fourths of the Hamlet and Mill

1 Inguis. 24 Edw. 1., No. 55.



WOTHERTON. 71

of Wodenorton, which he held of the King for three-fourths of a
knight’s-fee.! ‘

In 1346 Richard Hord (II) of Walleford is entered on an Aid-
Roll as holding “that third of a knight’s-fee in Woderton, which
Henry de Woderton had once held.” An Inquest taken in 1398,
on the death of John, son of Roger Hord of Walford, gives some
farther hints as to the descent of Wotherton. The particulars have
been stated elsewhere.?

Besides the elder line of Woderton which we see merged in Co-
heiresses in 1296, there was a younger branch of which I should
give some particulars.—

Hvuer pE WobeNERTON, the Knight of 1208, was possibly the
father of— )

Hvuen pe WubENERTON, Who in 1228 is found contributing one
merk of the Fines already spoken of as levied in Chirbury Hundred.
This Hugh de Wotherton of 1228, I take to be the person who
married one of the daughters and Coheirs of Walter le Fleming.?
Again:_

HvuaH, soNn or Huer ne WpENERTON, who had an exchange with
the Prior of Chirbury about 1230, was possibly the son of, possibly
identical with, the last Hugh. Godescall de Maghelines ceased to
be Bailiff of Montgomery on April 5, 1227. While in office, he
granted half a virgate in the Manor of Chirbury at 6d. rent, and
Hugh de Wodentun (probably son of the original Grantee) was
holding the said half-virgate in 1255. The following further par-
ticulars will belong at all events to the Tenant of 1255.—In 1254
Giles de Erdinton is appointed by Patent to try a suit of novel
disseizin which Hugh de Woderton had against the Prior of Chir-
bury concerning a tenement in Esple. Hugh de Wodenerton was
sixth Juror for Chirbury Hundred at the Inquest of 1255, and
fourth Juror at the Assizes of 1256. He occurs on other Juries
and in other relations from 1248 to 1260; but especially as re-
covering a small estate at Milson in 1256,% his title to which I
cannot explain. In a Patent of May 18, 1260, Hugh de Wode-
nerton was appointed a Receiver of the revenues of the Honour
of Montgomery, without the Borough. He was succeeded by his
son, usually called—

‘Warrer ritz HucH, and who sat as seventh Juror for Chirbury
Hundred at the Assizes of 1272, and as fourth Juror at the Inquest

! Inquis. 19 Edw. II. No. 73. 3 Buprs, Vol. X. p. 808.
2 Supra, Vol. X. p. 297. 4 Supra, Vol. IV. p. 347.
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of 1274. At the Assizes of 1292 he was one of the Elizors for the
same Hundred. In June 1296 and March 1301 he was Foreman
of local Inquests. I shall have more to say of him under Wins-
bury, inasmuch as he inherited a share of the estates of Walter
le Fleming.

Or UnperTENANTs in Wotherton I may name John de Wodeton,
ninth Juror for Chirbury Hundred at the Inquest of 1274 ; also
Roger de Wodenerton, fifth Juror on a local Inquest in 1296, and
eighth Juror on a local Inquest of 1299.

Muletune, postea fMuneton,

Elward tenet Muletune. Godric tenuit et liber homo fuit.
una virgata terre geldabilis. Terra est uni caruce. Ibi est (una
caruca) in dominio, cum 11 servis. Valuit et valet v solidos.! This
place is now lost. It was known as Mineton, Muneton, Monetun,
or Moneton, in the 13th and 14th centuries. As to its situation
and tenure, the following particulars will constitute satisfactory, 1f
not complete, evidence.—

At the Assizes of 1221, ¢ Adam de Brerlawe sued William Passa-
vant for 1§ acres in Mineton, of which Philip, Adam’s father, had
died seized. The Defendant came into Court and surrendered the
premises, the Plaintiff giving him oue shilling.”” On Oct. 29, 1227,
a Fine was levied, whereby ¢ Odelina, widow of Robert Blund, re-
leases to Adam de Brerelawe, tenant, a claim which she had to a
noke of land in Muneton. For this, Adam gave 10s.” In Trinity.
Term 1233, Adam de Brerlawe was Attorney for one John fitz
Robert in a Plea of land against Thomas Corbet of Caus. He
essoigned his attendance at Westminster by William de Brerlawe.
Adam de Brerlawe occurs as a Juror on Montgomery Inquests in
1249 and 1251.

