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Detailed investigation and analysis at Northborough 
Manor, including a new survey of the gatehouse, have 
given clarification and a fresh understanding of the de-
velopment of the site. The view that the house was built 
in c. 1320–40 by Roger de Norburgh, bishop of Lichfield 
and Coventry, rather than the de la Mare family, is sup-
ported by this study. Analysis of the hall shows that the 
fine masonry was constructed for a different type of roof 
structure than the rather old-fashioned common rafter roof 
actually built. Much more survives of the service wing than 
has generally been thought, with considerable evidence for 
a good quality chamber over the service rooms. The main 
chamber, however, was in a cross-wing at the opposite end 
of the hall, the evidence indicating that this was lost in the 
eighteenth century when the house declined in status. This 
solar was approached by an unusually advanced stairway of 
rectangular form, instead of the more usual spiral stair. The 
impressive gatehouse was probably built shortly after the 
house. Its unusual, skewed plan is no accident but a deliber-
ate attempt to stage-manage the approach from the highway 
to the house to best advantage. A major later phase of work, 
including flooring over of the open hall and construction of 
a large stable block, is attributed to the Claypole family in 
c. 1620–40.

Introduction

Northborough Manor, situated about six miles north 
of Peterborough, is well-known as one of the most 
attractive of medieval English manor houses (Figs. 
1 & 2). It was probably built in c. 1320–40 for Roger 
de Norburgh, a local man who had risen to become 
bishop of Lichfield and Coventry. Its distinctive fea-
tures received early attention from antiquarians, 
with drawings by Parker (1853) in his major work on 
medieval domestic architecture and fine engravings 
by Dollman in 1863. As a classic example of an early 
manor house, Northborough has continued to be in-
cluded in major studies of medieval houses, such as 
those by Faulkner (1958), Wood (1965), Mercer (1975) 
and Emery (2000). However, the treatment of the 
house in all of these works has been quite brief, and 
apart from a locally-published study (Woodger, 1976) 

it has never received a fully detailed investigation and 
analysis, until the current initiative. This new study 
has involved close examination of all of the accessible 
building fabric of the house, together with the adjoin-
ing gatehouse. 

The original house

Northborough Manor is located on the western edge 
of the village, at the opposite end of the settlement 
to the parish church. The plan form of the house is 
of classic tripartite type (Figs. 3 & 4), with a central 
hall range, a principal solar cross-wing (now missing) 
at the high end of the hall, and a service cross-wing 
at the low end. The early fourteenth-century hall is 
distinguished by two tall windows on both the north 
front and south sides of very fine design, with tran-
soms and reticulated tracery in the heads, and sep-
arated by buttresses. The windows have flat heads, 
with moulded rere arches inside, so were not intend-
ed to be surmounted by gables, as Wood (1965, 5) con-
jectured. Running along under the eaves is a moulded 
cornice with ballflower decoration, not often found in 
a domestic context. Inside the later porch, the front 
door is heavily moulded and leads into a cross entry, 
with a similar door to the rear. Both doorways are set 
tightly against the service end cross wall, where a set 
of three service doorways (Fig. 5) in ornate Decorated 
style make a fine display, with ogee-shaped arches, 
ballflower ornament and finials. All of these decora-
tive elements, in spite of some awkward jointing to 
the inner hood moulds, are clearly original (contra 
Emery 2000, 287). Although a cross passage partition 
was subsequently inserted (and removed again in the 
1970s), the row of service doorways were clearly de-
signed, as Wood says (1965, 128) to be ‘visible from the 
high table’. The tall and deeply-splayed window jambs 
had attached circular shafts with turned capitals, but 
this carved detail was all cut away to the ground floor 
after the insertion of a first floor in the seventeenth 
century. The roof survives in almost complete con-
dition and is original, not a seventeenth century re-
placement as Emery (2000, 287) claims. It is of coupled 
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Figure 1. The north front.

Figure 2 and Plate 4. View from the south.
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Figure 3. Ground floor plan.

