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THE several Visitations of Shropshire, usually so called, were taken in
the years 1569, 1584, 1623, and 1664.

The first of these is MS. G 9 in the College of Arms, and is called
““The booke of the gatherings of Churches halls and howses.” It relates
to the counties of Gloucester and Hereford, as well as to Salop, and does
not look like a Visitation.* No Herald’s name is given in the M8, but it
is said to be the work of Robert Cooke, Clarenceux King of Arms.
Alexander Evesham had a copy 6f this manuscript made, which is now
Harl. MS. 615, and is included in the following pedigrees. It is thus
described in the printed Catalogue of the Harleian Manuscripts :

“ 615.

A book in fol. fairly written, in the first Leaf whereof are the following words,

Genealogyes of Gentlemen of Hereford, Wooster, Gloster & Shropshire, taken by
Robert Cuoke Clarenticux King of Heralds, at his Visitation of the same Sheres,
1569. And copyed out of their several Pedgrees subscrybed by everye gentleman
of the Same Sheres; At the chardge of me Alexander Evesham.”

The sefond of the manuscripts (MSS. G 15 and D 10 in the College
of Arms) is called ¢ Pedigrees of Shropshire Gentry,” and does not appear
to have been a Visitation proper, though so called in the Heralds’ College
list. This so-called Visitation is also embodied in the following pages
from Harl. MS. 1241, which is thus described in the printed Catalogue
of the Harleian Manuscripts :

“1241.

An Heraldical Book in fol., thus entituled,

A copie of the Visitation of Shropshire, taken & made by Richard Lee, alias
Richmond Herauld, & Marshall to Robert Cooke (William Hervey) alias Clarenceux
Kinge of Armes; taken in the yeare of vur Lord God 1564 [1584]. Augmented
by many Notes and Gatherings of Lewis Dunne aud others, by me Jacob Chaloner

of London Gentleman, untill the yeare 1620. Copied by me Thomas Hanford of
Wigmore, Anno 1661.

* The Editors desire to thank GEORGE WILLIAM MARsSHALL, Esq., LL.D., F.S.A., Rouge
Croix Pursuivant of Arms, for this and other information relating to the Shropehire Visitations.
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I am apt to believe that the Date of the Visitation last mentioned may be
mistaken, and that it should be 1584. For Mr Weever (‘ Fun. Mon.,’ p. 673)
sheweth that Mr Robert Cooke was made Clarenceux A.D. 1566, nor was Richard
Lee, from Portcullis, created Richmond Herald until the year 1584. Besides
Mr Withie’s Book in this Library 81 B 12 and other good Copies, ascribe this
Visitation to Richard Lee, Portcullis, and affirm that he took the same A.D. 1584.

And as the date of 1564, seems not to be right; so I smspect that Mr
Hanford may not have been the most accurate Copyist in some other places; not
but that the Book being a Painter’'s Book only (wherein the Seals and other
Proofs of Descents are almost intirely omitted) may upon divers occasions prove of
good use.”

The third of the so-called Visitations of Shropshire contains 160
pedigrees, and is MS. C 20 in the College of Arms. It was taken in the
year 1628 “by Rob* Treswell Esqr Somerset & Aug. Vincent Rouge
Croix,”” who were Marshals and Deputies to William Camden, Clarenceux
King of Arms. This Visitation forms the basis of the following pages,
and Harl. MS. 1396 has been transcribed for that purpose. The printed
Catalogue describes this MS. as follows:

“1396.

A book in fo. for the most part written and tricked by the hand of M* John
Withie and by him entitled

1. The Visitation of Shropsheire made & taken by Robert Tresswell Somersett
& Augustine Vincent, Rouge Croix, officers of Armes Marshalls & Deputies to
William Camden Esq. Clerenceux, King of Armes, Anno 1623. Together with the
Visitation made by Richard Lee, Portcullis, Marshall & Deputie to Robert Cooke
Clarenceux, King of Armes, Anno Domini 1584 with other Collections (or
additions) made by me John Withie. )

Here it may be noted that these two Visitation Books are not to be under-
stood as if the one was kept distinct from the other ; but rather that the fresh
Descents taken A.D. 1623 do supply the former Visitation of A.D. 1584.

That this being transcribed from the original book M Withie has imitated the
hands of those gentlemen who gave the Information in Anno 1623. That the
above mentioned officers being men of Learning & Judgement : here are copies &
Extracts of the private Evidences of divers antient Shropshire families: the Seals
whereof a8 also the Arms, all along, are well tricked by M* Withie. That divers
of the Descents are not of M* Withie’s hand, but are done by Jacob Chaloner, &
others employed by him.

Moreover, in this book, I observe

2. The original Paper, containing the hands of those, who during this Visitation
of A.D. 1628 did disclaim the Titles of Esquire and Gentlemen, at Oswaldestre : by
snbscribing to a Preamble written by M* Withie, who rode Painter at the same
Visitation. ’

At the beginning

8. Arms of some of the Shropshirc Gentlemen putt down by way of Alphabet.

fo. 2.
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pedigrees there follows a large quantity of blank leaves, on one or two of
which appears a fragment of a list of arms, evidently such as occur in the
Salop district; this seems to have been copied from another list, for the
arms are roughly arranged in alphabetical order, and only the first three
or four letters have been entered. At the very end of the book is the
Proclamation and List of Disclaimers, dated 20th September 1623,
appended to which is a pencil note, signed “Isaac Heard, Lancaster
Herald, 1 July 1766, declaring these four leaves to be in the writing of
R. (st¢) Warburton, Somerset Herald. John Warburton was Somerset
Herald from the year 1720 until his death in 1759.