The Chirbury Hundred-Roll of 1255 contains the following
question.—Quid pertinet ad Castra Domini Regis, ut in redditibus,
wardis, el aliis rebus assisis, §c.? Among the several answers we
have this one.—Adam de Brerlawe et Adam Passavant tenent unam

1 Domesday, fo. 269, b, 1.
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virgatam in Munetun que solebat respondere una cum villd de
Eitun ad Castrum de Mungomery de gquintd parte feodi militis; et
Willielmus de Cantulupo nunc habet dominacionem, nescimus quo
waranto.!

Here we have clearly a reproduction of Elward’s Domesday vir-
gate in Muletune. The seigneury had descended to Cantilupe as
Coheir of De Bollers;—a very usual destination of Elward’s
Domesday Manors. But I should observe that the third William
de Cantilupe, the person above alluded to, had died in the Autumn
of 1254. The Chirbury Jurors were probably ignorant of that fact.
I should also observe that the Eiton above alluded to was part of
Eyton near Alberbury, in Ford Hundred. The tenure of half
Eyton, under Cantilupe, and under the Honour of Montgomery,
has been made plain elsewhere.* It is curious that two places so
distant as Eyton and Muneton, and held by different tenants,
should be jointly responsible for a quota of military service at
Montgomery : but the original assessment was probably made at
some very early period, when, for aught we know, the Tenants
were identical.

A document of the year 1272, which I shall give more fully
under Bromlow, associates that place with Muneton, Aston Rogers,
‘Whytspon, and Luckley. This doubtless gives us the proximate
situation of Muneton.

As Adam de Brerlawe, or two persons of that name, occur in
Chirbury Hundred from 1221 to 1255, so Adam de Brerlawe
(alias de Wigmore), or two persons of that name, have occurred
to us under Ford Hundred from 1221 to 12743 They held at
‘Wigmore and Brerlawe (near Westbury) under Boterell of Longden.

In 1280 Milisent la Zouch, as Coheiress of Cantilupe, was suing
many tenants of her Fief for their services. We have seen under
Eyton that a place, written Monentun, was combined with Eyton
as regarded the service claimed.* The hint, I can call it nothing
more, is relevant to our present subject.

In the Nomina Villarum of 1316, John Hager stands as Lord
of the vill of Muneton, in Chirbury Hundred.

The continued Seigneury of Cantilupe’s Heirs at Muneton is
seen in a Feodary of 1395-6, where Eyton Stokes (i.e. Eyton near

1 Rot. Hundred. II. 61. inadvertently stated to have been Corbet’s
* Supra, Vol. VIL pp. 121, 122. Tenant at Lower Mellington. I should
3 Supra, Vol. VIL pp. 27, 124, 171. | have said Cantilupe’s, at Mellington.

In the last instance Adam de Brerlawe is 4 Suprs, Vol. VIL p. 122.
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Alberbury) and Moneton are said to be held of Zouche of Haryng-
worth, by half a knight’s-fee,!

L ack.

Godeboldus tenet, de Comite, Lach. Leuric lenuit. Ibi una
virgata terre et dimidia, geldabiles. Wasta fuit. Modo reddit
xvI denarios?

Godebold, thus mentioned, was, I presume, that influential Eccle-
siastic of whom I spoke last under Preston Gubbalds.® Lack still
remains in Shropshire. With Rhiston and Brompton it constitutes
the English part of the Parish of Church Stoke ; but it is no longer
a distinct township, being involved in Brompton. From the time
of Domesday downwards, I find no instance of its being named
as a separate estate; consequently, I know nothing of its owner-
ship. We may suppose it to have escheated to the Crown in
Henry 1.’s time, and afterwards to have been treated as part of
Rhiston and Brompton.

fMarton,

Domesday assigns this Manor to the Shrewsbury Church of St.
Chad; but Elward, the Tenant of the said Church, was clearly
identical with Alward, son of Elmund, who held so many Manors
in the Hundreds of Witentreu and Ruesset, immediately under the
Norman Earl.* Domesday speaks of Marton as follows.—Ipsa Jc-
clesia (Sanctus Cedda) tenet Mertune et tenuit. Eluuardus tenet
de Acclesid. Ibi 11 kidee geldabiles. In dominio est dimidia ca-
ruca, et 11 Villani et 111 Radmans et unus Bordarius cum 111
carucis et dimidid; et adhuc 11 caruce plus possent esse. Silva

! Calend. Inguis. Vol IIL. p. 168, * Supra, Vol. X. p. 171.