Figure 4. First floor plan.
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Figure 5. The interior of the hall, looking west.
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rafter type, the collar braced by soulaces and with an 
additional collar at higher level (Fig. 6). There are no 
longitudinal timbers, even the rafter feet being set on 
transverse pads rather than a wallplate. This type of 
structure is usually found in the thirteenth century, 
and is unusual for the fourteenth century. The tim-
bers have a fairly continuous set of carpenter’s marks, 
and are reported to retain smoke-blackening. 
 The awkward, asymmetrical placing of the win-
dows and buttresses to the front and rear eleva-
tions was commented on by Emery (2000, 287), who 
thought it showed a lack of coordination. The north 
buttress has been off-set to the east and is uncomfort-
ably squeezed up against the east window, while the 
south buttress is pushed off-centre to the west. Closer 
study reveals that there is in fact a clear rationale for 
the asymmetry. It is evident that the original designer 
of the hall went to considerable efforts to ensure that 
the two buttresses on the north and south sides were 
aligned with each other across the building. The rea-
son for this must be that a central truss was intend-
ed for the hall roof, and the buttresses were placed 
at either side of the planned location, to counteract 
the outward thrust from the roof truss. In the early 
fourteenth century, one would expect a hall of this 
type to have a central truss. Other examples in the 
region are frequently of base cruck or short-principal 
type, whose open-arched form does exert an outward 
thrust on the side walls, though buttresses are not 
always provided. At Northborough, there must have 
been a change of plan when it came to fitting the roof, 
and a simple coupled rafter structure was built, with 
no central truss. The buttresses could more suitably 
have been placed centrally between the windows if 

this had been the intention from the start. 
 Close analysis indicates that more survives of the 
fourteenth-century service cross-wing than has been 
generally thought. Although there has been some re-
building or re-facing to the south-west and there are 
many later windows, the main walls survive in fairly 
complete form, preserving quite a number of original 
features.
 The ground floor plan is a classic arrangement 
with the buttery and pantry to either side and the 
wider central service doorway leading via a passage 
to a detached kitchen. The passage walls are clearly 
still the original walls in situ, as they support an arch 
at their east end for the chamber fireplace on the first 
floor above. The external doorway from the kitchen 
passage, of plain-chamfered design, is also the origi-
nal in situ, a rare survival. The cross loop window 
towards the north end of the west wall, blocked by a 
fireplace inserted in the seventeenth century, is prob-
ably in situ, and presumably provided ventilation and 
low-level lighting to the buttery or pantry here.
 It seems there was a spiral stone stair set into the 
south-east corner which led up to the chamber on the 
first floor, lit by two slit windows to the ground and 
first floor. This is an unusual location for stairs, as 
one had to pass through a service room to gain ac-
cess to the first floor chamber, but there is no other 
better location, and the two surviving slits provide 
fairly sound evidence, even if the remaining fabric 
of the stair itself is hidden or destroyed. As the east 
cross-wing presumably contained the best solar, the 
stair arrangement may have been considered quite 
acceptable for the secondary chamber.
 The east wall of the solar forms the end gable of the 

Figure 6. Cross-section of the hall, with coupled rafter roof 
(Mercer, 1975:191).
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hall and is clearly largely intact, as it is crowned by the 
highly ornate chimneystack of the chamber fireplace, 
together with the complete run of decorated gable 
coping. The chimneystack is hexagonal with decora-
tive applied trefoiled gablets, and the gable coping has 
a continuous fleuron cresting, terminating in gablets 
(Fig 7). Like the service doorways and hall windows, 
these features are amongst the best surviving English 
examples of the period. An earlier off-set on the west 
face of this wall indicates that the linking roof from 
the hall gable to the cross-wing ridge was originally 
at a slightly higher level than the present one.
 The front north gable of the cross-wing also has a 
fine moulded gable parapet of early fourteenth centu-
ry date, complete with an ornate finial. The windows 
here have been replaced, but part of the arched head 
of the main chamber window survives, with a later 
second floor window inserted into the top of it. This 
shows that the main gable is the original masonry, 
and that the chamber had a tall, impressive window 
to this gable, probably with a pointed arch and deco-
rative tracery. High in the gable is a small quatrefoil 
window opening, also dating from the fourteenth 
century. The west side wall of the cross-wing is prob-
ably original, as it retains its medieval hollow-mould-
ed cornice along the whole length of the walltop. A 

