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ART. X X .—The Earlier Owners of Edenhall. By the REV. 
FREDERICK W. RAGG, M.A., F.R.Hist.S. 

IN 1362, on Wednesday, June 22nd, an Inquisition was 
held at Penrith after the death of William de Stapel-

ton to certify to the king what lands he held in chief. 
The jury gave, as part of their verdict, a short history 
of the descent of the manor, and with this part it is 
convenient to begin. They state that a certain King 
Henry, progenitor of the reigning king (Edward III.), 
gave the manor of Edenhale to Peter de Brus to be held 
by him and his heirs, in fee, of the king and his heirs, 
by the service of half a knight's fee, which was to be 
all the service due. By hereditary descent, they said, 
Robert de Brus afterwards held the manor of the lord 
Henry, the great-grandfather of the reigning king, by 
the same service, and Adam Turpe acquired (i.e., pur-
chased) the manor of the said Robert de Brus by licence 
of the king to be held in fee by the same service. And 
next, Robert de Turpe, Adam's son and heir, held it, 
and after the death of this Robert, his daughters, 
Johanna and Juliana, were his heirs, and Juliana had 
been married to William de Stapelton and had died before 
her husband, who, by the " courtesy of England," held, 
till he died, the half of the manor which was hers, and 
William de Stapelton their son, aged 26, was the heir. 
The remainder of the verdict will be dealt with later 
on : the first point is this summary of the previous 
history of the manor. 

The jurors were giving their verdict very nearly Ioo 
years after the death of the king in whose time Robert 
de Brus lived, of whom Adam de Turpe acquired the 
manor. At least we shall see that the acquisition was 
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200 	THE EARLIER OWNERS OF EDENHALL. 

not later than the time of Henry III. They give as the 
succession from that time, a not impossible though short 
series of owners, who were de Turpes, Adam, Robert 
and Robert's daughters, the younger being the mother 
of William de Stapelton, who was 26 years old. But 
previous records suggest that though true in the main 
this is not quite accurate in particulars. 

Three Inquisitions previous to this of 1362 are amongst 
the Records in the Public Record Office, taken con-
cerning de Turpes of Edenhall :—One after the death 
of the mother of Johanna and Juliana, held in 1328 ; 
one after the death of Robert her husband, but taken 
on complaint of his widow for a reason which will appear 
hereafter, in 1314 ; and one taken after the death of 
an earlier Robert, undated ; the writ ordering it is 
mutilated and its date gone. It belongs, however, to 
the time of Henry III., and must have taken place in 
1252 (36 Henry III.), for there is an entry in the Fine 
Roll of that year stating that Robert de Dacre gave 
the king three gold marks (f18) to have the custody of 
the lands and heir of Robert de Turp till he should be 
of age, and the right of having him married. The Pipe 
Rolls after their wont go on giving the name of Robert 
de Turp as owing his 20S. for the yearly service from the 
manor till, at any rate, 126o.* But the grave made no 
difference to the Exchequer Accounts,—only the pay-
ment of the debt. With some intervals the name of 
Robert de Turpe is given as paying the dues, and these 
entries go back to 1229-3o. But in 1222-3 we come to 
the name of Robert de Brus entered as discharging 
them. This is the earliest existing Pipe Roll of Henry 
III. The last existing roll of John, of the year 1215, 
gives Robert de Tup of Edenhall, which is but Tu'p with 
the sign for r omitted. In one of the intervals wherein 

* See F. H. M. Parker's Pipe Rolls of Cumberland and Westmorland. 
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the Pipe Rolls of Henry III. do not give the name de 
Turp nor mention Edenhall comes the year 125o-I, 
when William de Lancaster and Thomas, son of John,. 
were collectors of an Aid for the king in Cumberland. 
Their return exists in the Record Office (Exchequer 
K.R. Miscellaneous Books, No. 6, vol. i., p. 693) ; and 
in this Robert de Turpe is entered as holding half a fee 
in Edenhall, and there is nothing' stated to prevent us 
from supposing him to be tenant in chief. In fact, all 
through that reign, from 126o backwards except in the 
two instances in which the name de Brus is given, as well 
as in King John's last Pipe Roll, if a name occurs it is. 
de Turp. But in the Red Book of the Exchequer, which 
shows, it is thought, a summary of the returns made 
by Inquest of the Sheriffs in 1212, Adam de Carlun 
holds the half fee in Edenhall which was (part) of the 
fee of Peter de Brus ; while the sheriff of Cumberland, 
in his own return for that year, still existing in the Record 
Office (Exchequer K.R. Knights' fees 1/9 m. 2) , says 
that Robert de Brus holds Edenhall of the king by the 
service of half a knight's fee, and that King Henry 
gave the aforesaid land to Peter de Brus, his predecessor 
by the said service. 

A payment for half a knight's fee, either as service 
or as scutage, is traceable in King John's Pipe Rolls, 
though Edenhall is not mentioned, nor is the amount 
of the fee in every instance, backwards from 1209 to 
1196. There is enough to satisfy one that it is the same 
fee, and the service and scutage are given by William 
de Brus. In 1195 the series stops, and we find the name 
of Robert Brus, who is stated to be the father of William. 
But the entries concerning him are about a charter and 
a debt connected with it to Aaron the Jew. Beyond 
1192 his name does not occur. Examining these Rolls 
back from 1215 to 1209, we find in 1214 that the half 
fee of Edenhall was held by Adam de Carduil and was 
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part of the fee of Robert de Brus. In 1212 it is the same 
Adam de Carliolo who holds it, and in neither of these 
cases does the entry give a distinct impression that 
Adam paid the scutage, whereas the entry of 1215 almost 
implies that Robert de Turp paid. Looking back again, 
from 1212 to 1209, we find nothing. And further back 
than that, as we have seen, the payments for a half fee 
are made by William de Brus. The de Carliol payments 
and the de Brus payments for a half fee do not overlap. 
But the de Carliol name occurs more than once in almost 
every roll as we go back. In 1212 Adam himself pays 
6o marks for an amercement. Reginald, his son, gets 
in three years through a debt of 4o marks that he may 
have as wife Milisent, widow of Odard, son of Adam. 
Adam is found in 1207, and in 1206 also, owing for money 
received from Gilbert fitz Reinfred. In 1205 Adam de 
Carduil owes and pays for his bailiwick in Eaton (Hayton), 
and in 1204 likewise and 1202. In 1201, besides paying 
his dues from Eaton, he is seen as Adam, son of Robert 
de Carduil, and pays 5 marks to have a plot of land 
there which extends from his house alongside of the 
Cemetery of St. Alban ; and has the plot granted on 
condition that he makes a way of access to the cemetery. 
In 1200, again, he is found paying for his bailiwick of 
Eaton, as also in 1199 (` ` Eton " here) . In 1198 he pays 
for Eton and for a charter connected with a debt to 
Aaron the Jew. He had borrowed from Aaron, it would 
seem, the exact amount which he owed to the Exchequer. 
In 1197 he is Adam, son of Robert de Carliol, and pays 
for the same things, and also in 1196, 1195, 1194, and 
1193, but the bailiwick is in these years Eiton. Then 
these entries cease. But oddly enough stray entries 
of de Turb begin. In 1194 and 1193 Reginald de Turb 
is to pay for selling wine contrary to the Assize ; im-
portation and merchandize surely ; Cumberland could 
hardly have a vintage. But if merchandize, Reginald 
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would belong to a town, and to hardly another than 
Carlisle. In 1185 Robert de Turb is amerced for a false 
claim. In 1168 the men (i.e., tenants) of Peter de Tufb 
are amerced, which also looks like.  an  entry connected 
with a town. These earlier de Turps have no connection 
with Edenhall, but in a charter given by Robert de Brus, 
who died about 1194, to St. Nicholas of York, the name 
of the witness following that of Euphemia his wife is 
Peter de Turp. This de Brus was lord of Annandale. 
The de Carduil or de Carliol names, Adam, Robert and 
Reginald, remind one of the de Turp names, which, except 
Peter, are the same, and it is just possible to conjecture, 
but to leave it simply as conjecture, that this de Carduil 
family were in reality de Turps, and that that branch 
was known by .the name de Carduil for two or three 
generations much as two or three generations of de Culwen 
were known as de Wirkington. 