3 Domesday, fo. 259, b, 1. 4 Vide supra, page 70.
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(est) L poreis incrassandis. T.R. E. reddebat vint solidos. Modo
valet x solidos ; sed non reddit nisi v1 solidos et 11 denarios.! After
Domesday we have not a trace of any seigneury maintained by St.
Chad’s Church at Marton. Like Alward’s other Manors it escheated
to the Crown, and was annexed, probably by Henry 1., to the Ho-
nour of Montgomery. On the failure of the elder male line of De
Bollers in the time of King John, the Seigneury of Marton was
again an escheat ; but it was one of those Seigneuries which were
afterwards permitted by the Crown to descend to Cantilupe, as
collateral heir of De Bollers. Cantilupe’s Feoffees were those
Hunalds of Frodesley, concerning whom I have said so much in
a former Volume.? Not to repeat all that has transpired as to the
earlier Hunalds, we pass to the Feodary of 1240, which states that—

Wirtiam Honaup holds half a fee in Merton, of the fees of Wil-
liam de Cantilupe.? In Easter Term 1248 William Hunald having
deceased, his widow, Lauretta, was suing William de Cantilupe for
one-third of the Manor of Marton, as her dower. Cantilupe’s de-
fence was that *“ Thomas, William Hunald’s son, ought to be in his
custody, and that Loretta had carried him off.” The Court ordered
Loretta to produce the said heir on the morrow of Ascension-day,
if she judged it expedient so to do, because that day was assigned
in banco to John fitz Alan, who (as Seigneural Lord of Frodesley)
claimed the same wardship and marriage.*

A Patent of August 1252 appoints Giles de Erdinton to try a
suit of disseizin alleged by Richard Purcel and Hillaria his mother
against Loretta, widow of William Honaut, concerning a tenement
in Marton. The Pleintiffs, it appears, gave the King one merk for
this Writ.® A second Fine of one merk was proffered in 1254 by
Tlaria, widow of Richard Purcel, pro uno brevi ad terminum.t The
result of one or both of these Fines may be gathered from an entry
on the Pipe-Roll of 12564 ;—* Loretta, widow of William Hanaud,
owes half a merk for disseizin and trespass.”

The Chirbury Hundred-Roll of 1255 describes the status of
Marton as follows.—* William Hunald, deceased, held the Vill of
Marton, which is two hides of land, and did the service of half a
knight’s-fee to Montgomery Castle, and did suit throughout the
year to Chirbury Hundred, and used to victual the Guards of Mont.
gomery ; and Sir William de Cantilupe had the Seigneury (domin-

1 Domesday, fo. 253, a, 1. 4 @loucester Assizes, 32 Hen, IIT. m,
2 Supra, Vol. V1. pp. 292-294. 4 dorso.
3 Testa de Neoill, p. 46. 8.8 Rot. Finiwm, Vol. 11. pp. 138, 185,

XI. 11



82 MARTON.

acionem) of the said Vill, and custody of the heir thereof, the Ju-
rors know not by what warranty.”! We have seen under Frodesley
that Thomas Hunald was nearly, if not quite, of age at this crisis.
We also know that William de Cantilupe (IIT) was deceased. A
Suit, tried at the Assizes of January 1256, is apposite to both con-
siderations.— :

Tromas HaNaup, as heir of his father William, sued Odo de
Hodnet for a carucate in Merton, alleging that his said father had
died seized thereof. Odo de Hodnet appeared, and stated that he
claimed nothing in the premises, except under a demise made to
him by W. (Walter de Cantilupe) Bishop of Worcester, and Ma-
tilda de Cantilupe, as Executors of the Will of William de Canti-
lupe (II), father of William de Cantilupe (last deceased). The said
Executors had demised the premises to the said Odo, from year to
year, and during their pleasure; and he now called them to war-
ranty. Summonses to the Bishop (in Worcestershire) and to Ma-
tilda (in Northamptonshire), returnable on Feb. 16, were issued
accordingly.?

In Easter Term 1263, Thomas Corbet (of Caus) had a suit de
audiendd electione against Thomas Honaud, concerning 73§ acres
in Morton, and against sundry other tenants of Thomas Honaud,
whose holdings the said Thomas was bound to warrant. These
Tenants were Richard Putrel, of 87 acres ; Howel ap Adam, of 28
acres ;—Griffin Seys, of 10 acres ;—Robert de Hope, of 7 acres ;—
Robert Coleman, of 8 acres;—and Rickard Purcel, of 7 acres.
This suit recurs in Hilary Term 1267, in a simpler form, viz. be-
tween Thomas Corbet, as claimant, and Thomas Honaud, &c., as
tenants, of the above lands. The quantities vary slightly from the
above, and instead of Richard Pufrel, we have Richard Purcel, and
instead of Richard Purcel, we have Roger Purcel, as tenants of 23
acres and 7 acres respectively. The latter correction was (as we
shall see) an accurate one ; but I hear no more of the suit.