slit window at first floor level towards the north end 
also appears to be in situ.
 The chamber would have had a good fireplace, 
set centrally on the east wall below the stack, though 
this has been renewed in the earlier seventeenth cen-
tury. The south wall would also have been gabled 
originally, probably with another large window. The 
original chamber would have been open to the roof 
apex with no attic over, probably with a fine roof 
structure, though this has been lost. A remnant of the 
original roof was noted by the Royal Commission on 
the Historical Monuments of England (RCHME) in-
spectors in 1971. The evidence has now disappeared, 
but can be seen on the RCHME photographs. Several 
rafter ends survived, oddly trapped in the cross-wing 
east wall, and visible in the end gable of the hall. This 
suggests that the solar roof had rafters of the same 
type as the hall, set on transverse pads, though one 
might expect there also to have been a more deco-
rative structure for the cross-wing, such as a crown 
post. One would expect the whole of the first floor 
to have formed a single space for the chamber, lit by 
large windows in both gable ends, though the slit 
window to the north-west implies there may have 
been some smaller subdivision or closet here, in an 
unusual location.

Figure 7. Decorative gable coping 
and chimneystack at the junction 
of the hall and west crosswing.
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Figure 8 and Plate 5. The north front of the gatehouse and stables.

 The stair block projecting to the north-east is clear-
ly integral to the main build, as the hall windows 
are designed to accommodate it, and it contains fine 
moulded stone doorways at the foot and head of the 
stair. The ground floor walls retain two slit windows 
to light the stair, and there is a moulded plinth line 
at first floor level. Much of the first floor walling may 
also be original, as the doorway to the east survives, 
and a sixteenth century window has been inserted in 
the north wall at mid-floor height, still clearly serv-
ing the original stairs. The stairs themselves were 
probably of stone and of rectangular plan, rising first 
against the west wall and then across the north wall. 
The whole arrangement, with a rectangular stair 
housed in its own spacious compartment, is highly 
developed for this date, when most stairs were still of 
spiral ‘vice’ type. The doorway at the head of the stair 
indicates the alignment of the former east cross-wing 
wall, set a little further east than the current gable 
end of the hall.
 The solar block was demolished in the eighteenth 
century, but Bridges, who was gathering material 
around 1720, refers to a large window ‘at the east end, 
now almost filled up, where probably was formerly 
a chapel’. This was no doubt a major window in the 
gable wall of the solar. Site investigations have sug-
gested that the solar block was around 44 feet (13.5m) 
long and 25 feet (7.6m) wide internally, as indicated 
on Figures 1–2 (Mac Dowdy, pers. comm.). If this is 
correct, the east cross-wing was much larger than the 
service end cross-wing to the west, whose comparable 
internal dimensions are only 36ft 5in (11.1m) by 14ft 
9in (4.5m). The missing solar block would have been 
very impressive, slightly larger than the hall itself, and 
approached by a very fine stair. The solar chamber 
would have had a large fireplace on the west or east 
lateral walls. The ground floor at this date probably 

had storage rooms rather than a parlour, with one or 
more doorways leading off from the ‘high’ end of the 
hall. In assessing the significance of Northborough, it 
is important to keep in mind this missing cross-wing, 
which would have made the fine house as it survives 
today one of very considerable grandeur.
 The stone used for the original construction of 
both the main house and the gatehouse is from the 
famous quarries of Barnack, only a few miles away 
to the west. Besides the architectural dressings of 
quoins, window surrounds etc., Barnack is used as 
ashlar for the front and rear walls of the hall, and also 
the south-east face of the cross-wing. Elsewhere, for 
the remainder of the cross-wing and the stair block, 
squared and coursed rubble is used, probably also 
from Barnack. It might be thought that the original 
walling was all of ashlar, with later re-facing in rub-
ble, but various sections of clearly original work, such 
as the ground floor of the stair block, show that this is 
not the case. It seems ashlar, a very high status treat-
ment at this date, was reserved for the principal parts, 
with coursed rubble used on the lesser elevations. 
The gatehouse similarly uses ashlar work for most of 
the principal front and rear elevations, with coursed 
rubble to the less visible east gable.