To go from these to Edenhall itself, there is on record 
an earlier owner still. From -116o to 1172 it and Lang-
wathby are entered together as held in one under the 
king by Henry, son of Swain, to whom Henry II. had 
granted them, and during those years, the payment due 
to the Exchequer for them both was the large sum of 
X10. After 1172 there was a separation, for Langwathby 
goes on alone, which looks as though Henry Swain's son 
left no descendants. 

All these small details may be uninteresting enough in 
themselves ; what they lead up to has some interest. 

The elder stem of the de Brus family, that of Skelton, 
shows, after the time of Henry I., no Robert. The 
succession is two Adams and then four Peters till nearly 
the end of the reign of Henry III., when the last died 
and left his sisters to inherit. Yet not only the Inquisition 
of 1362 but two earlier records, as we have seen, state that 
Edenhall was of the fee of Peter de Brus, and three 
earlier records are in agreement with the verdict of that 
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Inquisition that Robert de Brus possessed it, though 
only the Inquisition states, " by hereditary descent " ; 
and yet that there was hereditary descent in the matter 
might be concluded by the Pipe Roll entries. William, 
in these Rolls, is shown in 1196 to be the son of Robert, 
and he seems to be succeeded by a Robert. 

Thus, although the Pipe Roll entries in such cases 
concern themselves with the tenants in chief and might 
be supposed to concern themselves with those only, we 
find all through no Skelton de Brus mentioned ; the names 
are those of the Annandale family only ; and more, 
before the time at which the Inquisition says the acquisi-
tion was made, we find the name de Turp given instead 
of de Brus, apparently as if he were the tenant in chief 
(1215, 1229-30, etc.), and in 1222-3-4 Robert de Brus 
comes in, and not de Turp. It was no doubt this difficulty 
which caused Hodgson Hinde* to suggest that the de 
Turp family was in reality de Brus, and caused Parker 
to speak uncertainly. fi  But I do not think the evidence, 
so far as it is evidence, makes for that conclusion. The 
Christian names of the de Brus family coincide with 
the Annandale succession, and it is not likely that a branch, 
de Turp, would show the same succession and the same 
dates. And in addition it does not solve the real difficulty. 
The fee was that of Peter de Brus, a Skelton de Brus 
fee and of the de Skelton family the Exchequer, one 
would think, required the dues, and not the Annandale. 
Charters, if any exist, would probably make the matter 
clear. But it is noticeable that the year in which the 
name of Robert de Brus first occurs in the Cumberland 
Pipe Roll is the year in which, if Dugdale is to be trusted, 
Peter de Brus paid for his relief (his succession duty) , 
1192, though he should have succeeded his father Adam 
in 1185. Work amongst Charters suggests to me, that 

* Pipe Rolls of 'Cumberland, lxvii. 
t Pipe Rolls of Cumberland and Westmorland, H. 
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on succeeding and being allowed to have possession 
(through payment of the relief), Peter granted Edenhall 
out to his kinsman Robert de Brus on condition that he 
should pay some dues to him and his heirs, and also the 
service to the king, and that the Annandale de Brus 
family, as mesne lords, granted it first to the de Carliols, 
and then to the de Turps (if these were really not the 
same family) on similar conditions, and in the end the 
de Turps did, as the Inquisition says, acquire it. Thus 
the ownership of Robert de Brus (the later Robert) would 
be after all by hereditary succession ; though not by 
descent from Peter, but descent from his grandfather, 
Robert, to whom Peter made the grant. But the de 
Turp acquirer could hardly be the Adam of the Inquisition. 
It looks as though it must have been a Robert earlier 
than this Adam, and there may easily have been two 
Roberts in the reign of John and Henry III. If one 
(the Robert of 1215) died before 1223 and left a son 
under age, the custody would be in the hands of Robert 
de Brus, and this would account for his name appearing 
in the Pipe Roll in 1223-4, and being merged again in 
1229, and Robert de Turp being found instead. But 
later on, in 1252, when Robert de Turp died and his young 
son Adam was but 7-i years old, the transfer must have 
actually taken place, because Robert de Dacre pays 
for the custody to the king. The custody, since the 
holding was by military service, would not be paid for 
to the king while a de Brus was a superior lord, unless 
the de Brus at the time was also a minor, and neither 
the mesne lord de Brus (the Annandale) nor the superior 
(the Skelton) seems at this period to have a minor to 
show in possession. Hence it would seem that this 
Robert de Turp was actually holding under the king in 
chief, for this, without any other reason, would give 
the custody into the hands of the king, and the king 
could let it out if he so chose. 
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It looks then as if the first Turp owner of Edenhall, 
who was tenant in chief in fact and not in name, for 
Pipe Roll entries, was not Adam but Adam's father, 
Robert. 