In July 1272, Loretta, widow of William Hunald, was still living.
She, with Matilda, widow of Richard Purcel, and with Griffin ap
Madoc, were impleaded coram Rege “ for cutting down the trees of
Petronilla Corbet in the bosc of Weston (i. e. Binweston).” The
Inquest, taken in December, 1273, on the death of George de Can-
tilupe, seems to have included Marton juzta Hathewildeford® among
the Fees of Montgomery of which he had the Seigneury.

! Rot. Hundred. II. p. 61. 3 Cualend. Ingquis. Vol. 1. p.49. Heath-
. 3 Adssizes, 40 Hen. III., m. 12. way lies a little N.-W. of Marton.
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Wirrian Hunawp, the supposed successor of Thomas, seems to
have died in 1278. A lost Inquest of that year alluded to his
“Vill of Merton in Chirbury Hundred.”!

JorN HunaLp, supposed successor of William, has been noticed
under Frodesley as occurring from 1292 to 1316. I find nothing
of his connection with Marton till the latter year, when Jokn de
Henaud, Regis de Mathehurst (probably Reginald de Mailhurst),
and Simon de Henaud are enrolled in the Nomina Villarum as joint
Lords of Marton.

Or tHE PUrceLs, as Undertenants in Marton, I have something
to add to what has transpired above.—

Ricaarp Purcer (I), deceased in 1248, left a widow Hillaria.
She was one of the daughters and coheirs of Walter le Fleming.

RicuarD Purcer (II) was deceased in 1266. He left a widow,
Muriella, or Matilda. This Richard Purcel seems to have perished
in an affray with the men of Thomas Corbet of Caus. About Sep-
tember 1266, Murilla, widow of Richard Purcel, had an appeal in
the Curid Comitatts against the alleged murderers of her husband,
viz. Adam de Worthin, Alan Corbet, Madoc de Beechfield, Ralph
Sturry, and about 60 others. The King ordered that the challenge
should come before himself in person, viz. on October 20th, 1266.
Adam and his accomplices sent word to Court that they were in
garrison at Caus Castle, and dared not come out, becanse of the
ambuscades which were being laid for them by the enemy (the
Welsh). The King hereupon adjourned the summons for one re-
turnable at Westminster on January 20, 1267. Still the parties
appeared not, and a summons, returnable in one month of Easter,
was issued. In Michaelmas Term 1267, it was the Plaintiff, Mu-
riella, who was non-attendant. She was ordered to appear on Feb.
8, 1268, and meanwhile the Sheriff was forbidden to proceed with
any process of outlawry against the accused, or to trouble their
lands. On Feb. 3, 1268, Muriell was still in default, but the
accused were in Court. They were therefore all dismissed sine die :
and on May 15, 1272, the King, at instance of Thomas Corbet,
pardoned them all, as regarded Suit of kis peace : and the Sheriff
was enjoined Zo let the Defendants have the King’s peace. 1 find it
subsequently recorded, how that “ Peter Corbet (Thomas Corbet’s
son), Robert Corbet,® Hugh Grysetayl, and Roger Burnel, with others
who died in Henry IIL’s time, entered upon the fields of Marton

1 Calend. Inguis. Vol. 1. p. 63. cord. However, neither Thomas nor Peter
2 Called Robert Corbet filius in the Re- | Corbet had any son named Robert.
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and Weston (probably Binweston) and slew Richard Purcel, and
carried off 50 head of cattle to Caus Castle :” and how that “ Since
then, Peter Corbet, Robert Corbet, and Hugh Grysetayl, had got
an acquittal, as far as the King’s peace was concerned, under a par-
don of Henry III.” As to the robbery, their acquittal of that is
- recorded with the above particulars on the Assize-Roll of 1292 ; for
they showed that the Cattle were taken whilst trespassing on a
meadow and garden of Thomas Corbet.

Rocer Purcer attended a Middleton Inquest in March 1281.
It was possibly he who is written as Roger Burnel of Marion, on a
Bicton Inquest of 1290. He left a son and heir, Richard ; for—

Ricaarp PurceL of Marton was one of the Chirbury Jurors at
the Assizes of 1292, and the same person is called * Richard, son of
Roger Purcel,” in a Jury-list of 1301, and called “ Richard, son of
Roger Purcel, of Marton,” in other lists of 1318. In the latter
case Griffin fitz Griffin of Marton was also a Juror.

THE Prior or CHirBURY had something in Marton, besides the
great tithes. The Valor of 15345 gives him 2s. rent in Marton
and Stockton. According to the Ministers’ Accounts, two years
later, 1s. came from land in Marton, and 1s. from land and meadow
in Stockton.