The gatehouse

The gatehouse is of similar, or slightly later, date to 
the main house. The front elevation facing the road 
has a large and imposing archway, clearly built to im-
press, though with no serious defensive intent (Fig. 8). 
Set back behind the entrance arch are a pair of door-
ways, a large one for vehicles and a smaller one for 
pedestrians. At the rear is another large, open arch-
way, the same as the front arch. The whole archway 
formerly had quadripartite vaulting over it, but this 
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Figure 10. Plan of the gatehouse.

Figure 9 The gatehouse entrance, 
with evidence of former vaulting.
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has been lost, with only the wall ribs and corbels sur-
viving (Fig. 9). Integral with the original gatehouse is 
a small chamber, presumably for a porter, to the east 
side, together with a stair turret. The stair rises to an 
intermediate chamber over the porter’s chamber, and 
continued upwards, but the upper parts have been 
lost. Above the level of the vaulting, there would for-
merly have been a fine chamber, which would proba-
bly have had a fireplace. Evidence of the offset for the 
upper walls remains on the front, east and west sides, 
and part of the upper west wall survives, now form-
ing the gable-end junction to the seventeenth century 
stable block, and preserving a small plain window at 
high level. A buttress at the south-west corner, now 
partly embedded in the later stable block, served to 
counteract the thrust from the stone vaulting. (This 
area is now shrouded in ivy, but is clearly visible on 
RCHME photographs of 1971). One would expect 
that the main upper chamber had a flat, leaded roof, 
probably surrounded by crenellations, with the stair 
turret rising above the roof line to allow access onto 
it. A boundary wall was attached to the west side of 
the gatehouse, which ran along the road frontage and 
turned south at the end of the current stable block, 
though construction of the stables involved replace-
ment of the whole central section of the original wall. 
The manor house no doubt stood in a sizeable enclo-
sure, with a remaining ha-ha to the south of the house 
suggestive of a surrounding moat or ditch. There 
would have been a detached kitchen to the west of 
the house, and the dovecote, dating now from around 
the early seventeenth century, may well replicate an 
earlier dovecote on the site. No doubt there was a fur-
ther substantial set of ancillary buildings to support 
the manor, but no obvious traces of this remain.
 The plan form and alignment of the gatehouse 
(Fig. 10) are very odd. While the main inner area of 
the vaulted archway is built square, the outer sec-
tion is set at a very skewed angle, which must have 
made the construction of the quadripartite vaulting 
very awkward. The porter’s chamber block to the east 
is also built to a skewed plan. The rear elevation of 
the gatehouse (and later stables) is also set at a slight 
angle to the main house. The unusual plan form is 
not the result of any later alteration or addition, as the 
original gatehouse is certainly a single-phase build-
ing. Nor does it seem likely that the alignment was 
dictated by the foundations of a previous building, as 
it would be perverse to follow the remains of so poor 
a model in the construction of such a fine structure. 
Medieval masons of this calibre were perfectly able 
to construct a square building if they wished, so the 
skewed plan form must therefore be a deliberate deci-
sion. How is this to be explained? 
 The front wall of the gatehouse, together with the 
former boundary wall, is clearly set parallel to the 
road frontage. It must have been an important require-
ment that the gatehouse and wall were taken right 
up to the highway, leaving no vacant space between. 
Interestingly, Serjeantson et al. (1906) refer to a licence 
which was obtained by Michael de Northburgh in 
1349 ‘to enlarge his mansions at Northburgh and 

Tyborn by 12 ft towards the king’s highway’. This sug-
gests that new land was specifically acquired to allow 
construction of the gatehouse at a suitable distance 
away from the manor house. If this interpretation is 
correct, it indicates that the gatehouse was construct-
ed somewhat later than the main house. 
 Consideration of the gatehouse alignments sug-
gests that the skewed angle was built to allow a bet-
ter, straight-on view of the house as one approached 
it through the gateway arch, instead of the view being 
at a more oblique angle. Of course, if the gatehouse 
had been located further west, a better approach 
view of the house would also have been obtained. 
However, the front of the gatehouse would not then 
have dominated the view as one approaches it from 
the north, down the ‘king’s highway’. All this indi-
cates that the approach to the house and the siting of 
the gatehouse, far from being accidental, are all care-
fully stage-managed.