We can now take up again the Inquisitions, and take 
them in order as they came. The first is that after 
Robert de Turpt's death in 1252.* The jury were William 
son of Henry, William son of William, Thomas Francigena 
(le Franceys), William son of Huctred, Thomas Lowis, 
Henry de Milnebourne, Walter the dyer, John de Lenure 
(? le Venure), Gilbert son of William, Thomas le Venure, 
Richer Breto and Adam de Neuton. They stated on 
oath that Robert de Turpt held in demesne in the town-
ship of Edenhal 61 acres of land, each acre of which was 
worth 6d. (in yearly profits), and that Margery, widow 
of Robert de Turpt, holds in dower 17 of these acres : 
that Robert held also 21 bovates of land in the township, 
and each was worth 2S., and that Margery held 7 of 
these in dower ; that he held also 61 acres of pastureland 
and each was worth 8d., and of these Margery held 3 ; 
and that the undernamed had freeholds held by charter 
from Robert,t viz., Eva, widow of Richer (Richard) , 
half a carucate of land, paying for it 3s. id. ; Matilda, 
a widow, 3 acres, paying yearly for it 18d., of which 
Margery receives 15d. ; John de Turpt 2 (bovates ?) of 
land paying id. ; Thomas Louuys 1 toft, paying for it 
1d. ; Alan de Turpt half a carucate, paying yearly 12d., 
which 12d. Margery receives ; Richer le Breto 1 acre, 
paying for it id. ; Ivo, son of the lord (of the manor) 
in demesne, 46 acres, paying yearly 6d. The following 
cottars also held under Robert : Matilda, a widow, held 
one toft and 1 acre, paying 2S. ; Robert the Shepherd 
(Pastor) 1 toft and 1 acre, paying 22d. ; Adam King, 

* C. Inq., Hen. iii., file 47 (21). 
t This general grant of freeholds also gives the impression that Robert 

was the fresh owner. 
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an enclosure and house' (" curtitagium " including both), 
paying 2d. yearly ; Eda, daughter of Reginald, z toft 
and 2 (acres ?) of land, paying 3s. ; Agatha, i toft, paying 
12d. yearly ; Margery, daughter of John le Porter, i toft 
and 6 acres, paying 3s. There was also, they stated, a 
chief messuage (manor house) which was Robert's and 
was worth 3s. yearly. Robert also held the mill of 
Edenhall, which was worth 27s., and Margery (his widow) 
takes of these gs. Robert received for pannage dues. 
27s., and Margery has 9s. of these ; and Adam, of 72 
years of age, was his heir, and the sum total of Margery's 
dower was 4 1os. 7d. (yearly) . Taking this dower at 
the usual one-third, which it seems to be, the value of 
the manor would approximately be 12 lis. 9d. Ivo, 
son of the lord, who must have been of age to be in 
possession, could only be a son not born in wedlock. 
Noticeable in this list is the proportion of female tenants, 
greater than in any list I remember to have seen ; and 
noticeable also is the unusual description widow (` ` vidua ") 
simply, which replaces in some of the instances the far 
more usual description " who was the wife of " (que 
/uit uxor) . 

The fine (i.e., money for an agreement) paid by Robert 
de Dacre comes in date close on this Inquisition (Fine 
Roll, 36 Hen. III., m. 15), and the fine of i mark also 
paid in the same year by Robert de Dacre to have back 
again his woodland of Edenhall (Pipe Roll, 36 Hen. 
III.). His name does not appear in the Inquisition as 
holding anything under Robert de Turpt. What he held, 
though I can but feel uncertainty about it, may have 
been a portion of Inglewood, of the king. Robert de 
Dacre, a close relation no doubt of William de Dacre, 
lord of Dacre, who had been sheriff from zo to 3o Henry 
III., when he grew tired of his office and asked to be 
relieved, was an enterprising person. In 31 Henry III. 
(1247-8) and in later years, by instalments, he paid 250 

 
tcwaas_002_1913_vol13_0022



208 	THE EARLIER OWNERS OF EDENHALL. 

marks to have the custody of the lands and heir of Peter 
de Tilliol ; in 1254-5  paid for money advanced from the 
Treasury—which was not all repaid in 126o, and had 
transactions in sales of wine in 1254, besides his hold 
on Edenhall. Another of the family, David de Dacre, 
paid in 1252-3 for pannage for twelve years in Inglewood. 

We now come to some of the few notices there are of 
Adam de Turp, Robert's son and heir. The particulars 
of his infringement of the Forest laws are given by F. 
H. M. Parker—whom we sorely miss—in these Transac-
tions, N.S., vii., pp. 13 and 18, and need not be repeated 
here. In 1277 or 1278 he was charged before the Assize 
by Ralf de Cundal (of Bampton, Westmorland) and 
Margaret his wife with having dispossessed them of a 
freehold of one messuage and 2 bovates of land in Edenhall. 
They did not prosecute, however, and an agreement was 
come to in which Adam recognized their claim. Even 
this might be a friendly trial, for they asked for no 
damages. In 7 Edw. I. (1278-9) a dispute about reason-
able estovers (wood for repairs, etc.) in Edenhall wood 
between him and Adam de Dolfineby was settled by a 
final concord ending the suit. 

Adam must have been married fairly soon in life, and 
this no doubt Robert de Dacre would secure, to make 
sure of that part of the profit from his custody. For in 
1288 Thomas, son of Mr. Wm. de Goldington, of Appleby 
—clerk in Orders clearly because of the " Mr. "—claims 
2 messuages and 14 acres of land in Edenhale held by 
Robert, son of Adam Turpe (Assize Roll 1277), and at 
that time Adam could only be about 41 ; his son, to 
hold the tenement, at least of age. The defence made 
was that one of the so-called messuages was a sheep-fold 
in a vacant space, and no dwelling-house of man was -
near, and that the other messuage was not in existence, 
and the supposed site was a waste piece of ground ; and 
that even were the messuages there, Henry de Goldington, 
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uncle of Thomas, long before his death enfeoffed Robert 
de Turp in the land. In 1291 the case came on again, 
and the defence was that Thomas was born before the 
marriage of his parents, and therefore could not be heir 
to any one. The jury agreed to this, and Robert was left 
in possession (Assize Roll 984) . Adam was living at 
the time, as we shall see, and therefore the tenement was 
held under him. The next information comes from the 
Inquisition of 7 Edwd. II. (C. Inq., ii., file 32, 19) . The 
king writes to his eschaetor stating that it was repre-
sented to him by Beatrix, widow of Robert Tourp of Eden-
hale, that Robert her deceased husband and she had been 
enfeoffed by Adam Turp in two-thirds of the manor of 
Edenhale jointly, to be held by them and the heirs of 
their bodies, and to revert to Adam and his heirs intact, 
if they should have no heirs ; that Robert and she held 
peaceable possession from that time till Robert's death ; 
and that when he died the eschaetor had entered on the 
two parts of the manor and had taken it into the king's 
hands as if Robert had been sole and not joint feoffee, 
and that this was doing a wrong to her, the other joint 
feoffee. 'Whereupon the king requires the eschaetor to 
hold inquisition and ascertain the truth, and distinctly 
and clearly and soon make known to him the result. 
This writ is dated April 12th, 7 Edwd. II. (1314) . In 
consequence, an Inquisition was held at Penrith on 
Wednesday before the Feast of St. John the Baptist 
(19th June), and the jury were :—Robert de Tymperoun, 
John de Hoton Rouf, Robert de Neubigging, William 
de Dolfanby, John de Penruddoc, Alexander de Capella, 
Geoffrey de Bello Campo (Beauchamp), Thomas de 
Appelby, William de Edenhall, Thomas de Holleye, 
William de Wa[ 	], and Nicholas Usser. Their 
verdict was that Robert de Turp and Beatrix had been 
enfeoffed by Adam jointly on .Whit Sunday of the 4th 
year of the king (1311) by licence of the king, and had 