Mivdleton,

Tuis was a divided Manor at the time of Domesday. The part
which I propose to treat of first, is thus described in that Record.—
Ertein tenet de Comite Mildetune. Ipsemet tenuit (et) liber homo
Juit. Ibi 111 virgate terree, geldabiles. Terra est uni caruce. Ibi
est (una caruce) in dominio cum 11 servis. Valebat 1x solidos :
modo (valet) x11 solidos.) 'This Manor was probably retained by its
Saxon owner, Ertein, only for a short time after Domesday. In
the hands of Henry I. it became parcel of the Honour of Mont-
gomery ; but on failure of the line of De Bollers it does not seem
to have gone to Cantilupe or any other collateral heir. Its Tenants
were therefore first Tenants of De Bollers and afterwards Tenants-in-
capite of the Crown.

! Domesday, fo. 289, b, 1.



MIDDLETON. 85

Mapoc, the earliest of these Tenants whom I can name, became
a Monk early in the year 1200. His son,—

Rosert F1Tz MADOC, instantly proffered a Fine of 15 merks to
King John “that he might have seizin of such lands as his father
had held by right hereditary on the day when he put on the habit
of religion, which thing he had done recently; saving to the Seig-
neural Lords of such lands all services and reliefs, and saving the
claims of all persons.”? The King ordered the Sheriff to take
‘security for the above Fine. Later in the year it was renewed, or
rather increased by a Palfrey.? No instalment of Robert fitz Ma-
doc’s debt had yet been received at Michaelmas 1202. At the
Salop Assizes of October 1208, Robert fitz Madoc sat as a Juror,
and apparently a Knight, in some principal causes. In 1209 he
occurs as one of the Manucaptors, or Sureties, concerned in the
Forest trespass of Robert Corbet of Caus.?

On Feb. 6, 1224, King Henry III. orders his Treasurer to make
Robert fitz Maddoc a present of 20s., towards his expenses.* Another
‘Writ of July 16, 1224, orders Godescall de Maghelines (then Bailiff
of Montgomery) to restore the house and lands, of which he had
disseized the said Robert, and to protect him.* A third Writ of
Oct. 4, 1224, is addressed to Baldwin de Hodnet (then Seneschal
and Custos of Montgomery). He is to give “ Robert fitz Madoo
such seizin of Middelon and Bromton as he had when he set out to
see Lewellyn on the King’s affairs.”” Moreover, ¢ the challenge or
appeal made by one Thomas fitz Ivette against Robert fita Madoc,
for murdering his (Thomas’s) daughter, is to be adjourned till the
King should visit those parts.”® On November 28, 1224, Robert
fitz Madoc being dead, the King, at the instance of Lewellyn, orders
Godescal de Maghelins to deliver to the Widow of the said Robert
sach portion of his lands and chattels as was customary in those
parts, she having been nurse to the King’s niece, Lewellyn’s daughter.?
On Feb. 13, 1225, the same functionary is ordered to “ take lawful
men of the Honour of Montgomery and go to the late Robert fitz
Madoc’s estate of Weston, and, after assigning his widow her dower
therein, to deliver the residue up to Thomas Corbet, of whose Fee
Weston was.”’ Another precept of Feb. 25 extends the above order
to any other lands of the deceased, besides Weston, the King re-
peating the grounds of his personal interest in the Widow, viz. that
she had nursed his niece.y A Writ of March 21, 1225, aims to

1-3 Oblata, pages 60, 79, 138. I 4-5.8 Rot, Clas. 1. 588, 611, 623.
3 Suprs, Vol. VII. page 16. 7:8:9 Rot. Class. 11.pp.8, 16, 17.
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secure to Thomas Corbet his seigneural rights in Weston.! On
April 8, 1225, we have yet another Writ, implying that—

Howen ap RoBert ap Mapoc was of full age. Godescal de
Maghelines is first to ascertain his legitimacy, and then to give him
livery of all such lands of his late father as were in the King’s
keeping : but Meurich fitz Robert (I presume another son of Robert
ap Madoc) is to retain Stretforton and Banhaltreth (he having fined
for the same), saving the right of any other claimant® I hear no
more of Owen ap Robert, nor yet can I tell how it was that his
estate at Middleton fell to Coparceners. Of the Coparceners in
question we have repeated notices.— ‘

On Nov. 3, 1250, a Fine was levied at Westminster, whereby
Gytha de Middelton (tenant of half a virgate in Middelton), Adam
Fulc and Jsolda his wife (tenants of 13 nokes, except 74 acres,
there), Osbert fitz Heylin (tenant of half a virgate), Roger fits Elyas
(tenant of half a virgate), and Alice fitz Roger (tenant of one-third
of a virgate there) give 20s. to Reginald de Cordin and his wife
Mable for renouncing a claim which they had urged to the several
premises. A contemporary Plea-Roll certifies this 20s. to be due
from the Defendants to the Plaintiffs, but here Adam Falk’s wife
is called Isabella, and Reginald de Cordin’s name is altered to de
Verdun.