Date and ownership

All the architectural details of the house, including 
the use of a highly developed Decorated gothic style, 
suggest a date of c. 1320–40. The ballflower ornament 
used on the cornice, chimneystack and service door-
ways is particularly characteristic of this period. The 
architecture of the gatehouse suggests it dates from 
a similar period, though the documentary evidence 
noted above suggests it is slightly later, dating from 
c. 1349.
 The de la Mare family held the manor of 
Northborough from the twelfth century. Geoffrey de 
la Mare inherited the manor in 1282 and was granted 
free warren (hunting rights) in 1295. Geoffrey was 
imprisoned several times in the 1320s for rebellion 
against Edward II. He died in 1327, passing on the 
manor to his son, also Geoffrey, who was then only a 
few months old. The building of Northborough Manor 
was attributed by Bridges (1791) and Serjeantson et 
al. (1906) to the elder Geoffrey, but Woodger (1976) 
makes a strong case that the builder was in fact Roger 
de Norburgh. Roger, as his name implies, was a local 
man who rose to great importance. As Emery (2000) 
says, he was ‘a royal clerk appointed comptroller of the 
wardrobe (1316), chancellor of Cambridge University 
(1321–6), twice treasurer for short periods (1327, 1340), 
and bishop of Lichfield and Coventry (1322–c. 1359).’ 
Woodger (1976) shows that Roger’s family probably 
owned the land around the site of Northborough 
Manor, and that the attribution to Geoffrey de la 
Mare rests on an assumption that, as lord of the 
manor, the building must be his. Part of the evidence 
previously cited for de la Mare as builder is that the 
younger Geoffrey de la Mare forfeited his estates to 
Bishop Roger in 1351 as he was unable to pay a debt 
due. Serjeantson et al. (1906) and others assumed that 
this included the transfer of Northborough Manor. 
However, as Woodger points out, the debt was only 
for 100 marks, which would represent only a small 
fraction of the value of the house. As Woodger (1976) 
and Emery (2000) state, the exceptionally high qual-
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ity of the architecture surely points towards Bishop 
Roger as the much more likely builder. Roger would 
have been a very much wealthier man, with a posi-
tion of high status to uphold. Although it was not 
within his own see, but that of the bishop of Lincoln, 
Northborough would have been established as the 
equivalent of a bishop’s palace, providing a useful 
base during Roger’s business travels and convenient 
to his local estate interests in the area. Having estab-
lished the connection with Roger, bishop of Lichfield 
and Coventry, Woodger went on to attribute the 
building of Northborough to William de Eyton, mas-
ter mason of Lichfield cathedral. This idea does not 
stand up to examination. The comparable features he 
refers to at Northborough and Lichfield are all typi-
cal of the Decorated style, and the details at Lichfield 
are also unreliable, as the whole fabric was heavily 
restored by Scott from 1857 onwards.
 It seems likely that Bishop Roger (rather than the 
de la Mare family, contra Pevsner (1968)) was also re-
sponsible for the very ambitious programme of work 
which was started at the church of Northborough 
in the fourteenth century. The south transept of the 
church was rebuilt in a very lavish Decorated style, 
completely dwarfing the earlier church. Clearly, 
a comprehensive programme of rebuilding was 
planned, but not carried out. As Pevsner says, the 
enlargement was ‘so bold that it would have given 
Northborough one of the biggest parish churches in 
the county.’ The south transept has two large, empty 
tomb recesses at the south end, indicating that the 
transept was built as a family burial place, and there 
is a very unusual original ossuary crypt below. Parker 
(1853) thought that the tomb recesses were built to 
house the two fourteenth century effigies now in the 
porch of nearby Glinton church. One of these effigies 
carries a hunting horn, the badge of a forester, and it 
is thought that Geoffrey de la Mare (d.1327) may have 
been a Forester of Kesteven. However, Bridges says 
that Geoffrey was ‘buried amongst his ancestors, in 
St Mary’s chapel, in Peterborough’. Measurement of 
the Glinton effigies also shows that they are rather 
too large ever to have fitted into the Northborough 
recesses. Furthermore, the style of the south transept 
is very advanced Decorated work, closer to 1350 than 
1320. (As Serjeantson et al. (1906) say, ‘The lines of the 
tracery generally are flowing, but vertical lines occur, 
marking the impending change of style.’). The evi-
dence thus seems to point towards Bishop Roger as 
the initiator of the grand new design for the church.
 Bishop Roger was appointed Lord High Treasurer 
in 1340 by Edward III. However, he failed to collect 
taxes successfully for the King’s war in France, and 
was arrested and disgraced in the same year. He re-
tired to his diocese and never again held government 
office. By 1347 it seems he was incapacitated, as a suf-
fragan Bishop had to be appointed. He died in late 
1359 or early 1360. It seems likely that Northborough 
Manor was built during the period when Roger was 
at the height of his powers, around 1320 to 1340. With 
the manor house completed, Roger may have moved 
on to rebuilding the church, but the programme there 