P 
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continued in possession till the Monday before the Puri-
fication of St. Mary, in the king's 7th year, when Robert 
died (January 28th, 1314) . The two-thirds of the 
manor, they said, were held of the king in chief by 
homage and fealty and by the service of 4 of a knight's 
fee ; and the (yearly) value was L4  8s. 5d.* 

She was left in possession, it is clear, and even succeeded 
to the whole manor, for the Inquisition. after her death 
follows next, held on Wednesday before the Invention 
of the Holy Cross (27th April), 1328. The jury, Nicholas 
de Harlaxton, John de Kirkoswald, Walter de Bolsambi, 
Adam Armstrang, John Hunter, John de Penruddoc,. 
Adam de Dolfanbi, Alexander de Capella, William Holey, 
Thomas del Hall, Gilbert de Halteclo, and John Marchel 
(? Mauchel), stated that Beatrix, who had been wife to 
Robert Turp, held the manor of Edenhal till her death, 
of the king in chief, by the service of half a knight's fee, 
and held nothing of any one else. In the manor, they 
said, was a chief messuage and courtyard and orchard 
of the (yearly) value of 3s. 4d. ; and 71 acres of demesne, 
each acre worth 16d. yearly ; 3o bovates of land, each 
bovate worth 18d. ; 12 cottages, each worth 2s. 8d. 
yearly ; 8 acres of land called forland, each worth 6d. 
one water-mill for corn, worth in ,ordinary years 53s.‘ 
4d. ; thirty acres of woodland within the King's Forest 
of Inglewod, worth 2d. for herbage and pannage, and not 
more because by the Assize of the Forest the lord of the 
manor could not sell anything of the wood nor fell any. 
There were io freeholders who held by fealty and the 
service of 7s. 7d. yearly in lieu of all services. They 
stated also that the said manor was in the seisin of Adam 
Turpp who gave it to Robert de Turpp and the aforesaid 
Beatrix, Robert's wife, by licence of the king, to be held 

*Compared with the value of Margery's dower this shows that the value 
had gone down. But Margery's dower was valued before the Scottish Wars of E.dwd. I. 
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by them and the heirs of their bodies, and that Johanna 
and Juliana, daughters of the aforesaid Robert and 
Beatrix, were the next heirs of Beatrix, and that Johanna 
was 16 years old and more, and Juliana 14 years and 
2 months old. 

Comment on some points connected with these two 
Inquisitions will follow later. 

And next comes the Inquisition of 1362, with which 
this paper began, of which a portion of the verdict has 
been given. After the abstract of the history the verdict 
continued that William de Stapelton the deceased, 
husband of Juliana who had died before him, held a 
moiety of the manor which was his wife's inheritance by 
the courtesy of England ;* that the half manor which 
he held was held in chief of the king by homage and 
the service of one-fourth of a knight's fee. And that 
although the ancestors of Juliana had held that moiety 
by the aforesaid service, the foresters of the king's 
forest of Inglewod took from that moiety yearly for food 
and provender (pro putuya sua) 34s. 8d. and 3 quarters 
and 6 bushels of oats, and that too at any day of any 
month when they chose to take whatever portion of this 
was claimed as due.t And the bailiffs of the lord king 
took yearly from the moiety of the manor for their food 
and provender 4s. 4d. each year, and took this as if 
absolutely due from the moiety wherein the ancestors 
of Juliana were so enfeoffed as to hold it of the king 
and his heirs by the service of one-fourth of a knight's 
fee in lieu of all service. 

There was in the moiety of the manor, they said, a 

* The " courtesy " of England in contrast with the law of Normandy allowed 
the husband, if there were any children, to remain in possession of his wife's. 
lands, if she died first, until he died. 

t Easier to understand than to translate. The words are " Capiunt 
annuatim de medietate manerii predicti pro putura sua 34s. et  8d. et  3 quateria 
et 6 busellos avene redditus quolibet die et mensi anni secundum portionew 
redditus illius." They demanded it in instalments and had no fixed days 
for demanding or paying. 
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chief messuage worth nothing yearly. There were 34 
acres of land of which each was worth 6d.—total value 
17s. These were sown before William died. There 
were 2 acres of meadow in the demesne worth 16d. Of 
rents of freeholders holding by fealty there were 9d. 
and 1 quarter of a pound of pepper—price 4d., payable 
at St. Martin's Day and Pentecost. A moiety of a 
water-mill there was, feeble and ruinous, worth 8s. 
yearly. From rents of four tenants-at-will 16s. came at 
Martinmas and Pentecost also. And William, when he 
died, held in demesne and of fee 21 acres of land in 
Hobardby of the lord king by fealty and the service 
of paying to the king at the Exchequer of Carlisle 2s. 
at Easter and Michaelmas by the hands of the sheriff 
of Cumberland and doing suit to the lord's court yearly, 
and this land was of no greater value than the service 
paid. William, the son of the aforesaid William and 
Juliana, was the heir, and was 26 years of age and over. 
And it should be understood, they added, that there was 
a messuage and with it 12 acres of land, parcel of the 
moiety of the manor of Edenhale, which was in the hands 
of the king and in the custody of the eschaetor ; the 
reason being that Adam de Turpe, who held of the king 
in chief, gave the messuage and the lands to Agnes, a 
daughter of his, to be held by her and her heirs in fee, 
without obtaining the licence of the king. This messuage 
and these lands, after the death of Agnes, ought to 
revert to William, son of Juliana, and next heir, as they 
understood. They were worth 4s. yearly. This was all 
the land that William held. He died on the preceding 
6th of May. 

