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The disturbed time of the Civil War 
and Commonwealth saw a widespread 
disruption of the established order. Mili­
tary requisitioning and plunder brought 
hardship and instability to the lives of 
many, while the common people took 
advantage of the situation to seize back 
enclosed commons, refuse rent payments, 
and generally assert themselves against 
the ruling classes. Parliamentarian sup­
porters temporarily acquired the estates 
of Royalists and Catholics. The present 
article tells the story of one particular 
gentleman's house, that of Humfrey 
Noye, during this period. 

Humfrey was the second son of William 
Noye of Carnanton in Cornwall. William 
had made his career in law, and was 
Charles I's Attorney General from 1631 
until 1634. As such he was one of the 
supporters of the 'Eleven Years Tyranny' , 
Charles's rule without Parliament in the 
1630s. Also a supporter of the moderate 
Anglican church establishment, he was 
responsible for the imprisonment of the 
Puritan William Prynne who was to play a 
role in the 1640s' revolution. Increasingly 
plagued by illness, William Noye retired 
in 1634 to his house at Brentford in 
Middlesex, where he died the same year. 
He left the bulk of his estate to his eldest 
son Edward, but the latter died in a duel 
two years later, and the estate then passed 
to Humfrey'. 

Humfrey Noye supported the King in 
the Civil War, both in the raising of troops 
as a Commissioner of Array and sub­
sequently as colonel of a Royalist 

regiment^. The Parliamentarians took 
upon themselves power to seize, or 
'sequester', the estates of such Royalists, 
as also Catholics, or indeed anyone who 
evaded his war taxes or moved house 
without permission. A sequestration com­
mittee was established in each county to 
administer the process, and to let out such 
estates 'to the best advantage of the State'. 
Most offenders were subsequently 
allowed to 'compound' , or have their 
estates back in return for a fine set at a 
fraction of the estate's value. For this it 
was necessary to apply to the Committee 
for Compounding in London. Also, the 
Committee for the Advance of Money 
levied a tax, the 'fifth and twentieth part ' 
(one-fifth of the personal, and one-
twentieth of the real estate), on all those 
who had failed to lend voluntarily to Par­
liament's cause. It had power to sequester 
the estates of those who did not pay, to 
lease them out, and to return them once 
the money had been extracted^. 

Noye's estate at Carnanton was seized 
after the Parliamentarian victory in the 
Civil War. But before this, in 1643, his 
house at Brentford was sequestered for 
his failure to pay his fifth and twentieth 
part*. On 21 March 1644 the Committee 
for the Advance of Money let the house 
with its grounds to Richard Angell of 
neighbouring Isleworth for a year. He was 
to pay £10 in two half-yearly instalments^. 

Angell turned his tenure to better 
advantage than had perhaps been anti­
cipated. In January 1645 the Committee 
was making an order for 'The house to be 
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viewed, and a report made of the waste 
said to have been committed, by whom 
done, and in whose hands are the goods 
and materials said to be sold and taken 
away'^. Subsequent testimony claimed 
that the house 'was very much wasted, 
and made scarce habitable, by Angell and 
others". In March the Committee sum­
moned Angell 'to answer for the wastes 
committed on the house'^. 

Who was this Richard Angell? Living 
as he did in a Thames-side village, he 
may possibly have been the waterman of 
that name who petitioned Parliament in 
1641''. Angell died intestate in 1659, his 
probate inventory revealing that he was— 
by then at least—a cooper, or barrel 
maker. His estate was then valued at £23 
16s, making him a modest, though not 
impoverished, craftsman'". Thus, if he 
reaped any long-term benefit from his 
occupation of the Noye house, it was not 
great. 

One wonders why the Committee for 
the Advance of Money should have let 
out a gentleman's house to such a poor 
man in the first place. Perhaps, with their 
great volume of work, they sometimes let 
out estates with less care than required. 
Or possibly they sought to undermine 
their enemies in an alliance of con­
venience with the common people. 

At any rate the Committee were not 
prepared to continue Angell in his lease. 
On 5 April 1645 they let the house to 
Humfrey Hurleston, a barrister at Tem­
ple Bar, again for the yearly rent of £10. 
Damages awarded against Angell were to 
be employed in its repai r" . Hurleston's 
lease was subsequently renewed'^ and he 
continued to hold the house until the early 
1650s. 

However, Hurleston himself was later 
in trouble for paying no rent during his 
tenure '^ His wife Katherine, who had 
made the representations before the Com­
mittee to 'ge t . . . Angell out of Mr Noye's 
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house , seems to have taken the actual 
responsibility for the house'*. According 
to testimony made on Mrs Hurleston's 
behalf, the Committee offered to abate 
her the costs of repairs—which she said 
would come to more than £10 a year— 
from the rent and taxes due on the 
house'^. The surviving papers of the 
Committee (sparse as they are) do not 
mention this, stating rather that repairs 
were to be funded from the damages due 
by Angell'^. There is of course no proof 
that Angell ever paid these damages, but 
neither do the Hurlestons seem to have 
used their tenure to make improvements, 
for in 1652 the Middlesex sequestration 
commissioners described the house as 
'unfit to be inhabi ted" ^ 

When Humfrey Noye applied to com­
pound for his estate in 1646, he failed to 
mention his Brentford house, no doubt to 
evade the composition fine on it'^. In June 
1651 Katherine Hurleston, departing for 
Devon, left the house in the charge of an 
agent for the purpose of sub-letting it"*. 
Noye, taking advantage of Mrs Hurle­
ston's absence, claimed that he had com­
pounded for his house, and promptly 
appropriated it^°. 

Noye's trick did not succeed in restor­
ing him to any more than temporary 
possession, however. In April 1652 the 
Middlesex sequestration committee, . 
recognising the house to be still under 
sequestration, contracted with George 
Pike, gent., for a seven-year lease at £14 
per annum. Noye or Hurleston may have 
subsequently attempted to regain posses­
sion by legal means, since at the end of 
the year Pike petitioned the Committee 
for Compounding for confirmation of the 
contract. This the Committee gave, add­
ing the rider that if Hurleston did not pay 
his rent arrears within fourteen days, they 
were to be levied on his estate^'. 

And this is as far as the Parliamentarian 
records take the story. We can only pre-
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sume that, in common with other prop­
erty appropriated during the Revolution, 
Humfrey Noye's Brentford house was 
restored to him after the Restoration of 
the monarchy in 1660. 
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