The Chirbury Hundred-Roll of 1255 makes this estate to be only
a third of Middletun and to be one virgate in extent. The Tenants
named are Roger fitz Elyas, Adam Falc, Robert (read Osbert) and
Philip, sons of Heilin, and B’ucha, wife of (read Gytha, widow of)
Heilin. Their services were “ to provide a man, with bow or lance,
in ward of Montgomery Castle for 15 days in wartime ;—to do
suit thrice yearly to the Court of Montgomery, and throughout the
year to Chirbury Hundred-Court ;—also to go hunting thrice yearly
with the Lords of Montgomery, and to victual the Guards of Mont-
80mery-”s

By a Fine levied on Feb. 9, 1256, one Stephen fitz Osbert re-
leases for 54 merks, his claim to 30 acres in Middleton held by
Gutha, widow of Helin de Middleton ;—to 20 acres held by Osbert
fitz Helin, under warranty of the same Gutha ;—to 10 acres held
by Philip fitz Helyn under a like warranty ;—to 16 acres held by
Adam Falk and his wife Isolda;—and to 35 acres held by Roger
fitz Elyas, under warranty of the same Adam and Isolda.

Roger fitz Elyas, 1 observe, served on local Juries in 1250 and

. 1+2 Rot. Claus. 1L pp. 24, 26. 3 Rot. Hundred. 11. 60.
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1251, and was on the Chirbury Jury-list at the Inquest of 1255,
the Assizes of 1256, and the Inquest of 1274. I infer that Rickard
fitz Elyas, ostensibly a Juror at the Assizes of 1272, should have
been written as Roger. A local Jury of Feb. 1281 was attended
by Roger son of Roger de Middelton ; and at the Assizes of 1292 the
said Roger (the son) is empanelled as “ Roger Elys of Middleton ;”
—a good instance of the way in which a patronymic, or rather
an agvonymic, became converted into a surname:

Madoc Falk, a defaulter at the Assizes of 1272, was probably son
of Adam Falk.

I now return to show the Saxon and Domesday status of the other
part of Middleton. It was held by Robert fitz Corbet under the
Norman Earl.—Jsdem Robertus tenet Mildetune. Edric Salvage
tenuit. Ibi 1 virgate, geldabiles. Ibi 1 Radman et 1 Villanus et
11 Bordarii cum dimidid carucd, et adhuc una caruca posset esse.
Valuit 1v solidos : modo (valet) v solidos.!

After what I have said under Eudon Savage,® I need repeat
nothing about Edric Sylvaticus, nor, having fully stated the matter
under Longden,® need I reiterate the circumstances under which a
share of Robert Corbet’s Barony devolved to the Cornish family of -
Botreaux. The Seigneury of this estate at Middleton was part of
that share. The earliest Feoffee of Botreaux at Middleton was one—

GranTA DE MippLETON. He was living (as I shall show under
Linley) between the years 1148 and 1154. His father’s name was
Lenewine, his Grandfather’s name was Grenta, and he had an Uncle,
Roger fitz Grent. Descended from the above Granta de Middleton
was another—

GranTA DE MrpoLeroN. He occurs early in the 13th century
in connection with Linley, but of that matter I shall speak else-
where. A Writ-Close of January 5, 1227 names Grand de Mid-
dleton as having lands adjoining to Caldecot.* Caldecot wds near
Colebatch. Among the Fines negotiated or inflicted at the Autumn
Assizes of 1227, and recorded on the Pipe-Roll of 1228, we have
one of 6s. 8d. paid by Grant de Middleton, followed by one of
£1. 6s. 8d. paid by the men of Middelton. Also Grant de Middel-
ton had paid 20s. for license to compound a suit at the said Assizes ;
and the particulars of the Concord happen to be preserved. —On
Oct. 18, 1227, Noel fitz Robert, having impleaded Grant de Mid-

. 1 Domesday, fo. 256, s, 1. 3 Supra, Vol. VII. pp. 157 et seqq.
2 Suprs, Vol. ITI. pp. 48-50. 4 Rot. Claus. IL. p. 165.
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delton for two virgates of land in Middelton, under Writ of mor?
d’ancestre, releases his claim for 64 merks. Next in this succession
I find —