Juliana was the younger daughter of Robert and 
Beatrix, and this William de Stapelton inherited only -
her moiety. The general impression given is that the 
whole value had gone much down. The ruinous mill 
working feebly no doubt because the embankments of 
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the pond had not been kept up, the feeble rents also 
of the tenants as well as the exactions of the king's 
foresters, who not only came at uncertain times for their 
dues but seem to have demanded from the moiety what 
was due from the whole, if even from that they were due, 
tell us of bad times. Wars for twenty years and more, 
partly with Scotland, partly with France, at times with 
both countries at once, must have lowered prosperity 
and raised expense. 

What one now wants to learn is, what became of the 
other moiety of Edenhall, Johanna's moiety, the elder 
daughter's. Something about this is told us by C. Inq. 
A.Q.D. (ad quod damnurn), File 349 (3) of 37 Edw. III. 
(1362). The enquiry was whether it would prejudice 
the king's rights or any rights of any one if he granted 
to William de Stapilton permission to take in exchange 
for one-fourth of the manor of Stapilton the moiety of 
Edenhall which Robert de Laiburn had held by the 
courtesy of England after the death of Johanna, daughter 
of Robert de Turpp, and which the said Robert de 
Laiburn had demised for the term of his own life (he 
could, of course, demise it for no longer) to John de 
Stapilton whose inheritance it was. William had, it 
seems, already acquired this moiety of Edenhall without 
obtaining licence of the king, and therefore it was taken 
into the king's hands. The Inquisition thus com-
manded was held at Penrith on Wednesday before the 
Purification of St. Mary, 37 Edwd. III. (January 27th, 
1363). The jurors, Thomas Beauchampe, Adam de 
Burton, Roger de Salkeld, John de [Ho?]ton, William de 
Laton, John de Carleton, John de Laysingby, Gilbert de 
Suthak, John de Alanby, William de Hoton of Salkeld, 
William Vaux, and Thomas Hudson of Skelton, stated 
that it would not be prejudicial to the interests of any 
one for the king to give permission if the conditions of 
service to him were continued. They added that the 
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moiety was held of the king in chief by the service of 
one-fourth of a Knight's fee and of giving yearly for the 
food and provender of the forester of Inglewod for the 
time being, 7 quarters and a half of oats at the feast of 
Michaelmas, and of paying 17s. 4d. in the course of the 
year annually, portion by portion in monthly instalments. 
The value of this moiety of the manor was worth, beyond 
its expenses and services, 24s.,—a valuation which would 
make the whole manor only about 48s.,—showing a very 
large depreciation. 

Reasoning has to complete this tale. It is clear that 
Johanna, as well as Juliana, married a Stapelton ; that 
Johanna and her husband had a son named John ; that 
for her second husband she married Robert de Laiburn, 
and that Robert and she had issue ; hence the life-interest 
of Robert by the courtesy of England. Whether the 
Laiburne issue lived or no, I have seen nothing to tell. 
Most probably not, though the issue might be a girl, 
and would not inherit. 

But apparently Robert acted honourably in making 
John de Stapelton the tenant of the moiety. What 
relation John was to William also, I do not know. It 
would seem that he was owner of part at any rate of 
Stapelton, and that the move on both sides was for 
consolidation of estate by exchange. 

I leave this as I wrote it. Since then, in looking for 
something else, I found unexpected confirmation in Assize 
Roll, No. 1364 (8 Edwd. III., 1334) . The question which 
the jury then was to settle was whether John de Stapelton 
and Johanna his wife, and William de Stapelton and 
Juliana his wife had unjustly dispossessed Nicholas de 
Herlaston and his wife of the right of digging peat in 
Edenhal. The Jury gave their verdict for the plaintiffs 
and 3s. 4d. damage. Another question before the Jury 
was whether John de Stapelton, junior, and Johanna 
his wife, and William de Stapelton and Juliana had 
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dispossessed Adam de Warthcopp, Vicar of Edenhal, of 
his right to take estovers (firewood and wood for repairs) 
in 4o acres of woodland and 300 of moor. Johanna and 
Juliana were present to answer. John and William did 
not appear. The two sisters won the case. 

The Stapelton family appears to have continued for 
more than ioo years longer as mesne lords of part, at 
any rate, of Stapelton, since in Inq. p. mortem, 8 Edw. 
IV., 4o (1469), Margaret Stapleton was stated to have 
held land there of John de Stapleton. But it does not 
appear how William was possessed of one-fourth of that 
manor to give to his kinsman John in exchange for the 
moiety of Edenhall, since his father, as we have seen, 
was returned as having no land in Cumberland, but 
Edenhall and Hobardby (Upperby) . 

But thence forward, the king's consent being given,' 
William owned the whole of Edenhall. There was one 
more step however to be taken that security might be 
made sure, and of this we have the record. In 1369 
(C. Inq. A.Q.D., 367 (4)) is given King Edward's writ, 
addressed to Thomas de Musgrave his eschaetor, to enquire 
whether William de Stapilton and Marióta his wife may, 
without damage to the interests of any one, enf eoff Adam 
Armstrang, rector of Skelton, William de Beauchamp, 
rector of Kirkoswald, and John Waterward, chaplain in 
Edenhall, for purposes which will appear in the verdict 
of the Inquisition ordered, which was held on Saturday 
the Feast of the Nativity of St. Mary, September 8th. 
The Jury were : John de Dalston, Gilbert de Suthaik, 
Adam de Blenkow, William de Vaux of Katerlen, Hugh 
de Wherton, John de Leisingby, John de Carlton, Hugh 
del Lathes, Thomas Hudson, John de Alenby, William 
de Hoton of Salkeld, and Richard de Laton. Their 
verdict was that it would be of no prejudice to the king 
nor any one for him to permit the enfeoffment of the 
interim feoffees to be made in such wise that by them 
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William and Mariota could be re-enfeoffed in the manor 
to be held by them and the heirs of William of the king 
and his heirs by the accustomed services, except in this 
one point, that if William died during the lifetime of 
Mariota and their heir should be under age, the king 
would lose the wardship and the marriage of the heir. 
The manor, they said, was held by service of half a 
knight's fee and was worth, beyond the services, 66s. 8d. 
yearly. And William de Stapilton held, besides Edenhal, 
a moiety of the hamlet of Cambok of Sir Ranulf de 
Dacre, lord of Gillesland, by homage and suit of court 
at Irthington every three weeks, and it was worth ios. 
yearly, and that he held no other lands in Cumberland. 