was curtailed by his disgrace in 1340 and subsequent 
incapacity.
 Roger must also have made arrangements for 
the occupation of Northborough Manor, as in 1349 
Michael de Norburgh obtained licence (as above) to 
enlarge his mansion at Northborough by 12 feet to-
wards the king’s highway. As Woodger (1976, 7) notes, 
Michael was a protégé, perhaps the nephew, of Roger. 
Roger procured for him the position of King’s Clerk in 
1349, with further appointments at Lichfield. Michael 
was Bishop of London in 1354–1361, so Northborough 
Manor continued to act as a bishop’s house. It seems 
likely, as noted above, that it was Michael rather than 
Roger who built the gatehouse. Michael died of the 
plague in 1361. He probably only held Northborough 
Manor as a deed for life, as on Michael’s death (or per-
haps Bishop Roger’s) the manor reverted to another 
relative of Roger, Hugh de Northborough.

Later development

The later history of the manor was traced in some de-
tail by Woodger (1976), with a briefer account given 
by Serjeantson et al. (1906). Roger de Northborough’s 
family continued to own the manor of Northborough, 
which became combined with the manor of Etton, 
through the late fourteenth and early fifteenth centu-
ry. In 1502 Northborough was bought by Sir William 
Fitzwilliam, together with a number of other man-
ors, including Milton, where the Fitzwilliam fam-
ily continue to reside. William’s second son, Thomas 
Fitzwilliam, inherited in 1534 but sold the manor 
in 1546 to John Browne, whose family came from 
Walcot. Northborough was then bought in 1572 for 
£500 by James Claypole, a yeoman from King’s Cliffe, 
according to Woodger’s more detailed research, 
though Serjeantson et al. (1906) give the date of the 
purchase as 1563. James Claypole clearly prospered 
at Northborough, as he was able to buy up various 
other lands in the area in 1572–1598 and was knighted 
in 1583. He died in 1599, leaving a large monument 
in the church. The building evidence indicates, how-
ever, that James Claypole undertook only rather lim-
ited work to the manor house. The manor passed to 
his son, John, who was knighted in 1605, and then to 
John’s brother Adam, who married a niece of William 
Cecil, Lord Burghley.
 Adam’s fourth son John inherited in 1630. John 
was an acquaintance of Oliver Cromwell, and his 
eldest son John fought for the Parliamentary army 
at the siege of Newark in 1645–1646. In 1646 he mar-
ried Elizabeth Cromwell, Oliver’s favourite daughter. 
He was elected an M.P. in 1654 and was appointed 
Lord of the Bedchamber and Master of the Horse by 
Cromwell. His wife Elizabeth died in 1658, short-
ly before Oliver himself. John gave shelter to the 
Protector’s widow, taking her back to Northborough 
Manor, where she lived until her death in 1665 and 
was buried in the church. In 1681 John sold the manor 
and estate, valued at £5,600 but heavily mortgaged, 
to Lord Fitzwilliam of Milton, and died in 1688. The 