Rocer rirz GrENt. He was Juror on local Inquests in 1250
and 1251: ke wasninth Juror for Chirbury Hundred at the Inquest
of 1255, and eighth Juror at the Assizes of 1256. The Chirbury
Hundred-Roll of 1255 records his tenure at Middleton as follows.—
““ Two-thirds of Middeltun which Roger fitz Grant holds of the
Barony of Longedun (i.e. under Reginald Botreaux) owe suit to
Chirbury Hundred, and have to victual the Guards of Montgomery,
in return for pasturage which (the Tenants) have on lands of the
Lord Edward.”® (Prince Edward was now Lord of Montgomery
Castle and Honour.) At the Assizes of 1272, Roger fitz Grent was
one of the Elizors for-Chirbury Hundred ; and in 1274, he sat on
the Inquest which valued the late Thomas Corbet’s estates, and was
second Juror at the Inquest of Chirbury Hundred, though his estate
at Middleton seems to have been in the hands of Lewellyn, by
conquest. The death of Roger Grauntesone, as he is here called, is
announced by King Edward’s Writ, dated Feb.11,1281. An Inquest,
held on March 4th following, found that the deceased had held
nothing of the King'in capite; but under William de Botereus he
had held two-thirds of the Vill of Midelton and Kyngton (i.e.
Kinton), as two virgates of land. His services were three annual
appearances at William de Botereus’s Court of Longedon, with
wardship and relief whenever they should happen. He also did
due suit to Chirbury Hundred-Court. His two virgates were valued
at £4. 16s. per annum. Philip, his son and heir, was 16 years of
age at Michaelmas, 1280.°

Pririr pE MIppLETON, the said heir, sat as second Juror for
Chirbury Hundred at the Assizes of 1292. He also occurs on a
local Inquest of March 1301. In the Nomina Villarum of 1316,
he starids alone as Lord of the Vill of Middelton.

Marvington,

PugsvuiNe our account of Robert fitz Corbet’s Manors in Witentreun
Hundred, we come to Marrington.—Jsdem Robertus tenet Meritune.
' Rot. Hundred. 1. 60. 1 Ingwis. 9 Edw. I, No. 2.
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Eluuard et Aluric tenuerunt pro duobus Maneriis, et liberi homines
erant. Ibi dimidia hida geldabilis. Ibi sunt 11 Radmans et 111
Bordarii cum 11 carucis, et Silva xv porcis incrassandis. Valebat
(T.R. E.) v11 solidos ; et post v solidos ; modo 1v denarios plus.

I need not repeat what I have said under Woodcote,® as to the
descent of a moiety of Robert Corbet’s Domesday Fief to the Fitz
Herberts. The allusion will sufficiently explain how the Fitz
Herberts became Seigneural Lords of Marrington. Their Tenants
here will form the main subject of this chapter.—At the Assizes of
1203,—

RicEARD DE MERITON Was amerced half a merk for some de-
fault. At the Assizes of 1227 the Vill of Mereton contributed to
the Fines levied in this district, and which were applied to works
at Montgomery Castle.

WALTER DE MERITON ocours on Montgomery Juries in January
1249, June 1250, and October 1251.

JonN pE MaRRINGTON seems, from subsequent Records, to have
come next in this succession, or at least to have been father of
William de Marrington, now to be named. The Feodaries of 1240
enrol—

WiLLiam pE MErINTON a8 holding one-fourth of a knight’s-fee
in Merinton, of the Barony of Herbert fitz Peter.* The Chirbury
Hundred-Roll of 1255 says that William de Maritun holds Maritun
of Reginald fitz Peter, doing suit throughout the year to Chirbury
Hundred.* He also held an estate at Rorrington under the same
Suzerain. William de Marinton was one of the Jurors for Chirbury
Hundred at the Assizes of 1256. It was soon after this, I think,
that William de Marinton died. He seems to have left a som,
William, and three sisters, Christiana, Isabella, and Alice. Chris-
tiana was the wife of Baldwin de Bullers and mother of William
de Bullers; Isahella was wife of Eynun Wendut; Alice’s husband
is not named, but she had a son, John, and a grandson, William,
who was in minority in 1272. For some reason or other, the sisters
of William de Marinton (I) got hold of his estates; and we have
many notices of the efforts made by them to hold, and by his son
to recover, them.—First, they had to deal with Ingaretta, widow of
William de Mereton (I}, who, on May 14, 1260, was claiming her
dower in the Courts of Westminster. She so claimed one-third of
the Manor of Merton, one-third of two parts of the Manor of Ror-

1 Domesday, fo. 256, s, 1. ' 3 Testa de Nevill, pp. 48, 50.

? Suprs, Vol. VIL. p. 148 et 2eqq. 4 Rot. Hundred. I1. 61.
X1, 12
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ington, and one-third of 5s. rent in Hanwood. The premises were
seized into the King’s hand, but I cannot find -any continuation of
the suit. The Defendants were Baldwin de Bollers and his wife,
Christiana, and Alice and Isabella, daughters of John de Merton.
I cannot but think that these Coheiresses denied the marriage of
their late brother and Ingaretta.