The verdict of the Jury throws light on some of the 
arrangements for entail which are met with in mediæval 
charters. The custody of a manor or of land and of 
the heir after the father's death, if the heir was under 
age, was the right of the lord next superior, except in 
socage holdings, in Westmorland and Cumberland. The 
estate was taken into his hands and the revenues seques-
trated, and out of the custody the superior lord made 
profit. It was quite natural that owners who did not 
look gratefully on the impoverishment of what their 
children ought to inherit after them, should devise some 
scheme of evading this by means of law. For making 
profit was the plan of all superior lords from the king 
downwards. From the verdict of this Inquisition it 
appears that when an estate was granted to a man and 
his wife and the man's heirs, not the heirs of both, the 
custody could be averted. The king would lose it in 
this instance, they said. It would in fact remain, as in 
a socage holding, in the widow's hands. The condition 
met with not seldom in charters was, therefore, no extra 
selfishness, no domineering idea, on the part of the 
husband, and no disparagement of the wife. It was 
protecting her and the child after the husband's death. 
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In the case of entail being made on the heirs of both, 
which at first view looks more natural, if the wife died 
childless the husband's children, should he marry again, 
though the estate was his, were cut out of inheritance, 
except some fresh arrangement could be made. If the 
wife outlived her husband and there were no children, 
she could claim her dower of one-third, as she could 
from her husband's children if she were a second or later 
wife,—or from the heirs of her husband if he had no 
children—unless arrangement had been made by charter 
while he lived granting her a revenue in lieu of dower. 
She could claim the one-third also against the custodian. 
But in the cases of entail specified above she seems to 
have been left in possession of the whole revenue at 
least till the coming of age of the heirs. An interesting 
case of the working of this is given in the case of Robert 
de Turp and Beatrix, which we have already passed. 
Adam de Turp granted two-thirds of Edenhall to his 
son Robert and Robert's wife Beatrix and the heirs of 
both. The holding was of the king, in chief. In all 
cases of death of tenants in chief under the king, and 
even of those who held under them when the tenants 
in chief were under age, Inquisitiones post mortem were 
required. Strangely enough, after the death of Robert 
de Turp the eschaetor seems to have begun the sequestra-
tion and to have been prevented from carrying it out, the 
Inquisition not being ordered ; and the widow complained 
that as she was j oint feoffee and living still, her rights 
were being infringed by it. And the real Inquisition 
waits till her death, and although, so far as we know, she 
had only the claim of having been joint feoffee of two-
thirds of Edenhall, she was allowed to hold, as her husband 
held by inheritance at death, the whole manor fill she 
died. One of her children, even at her death, was 
perhaps of what was considered of age—for marriage ;-
the other certainly was not, and what was the arrangement 
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about custody of them, I have not discovered. Had 
she lived, the custody would have been the widow's, 
the joint feoffee till the younger was of marriageable age. 

The omission of the Inquisitio post mortem after Robert 
de Turp's death seems exceptional,—but that made on 
complaint of the widow no doubt took its place. 

To return to Mariota and William. She was an heiress, 
and this quite plainly made William equal to holding 
the offices which he filled. He was sheriff in 1377 and 
1379 and till his death on Thursday, March 1st, 138o 
(Inq. p. mortem, 3 Ric. II., No. 62). He was also the 
king's forester in Inglewood—and no doubt paid himself 
his own fees—and had the king's pardon granted in 
December, 1377, for all trespasses of vert and venison 
(cutting green wood and killing deer) in the forest. 

In 1378 we find him retained to stay with the king 
and still kept on in his office of forester, and having the 
grant of the closes of Itonfeld, Barrowfeld, and Brunegill. 
As forester, he had succeeded William Lenglish in 49 
Edw. III. In 1379 he was allowed to have the right of 
remainder to lands in Hoton Rof and Raghton. These 
were but small tenements. 

After his death, at the Inquisition held 16th April, 
138o (3 Rich. II.), the Jurors, Richard de Salkeld, John 
de Levyngton, Roger de Martyndale, William Dykson, 
William Rycson, William Whiteheved, John de Carleton, 
William Vaux, Gilbert de Whelpdale, William Somers (?), 
and William Whitlawe, referred to the enfeoffment of 
him and Mariota by the interim f eoffees—Adam Arm-
strang and others, all mentioned above. The manor, 
they said, was worth loos. and William was his son and 
heir and was aged 16 and over. In 4 Ric. II pardon 
was granted to Robert de Hormesheved and others and 
Mary, late wife of William de Stapelton, Sheriff of Cumber-
land and Keeper of the King's Castle, executors of William, 
for any escapes of felons up to 4th November, 1380. In 
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io Richard II. common of pasture in Inglewode was 
granted to Mary (i.e., Mariota) ; and in the first shape 
of this grant we learn that 34s. and io skeps of oats were 
paid yearly to the forester, in which office Roger Coghull 
succeeded William. The king or his officials, in granting 
this, had supposed that it was due to the Exchequer. 
No doubt William's tenure of the forestership had 
caused a slip of memory on their part. Then in 139o, 
5th February, Mary and her son William received the 
grant of the closes mentioned a little above, to hold for 
a rent (firma) of loos. They were in no good state by 
reason of Scottish raids. This loos. in 1394 the king 
gave as emolument to Ralf Lord Neville. 

In 1397-8 this William Stapelton became sheriff, and 
in 1397 he had licence to enclose with dyke and low hedge 
and to hold in fee simple a parcel of the pastures in 
Inglewod Forest, estimated by the king's lieutenant in 
the Forest (Robert de Lowther) to contain 40 acres, 
reaching from Brambura on the king's highway to 
Penrith along Amote side to " le Kerre " in Dolfanby. 

Then, on October 9th, 1399, came confirmation of a 
grant allowing William de Stapelton the reversion, on 
the death of his mother Mary de Stapilton, of parts of 
the king's demesnes close by the city of Carlisle, to be 
held at the rent of 5 marks yearly in consideration of 
his loss in houses, rents and gardens razed for fortification 
against the Scots, which had brought in io marks yearly. 
Then a grant for life of the close of Touthwayt in Ingle- 
wod at 22s. 4d. yearly. In the 1st year of Hen. IV. he 
was placed on the Commission about walls and moats 
(for fortification purposes) in Cumberland ; but a few 
years later was outbidden by John de Skelton in the rent 
of Touthwayt, and lost the holding.* 