Northborough Manor: A re-appraisal 207

Fitzwilliams continued to own the manor but it de-
clined in status, becoming a farmhouse. By the 1970s, 
it was in very poor repair and was restored by Roy 
Genders, who removed the inserted floor in the hall. 
In 1988 the current owners, John and Jane Trevor, suc-
cessfully managed to reunite the two buildings, buy-
ing both the manor house and gatehouse.
 Very little alteration seems to have taken place at 
Northborough until the later sixteenth century. The 
only element which seems to date from this interven-
ing period is the front porch. Rubble stone walling 
to the east side of the ground floor suggests that a 
single-storey porch may have been added first, but 
this was rebuilt as a two-storey structure around 
1500, perhaps after the manor was bought by William 
Fitzwilliam in 1502. The front doorway arch is typi-
cal of this period. Unusually for the area, the upper 
storey of the porch originally had a timber-framed 
wall to the east side, with close-studding, presumably 
used for decorative effect. The top wallplate of this 
timber-framing still survives, but the rest has been 
replaced in stone. The room over the porch was ac-
cessed by a doorway cut through the north-east cor-
ner of the cross-wing.
 At some point around the fifteenth or sixteenth 
century, perhaps at the same time as the addition of 
the porch, a gallery was inserted over the cross pas-
sage, accessed from the first floor of the cross-wing by 
a doorway (now blocked) at the north end. The finial 
decoration over the service wing doors was truncated 
by the floor of the inserted gallery. A screens partition 
would also have been necessary at this stage, though 
this could have been inserted prior to installation of a 
gallery.
 The next phase of alterations which can be detect-
ed is the insertion of quite a number of new windows, 
of cavetto-moulded or plain chamfered type and 
made of a characteristic fine-grained, yellowish stone. 
There are two of these windows in the stair block and 
one on the front gable of the cross-wing (though two 
of these have been later re-set), with two more on the 
front of the gatehouse. All are fairly short in propor-
tion and either of a single light or of two lights with 
a mullion. The moulding and window proportions 
suggest a date of the later sixteenth century, so this 
work was probably undertaken by James Claypole 
soon after he bought the manor around 1570.
 Major remodelling of the house was undertaken 
in the earlier seventeenth century, probably around 
1620-40 by Adam or John Claypole. A first floor was 
inserted into the open hall, set fairly high to avoid 
obstructing the main lights of the hall windows, but 
with the higher level tracery, now at knee-height, 
blocked up. Three large lateral chimneystacks were 
added, one to the south wall of the hall and two to 
the west wall of the service wing. Only one of these 
now remains, the hall stack and the north stack to 
the service wing having been removed in the late 
twentieth century. The remaining stack shows that 
all three were of brick, with stone dressings. New 
dormer windows with characteristic ovolo moulding 
were added to the hall range to light the inserted first 