A Patent of Feb. 8, 1261, appoints Giles de Erdinton to try a
suit of novel disseizin, arraigned by Baldwin de Bolers and his wife
against Reginald fitz Peter and others, who had disseized the Plain-
tiffs of their free tenement in Mariton. I suppose this suit ended
in a concord; for in July 1263 I find Reginald fitz Peter suing
Baldwin de Boulers at Westminster, his object being to oblige the
said Baldwin to abide by a convention, made concerning Aalf a
messuage and a carucate in Merton. In October 1266, the suit,
still pending, purports to be about a third part of a messuage and
<arucate in Merefon. The last that I hear of this suit is in February
1267, when Baldwin de Boulers. notwithstanding the stringent orders
which had been made to secure his appearance at Westminster,
was still a Defaulter. In December 1271 the nature of this liti-
gation changes.—* William de Merton has a Writ of mort d’ancestre
against Baudewyn de Bolers and Christina, his wife, concerning a
messuage and carucate in Rorinton and Merinton.”” A second Writ
of January 1272 is one of novel disseizin, obtained by William de
Mariton against Baldwin de Bullere. A third Writ of April 12,
1272, is the one which at length led to a trial. It is for an assize
of mort d’ancestre, arraigned by William, son of William de Me-
riton, against William, son of Baldwin de Bolledere and others,
concerning a messuage, a carucate, and a virgate in Meriton and
Rorington.” A contemporary Writ of novel disseizin by William
de Meriton versus Baldwin de Bolledere, concerning a tenement in
Mariton, is very usual to such cases. The double Writs were taken
out ez abundanti cauteld. The Suit, actually tried at the Assizes of
October 1272, was one of mort d’ancestre, viz. whether William,
father of William de Meryton (the Plaintiff), had died seized of a
messuage and carucate in Meryton and a virgate in Roryton, and
who was his heir? The Defendants in such a suit were of course
the existing Tenants. These were William, son of Baldwin de
Bouldere (as regarded a messuage, half-carucate, and half-virgate) ;
Eynon Wendut! and his wife, Isabella (as regarded a quarter-ca-
rucate and half-virgate) ; and Eynon Menseyth and his wife, Ma-

! Eynon Wendut was at this time Chief Bailiff of Chirbury Hundred (supra, p. 56).
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tilda (as regarded a quarter-carucate). The third party held under
the second party, and called them to warranty. So also William
de Boulers called his father and mother, Baldwin and Christiana,
to warranty. The said warranties being vouched, the virtual de-
fendants were Christiana and Isabella, sisters of William de Mar-
rington (deceased), and wives of Baldwin de Bollers and Eynon
Wendut. Their defence was of a complex nature :—first, that
Stephen de Bullers held part of the premises (viz. half a virgate)
and that William, the alleged tenant, was not his heir ;—secondly,
that William de Meryton, deceased, had left, besides Christiana
and Isabella, a third sister, Alice, who shared in the original par-
tition of his estates, and that Alice had left a son, John, and John
a son, William, which William, by reason of his minority, was no
party to the suit. The whole case was adjourned till this youth
should come of age, except the quarter-carucate held by Aynon
and Matilda Mensh and warranted by Aynon and Isabella Wendut.
That was recovered at once by—

WiLLiaM pE MarrineToN (II), as right heir of his father.!
Altogether, 1 think it probable that, at the time of his father’s
death, William de Marrington (II) was an infant, and his legiti-
macy perhaps questioned. Reginald fitz Peter seems at first to
have denied, and afterwards to have partially allowed the claim of
one of his Aunts. The result had been his disinheritance, until,
by the trial of 1272, his title to all his father’s estates was virtually
made good. He sat, as a Juror for Chirbury Hundred, at the As-
sizes of 1292 and on a local Inquest in 1299. It is clear however
that Baldwin de Bollers, or rather his son, William, retained an
independent estate in Marrington and Rorrington. On the death
of—

WiLrLiaM pe Borers in 1299, the Inquest found him to have
held certain tenements at Mariton under John fitz Reginald, by
service of providing one soldier in wartime, at the moat of Poole,?
with a bow, two arrows, and a bolt (¢rivolo), for a night and day;
and by service of appearing thrice yearly at Pontesbury Manor-
Court. He had also held, of the same John fitz Reginald, certain
tenements at Roriton, but without render of any services thereon.

1 Salop Assizes, 56 Hen. II1., m. 4. Castle. Afterwards, when several of Fitz

3 Ad motam de Pola.—This service is | Herbert's Shropshire Seigneuries were
extraordinary. I know of nothing which, | conveyed to the Baron