Mariota or Mary died on the Feast of the Conversion 

* All the foregoing items are from Letters Patent. 
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of St. Paul, 1406, and from the Inquisitio p. mortem 
thereafter held we learn much. It was held on Wednes-
day, March 31st, of that year. The jurors were : Robert 
de Mulcastr Kt., Cristofer Culwen Kt., Richard de Louthr, 
John Vaux, Robert de Blennerhasset, William de Kirkby, 
William de Rotington, William de Beaulieu, Nicholas de 
Beaulieu, Robert del [Lathes ?], Richard Yonker, and 
Thomas Barber. They stated that Mary—they call her 
Maria, not Mariota—but the identity is certain—died 
seised of 12 messuages, 8o acres of land and 9s. of rents 
and a moiety of a mill in Gamelsby and Wyganby, which 
she held jointly with a former husband, Thomas de 
Alanby, granted to them and their heirs, and that these 
tenements were held of the king by the cornage-pay-
ment of 3s. 4d., and were worth over and above all 
expenses ios., and that John de Levyngton was'the heir 
of the aforesaid Thomas and Mary, being son and heir 
of Mary de Levyngton their daughter and heir. She 
also owned 3o acres of land and 9  acres of pasture in the 
suburbs of Carlisle, held jointly with her husband Thomas 
of the king (i.e., in chief), worth 20s., and of this, too, 
John de Levyngton was the heir, and he was 24 years of 
age and over. She died seised also of the manor of 
Edenhale, held jointly with William de Stapelton, for-
merly her husband, granted to them and the heirs of 
William by Adam Armestrange, rector of Skelton, William 
de Beauchamp, rector of Kirkoswald, and John Water-
ward, chaplain, by licence of the king. This manor 
was held of the king for one-third of a knight's fee 
and was worth loos. And William de Stapilton was 
the next heir and was of 3o years of age and over. Mary 
also died seised by hereditary right for herself and her 
heirs of one-third of the manor of Cargowe and of 4 
messuages and 8o acres of land, and one-third of a fishery, 
which were held of the heirs of Robert Parnyng by 
homage and fealty as of his manor of Stanton ; worth 
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only 20s., because devastated by the Scots ; of this land 
William was the heir. Also she was seised of the manor 
of Thurstanfeld for herself and her heirs, her own in-
heritance, held of the lord of Dacre as of his manor of 
Burgh-by-Sandes by the service of ios. yearly in lieu of 
all services, at fee farm. This was of no (present) annual 
value, since it was devastated by the Scots ; of this 
William de Stapilton was heir ; also she was seised of io 
messuages and 15 bovates of land in Lanbergh, her own 
inheritance, for herself and her heirs, held of the lord of 
Dacre by the cornage of zod. and a rent of [ ] payable 
at fee farm at Pentecost and St. Martin,—of no (present) 
value, because devastated by the Scots ; William was the 
heir of this also. She died seised also, for her self and 
her heirs, her own inheritance, of 3 messuages and zo 
acres of land in the hamlet of Burgh-by-Sandes, held 
of the lord of Dacre, by service of 15d. at fee farm ; of 
no value again through devastation by the Scots. William 
was the heir of this. Also she died seised, for herself 
and her heirs, of i messuage and 20 acres of land in 
Stapelton, held of the heirs of John Castelkayrok by the 
service of 4od. ; William was also heir of this. Also she 
died seised of i messuage and zo acres of land [in Stud-
holme], and of 48 acres of land in Galgarthfeld and of 
6 acres in Eluet hill and of 9 acres of land and pasture 
above the Petrall buttes and le Gardhill by Petrall and 
Grengates and pasture of the King's demesne by Carlisle 
and of the closes of Itonfeld, Barrokfeld and Brunegill 
in the forest of Inglewod by charter from the king, the 
reversion of which closes, after her death, were to go to 
William de Stapelton, her son. 

Of the greater part of what she held, we see William 
de Stapelton was heir ; no doubt because the child of 
de Alanby happened to be a girl ; had the Stapelton 
child also been a girl the inheritance would have been 
more evenly divided. The same tale of waste by the 
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Scots goes through the Inq. 5. mortem of 36 Hen. VI., 
48  (1459) , and 8 Edw. IV., 40, 1468, two generations 
down ; it is not given in the Inq. p. mortem of the William 
who succeeded to Mariota in November, 1432 (II Hen. 
VI., 41) ; but fewer particulars occur in this ; and it 
is not given in the Assignatio dotis Marie Stapelton 
of 21 Hen. VI., 1443,  but in such a document one would 
not expect to find it. In Mariota's Inq. p. mortem we 
find how possessions in Stapelton came back to the 
Edenhall Stapelton family, the whole of what they held 
there having been given up for the moiety of Edenhall. 
The Castel Cayrok family held the advowson in the be-
ginning of the reign of Edw. II., and that would mean that 
they held the land. The Stapelton family held under them 
part, at any rate, later, and it would seem by comparing 
this Inquisitio with the Inq. of 8 Edward IV. as if the. 

Stapelton family held under them there still. This 
Inquisition is difficult enough to decipher in parts, but 
it seems to give Margaret Stapleton—widow, the heiress 
of Alston Moor—as holding of John de Stapilton the same 
messuage and 20 acres which Mariota had held of the 
Castel Cayrok heirs. Margaret held this not as of Veteri-
pont inheritance, but because she and her husband had 
been made joint f eoff ees, and she was the survivor. 

I am not following up these later Inquisitions, because 
they were subsequent to the time when the Veteripont 
estates came in, and some particulars of these have been 
already given in these Transactions, N.S., xi. There was, 
so far as I can see, only one other addition of estate which 
came to the owners of Edenhall between. To this I 
now may turn. It throws light which may interest 
many on the form of procedure in claims to land when 
brought before the Assize in the fifteenth century. It 
is found in Assize Roll 143, but it is not a mere record ; 
the documents themselves are there. 

To begin : there is the king's writ.  The king (i.e.,. 
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his official) writes to the sheriff of Cumberland, Sir 
Christopher Curwen, saying that complaint had reached 
him from William Stapilton and Mary his wife that 
Thomas de Dacre, Kt., and Thomas de Dacre, Esqr., and 
his wife Elizabeth, and Margaret, widow of Thomas 
Bowet, had dispossessed them of their freehold in Blakhal,, 
Bochardby and Staynton. Sir Christopher Curwen, if 
William and Mary pledged themselves to prosecute their 
claim in court,* was to put them in possession of land 
and chattels till a stated day, notice of which would be 
given to him by the Justices, viz., Henry Earl of Northum-
land, William Babyngton and others (this was the day 
for the case to come on, then or within some few following 
days) . Meanwhile Sir Christopher, by means of good 
summoners, was to summon twelve men of good and legal 
standing (liberos et legales) of the neighbourhood to 
" view " the tenement and appear before the above- 
named Earl and the other justices, prepared to hear 
the evidence and give their verdict. Sir Thomas de 
Dacre and the other defendants, either personally or 
by their representatives (ballivos) were to be placed 
under bond that they would attend to hear the verdict. 
The writ was to be returned to the king, and the sum- 
monses with it. The date of this writ was April ist, 
6 Hen. VI., at Westminster (140). 