floor, two to the rear and a larger one at the front. The 
stair block also had a floor added, providing a fur-
ther room at the same level as those over the hall, lit 
by a new three-light ovolo-moulded window. Inside 
the hall, the plan and photographs in the RCHME 
inspectors’ report (1971) show that the ground floor 
was divided up, with a stair inserted against the cen-
tre of the north wall and the room in the west part 
of the hall heated by a slightly splayed fireplace, cut 
into the south-east corner. The eastern ground floor 
room may have been heated by a stack against the 
east cross-wing, now lost. On the first floor, the hall 
was probably also divided into at least two rooms, 
though it is unclear if these were heated.
 The service wing was also remodelled. Large fire-
places were inserted into the former buttery and pan-
try, making the original detached kitchen redundant. 
The fireplace to the north room had an oven or simi-
lar structure beside it. The original spiral stair to the 
south-east corner of the cross-wing was also probably 
removed at this time, as its slit window is blocked 
with bricks of same type as those used in other sev-
enteenth century work. Access to the first floor of the 
wing must now have been from the new stair in the 
hall range, via a new doorway cut through the south-
west corner of the hall. The first floor was retained as 
a fine chamber, lit by a large new four-light mullion 
and transom window in the north gable, and a fur-
ther three-light window to the west. The earlier fire-
place was replaced with an impressive new fireplace 
of fashionable design, with sophisticated mouldings. 
No doubt the principal first floor chamber was still in 
the east cross-wing, approached by the original stair. 
 The other major addition of this period was the 
stables, a fine block of considerable size (Fig 8). The 
principal doorway for horses is near the centre of the 
south front, of sophisticated design with a moulded 
round arch and impost blocks. There are two other 
doorways of typical earlier seventeenth century de-
sign with four-centred heads, one at the west end 
and another cut through the west side wall of the 
gatehouse. The internal arrangements of the stables 
have been lost, but must have followed a typical pat-
tern. The stable stalls would have filled most of the 
ground floor space, with the stall heads against the 
blind north wall, in the normal manner. Extensive 
space was provided on the first floor and attic, well 
lit on both sides by ovolo-moulded and dormer win-
dows. These floors would have provided rooms for 
grooms or other servants, as well as storage space, 
with two fireplaces at each end, on the first floor and 
attic. The chimneystacks, fireplaces and the cheeks of 
the dormer windows are constructed of brick, of the 
same type as that seen in the surviving lateral stack 
to the service wing. The upper part of the gatehouse 
was taken down at the same time, with the stables 
roof extended over it and a new gable built at the east 
end. The vaulting over the gatehouse passage may 
also have been removed at this time. The row of cir-
cular holes in the north wall of the stables are roughly 
cut and clearly a later addition, for ventilation.
 The rectangular dovecote to the south-west of 
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the manor house, filled with nesting boxes, prob-
ably also dates from the earlier seventeenth century. 
With the major upgrading of the manor house and 
addition of a very large stable block, the manor house 
clearly formed a very considerable establishment 
for the prosperous Claypole family. Woodger (1976, 
20, though with no reference) quotes a document of 
1648, when the manor was seized and a sale was at-
tempted, with the description, ‘All that manor house 
or Capitall messuage commonly knowne by the name of 
the mannor howse lying and being in Norborrow in the 
County of Northampton with the appurtenance and all 
houses, dove houses, edifices, buildings, outhouses, barnes, 
stables, malthouses, kilnes, orchard, gardens, yards, back-
side courtyards and curtilage …’ 
 The fortunes of the Claypole family seem to have 
declined with the Restoration in 1660, and John 
Claypole, who had become heavily indebted, sold 
Northborough manor in 1681. The property sub-
sequently declined in status, becoming a tenanted 
farmhouse of the Fitzwilliam estate. As a result, rela-
tively little work was done in later centuries, and the 
early buildings survived into the modern period in 
an unusually intact state.
 The south end of the service wing has seen consid-
erable rebuilding, with new stonework and the pre-
sumed original gable end cut back to form a hipped 
roof. The first floor timber window, of cross type with 
an iron casement, suggests that this work was done 
around the end of the seventeenth or early eighteenth 
century. It seems likely that the tall south gable had 
become unstable, and was taken down, with a cheap 
repair substituted.
 The east cross-wing housing the main solar was de-
molished during the eighteenth century. Presumably 
the manor house had become larger than required for 
an ordinary farmhouse, and expenditure on mainte-
nance of the cross-wing was no longer sensible. The 
gable end of the hall was completely rebuilt, with fire-
places on the ground and first floor. The masonry of 
the new chimneystack confirms an eighteenth cen-
tury date for the new gable, probably not long after 
Bridges’ visit of c. 1720.
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Plate 4. Northborough Manor, viewed from the south. 

Plate 5. Northborough Manor: the north front of the gatehouse and stables.
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