Returned according to mandate, it was endorsed by the 
Sheriff thus :—t 

Pledges of prosecution :—William Stapilton Junr. Hugh Lowther. 
Thomas de Dacre Kt is attached (bound) in ioo ewes. Thomas 
de Dacre junior possesses nothing in my bailiwick by which I 
can " attach " him, he has no bailiff and cannot be found. 
, Elizabeth wife of Thomas de Dacre Esqr has nothing in my 
bailiwick by which I can attach, has no bailiff and is not to be 
found. 

* This was not only for the sake of preventing delays in court, but for the 
sake of the fees due to the Crown and officials. 

t The endorsements are here translated. 
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Margaret widow of Thomas Bowet has nothing in my bailiwick 
by which I can attach her, has no bailiff and is not to be found. 

The remainder of the execution of this writ appears in a 
" panel " sewn to it. 	Cristoferus Curwen, miles, vice-com. 

The " panel " sewn thereto has this :- 

Of the moiety of the manors of Blakhall, Bochardby and Staynton 
with their belongings. The assize. 

Cristofer Moresby of Moresby, Kt, Nicholas Radclyff Kt, John 
de Lamplogh Kt, Cristofer de Curwen of Thornethwayt Kt, 
William de Lee Kt, Henry Threlkeld Kt, William Thwaytes, 
John Curwen, Richard Warcope, Nicholas de Irton, Robert 
Hoton of Hoton, John Blenrehasset, William de Coldale, William 
Hoton of Hoton Jone, Geo. Warthewyk, Thomas Delamore, 
William de Dykes, Ad. de Denton, Robert de Alanby, Robert 
de Heghmore senr, Robert de Brytby, Thomas Grame, Stephen 
Berwys, Thomas de Wodhall. Summoners, Robert Reynaldson, 
Alan Husseley, Thomas Belt, Henry Hunte, William Crawe, 
John Bowis. 

The day for " viewing " the case Wednesday next after the 
feast of the Assumption of S Mary. 

Then follow these documents :— 

(I) Mandates, William Babington (justice) to Christo-
pher Curwen. 

(2) The King's writs to William Babington, etc., 
appointing them justices to hold the Assize. 

(3) Citation of , Assize. " The lord king commands, 
etc.," appointing the date at which the justices 
were to hold the Assize. 

(4) Formal appointment of attorney to represent them 
by William and Mary Stapilton. 

(5) The king's orders to the sheriff. 
(6) Permission for Thomas Wyther or John Drayton 

to represent in the trial Thomas de Dacre and 
his wife Elizabeth, he being under age. 

Then comes the record of the trial (the report) . 
Thomas Wyther responded for Thomas Dacre, Esqre., 

and Elizabeth his wife ; and Richard Forster for Sir 
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Thomas de Dacre and Margaret. These pleaded that 
William Stapilton and Mary never held anything in the 
said moieties except jointly with one Robert Highmore, 
who was still living and is not named in the writ sum-
moning the Assize. But if this is not taken as an objec-
tion, they maintain that they - have done no injury to 
nor dispossessed William and his wife. William and 
Mary maintained their ground, and therefore the Assize 
was held. Thomas de Dacre and Elizabeth respond as 
tenants of the aforesaid moieties, in right of Elizabeth 
and they produced record of a final concord of io Richard 
II. (1386-7) by which the manors were entailed on Robert 
Parnyng and his heirs with remainder to Thomas Bowet 
and Margaret his wife, sister and heir of Robert. Thomas 
Bowet and Margaret, they said, had a son, William 
Bowet, and through him they claimed. William and 
Mary claimed by virtue of a charter of which the following 
is a digest :- 

Know all by these presents that I Margaret Bowet formerly wife 
to Thomas Bowet Esqre in my unstained widowhood have re-
mitted and released and quitclaimed for myself and my heirs 
to William Stapelton of Edenall senior, and Mary his wife and 
the heirs of the same William all right and claim which I had, 
have or could have in any way to the moiety of the manors of 
Blakhall, Bochardby and Staynton which William and Mary 
have in possession by gift and enfeoffment of Matilda Walker 
and Thomas Whitlokman my cousins and coheirs in the aforesaid 
manors. So that neither I, the aforesaid Margaret nor my heirs 
nor any one in our names can put in any claim. And I and my 
heirs will warrant the said moieties of manors to William and 
Mary &c. for all time. Dated at Carlisle, Sunday after the Feast 
of the Assumption of St Mary 3 Hen. V. (Aug. 7, 1415) . 

The jury gave their verdict in favour of William and 
Mary. Their ground for this seems to have been that 
Margaret Bowet had given them this charter of release 
and quitclaim before she gave the charter to her son 
William. The point is obscure enough, for one can 

Q 
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hardly imagine the alienation, but it is pretty certain 
that it would not have been done were there any chance 
of William's having a son, for the entail had been made 
on the male heirs of Thomas Bowet and Margaret. 

But the claim by Thomas de Dacre to the manors in 
right of his wife shows that she was a Bowet, and not 
as Dugdale and others have it, a Bowes. She was the 
ancestress of the Dacres of the South. The inheritance 
claimed by her husband in her name through William 
Bowet was not a Bowet but a Parnyng inheritance, 
and in this Elizabeth Dacre had no share. 

I do not feel that all the difficulties connected with the 
point are cleared away, but one must wait for further 
light. 

NOTE TO THE MUSGRAVE PORTION OF THE PEDIGREE. 
The Inqq. p. mortem of the Musgraves of the later 

portion of the fifteenth and the earlier half of the sixteenth 
century show without any possibility of doubt that the 
family which came into possession of Edenhall was that 
of the second son, Richard Musgrave, and the elder 
Stapelton daughter, Joan, widow of William Hilton. 
Every printed pedigree that I have seen, and every MS. 
pedigree, every one even of the sixteenth century and 
seventeenth; is curiously wrong save one—that made 
by Sir John Lowther about 1640. But he gives only 
Richard's descendants, and alludes in no way to those of 
Thomas and Mariota, and this pedigree itself is confused 
and very troublesome to make out. 

The inscription existing in Rev. J. Hodgson's time in 
Kirkby Stephen Church tells us, in its pathetic way, 
what happened :- 
Hic jacet Ricardus Musgrave, miles, juxta Elizabetham uxorem 
ejus et Thomam filium et heredem eorum ; qui obiit IX° die 
mensis Novembris A.D. MCCCCLXIIII cujus anime propitietur 
Deus. Amen. 
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Thomas, this son and heir, died before 1457,  before his 
father. He left daughters only, and the whole Edenhall 
inheritance, as well as the Musgrave, went to his younger 
brother Richard and Richard's descendants. To give 
the whole proof would need a separate paper, which in 
some future Transactions I may hope to do. The pedigree 
which I give is, I trust, accurate ; but for one, at any rate, 
of the daughters of Thomas and Mariota the evidence is 
only indirect. 
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