This manuscript is stated to have come from the library of John
Warburton, Somerset, and to have been bought by Richard Hill Waring,
Esq., Recorder of Oswestry from 1764 to 1798, who sold it to Jonathan
Scott, of Shrewsbury, Esq., and he presented it to the School Library in
the year 1766. Pencil notes, signed “Is. Heard, Lancaster Herald,”
occur in the Acton pedigree at fo. 16, where, in July 1764, he declares
certain additions to the pedigree to be in the handwriting of R. War-
burton, Somerset Herald; and again, at fo. 45, where the Bromley
pedigree is stated to be in the handwriting of John Philipot, Somerset
Herald, who obtained that office in 1624. We have, therefore, these
several clear dates: John Philipot 1624, John Warburton died 1759, the
pencil memoranda ranging from July 1764 to July 1766, when the volume
would be in the possession of either Waring or Scott, and the presenta-
tion of the manuscript to the School in the last-mentioned year. It is
to be noticed that the pedigrees of Albaney, Blunden, Bauldwyn, and
Barnfield are all signed in the Shrewsbury MS., whilst those of Albaney,
Bauldwyn, and Barnfield are not signed in the Harleian MSS. It is
remarkable also that these signed pedigrees occur very early in the
volume. Copyists became very expert in imitating the various signatures;
the three Bauldwyn signatures for instance, at folios 25" and 26, are
so different and ingenuous that it is hard to think they are not originals,
and perhaps Sir Isaac Heard may have ‘been in this way deceived when
he declared parts of the manuscript to be in the handwriting of Philipot.

Another copy of the Visitation of 1623, with additions and continuations
by Morris, may be seen in the Shrewsbury Free Library. Morris says, on
bis title-page, ¢ Two other copies I have seen differ: one, now penes Sir
Henry Edwards Bar* was made by Isaac Richardson painter & deputy to
the King of Arms 1705; but that from which I transcribed these
pedigrees & drew the arms is in the Shrewsbury Free School Library, to
which it was presented by Jonathan Scott of Shrewsbury, Esq., in 1766,
he having bought it for £5 5s. from Richard Hill Waring, Esq., who
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bought it at a sale for a similar sum. It came from the Library of John
Warburton, Esq., Somerset Herald.”

Another copy of the same Visitation, in the possession of R. Jasper
More, Esq., and preserved at Shipton in Coverdale, Salop, is thus
described by Mr. H. Maxwell Lyte in the Report of the Historical
Manuscripts Commission: ¢ Transcript of a book formerly in the
possession of Lord Newport at Eyton, co. Salop, containing the Visitation
of the County made by Rob! Tresswell, Somerset, and Augustin Vincent,
Rouge Croix, in 1628, that made by Richard Lee, Portcullis, 1584, and
certain other genealogies.” (Salop Archwological Society, vol. x.)

It is almost needless to discuss the date of the Visitation of 1623, as
it appears plainly in the dating of the various pedigrees ; but, since in at
least two works it is erroneously stated to have been taken in 1624, it
may be well to give the funeral certificate of the learned Camden, by
whose Marshals and Deputies the Visitation was taken, from the Book
of Funeral Certificates in the College of Arms, I 22, p. 90:

“ Wm Camden Esquier al's Clarenceux King of Armes of the East West and
South parts &c. &c. being a batchelor departed this mortall life at Chisclhurst in
Kent the ixth daye of November 1623 being Sundaye in the morning about 4 or 5
of the clock. Testified by Doctor Heather.”

Our Visitation therefore was Camden’s last work; and Gough
(‘ Topog.,” ii., p. 276) informs us that Robert Tresswell, Somerset,
surrendered his office in 1624, and was succeeded by John Philipot.*

The last Visitation of Shropshire was taken in the year 1664 (MS.
C 85 in the College of Arms), and does not come within the scope of the
present volume.

To account for the great number of gentry in Shropshire and the bold
and independent character which has gained for them the popular name
of “proud Salopians,” it is necessary that we give a hurried description
of social arrangements in early times, from which no doubt these
characteristics of the Shropshire gentry are derived. Situate on the
disturbed borders of Wales, and holding in fee a large part of the
Marches, the Barons were placed there with a very peculiar tenure; each
had his castle subject to constant attack from the Welsh, and his estates
extended to so much land as he could hold or capture from them ; many
of the charters by which they held their lands are so worded (Lansdowne
MS. 216). Of necessity the men who accepted such a position and trust
must have been, and their descendants must have grown up for generations,
bold and self-reliant, in the constant expectation of war. The Lords of
Manors were mostly Barons, and sat in Parliament, and in the Red Book

* The exact date was 8 July 1624.
b
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of the Exchequer we find them called “ Marchiones Walliec” (Duke’s
¢ Antiquities of Shropshire,’ p. xii). Shropshire is the seat of Judicature
for all North Wales, and all suits were tried at Shrewsbury.

Old Fuller (p. 254) tells us that out of 186 castles in all England,* thirty-
two were in Shropshire; every manor-house must in fact have been like a
castle, moated, and able to withstand sudden attack.

This constant state of unrest continued from the Norman Conquest
till the death of Owen Glendwr in 1415. But the ferocity which
necessarily grew out of such a state of society hung on in the district long
after the Welsh were reduced to quietness, until two very remarkable men
became Lords President of the Marches. These were Rowland Lee, Bishop
of Lichfield and Coventry,and Sir Henry Sidney. The former wasappointed
in 1535, and by his governance the Marches were at length cleared of bands
of robbers. Before his time it was not a very uncommont thing for one
of the gentry to collect a band, and capture and hold to ransom any
neighbouring gentleman who it was supposed could pay for his delivery.
By his influence and constant personal inspection for eight years Bishop
Lee raised the moral tone of the whole district under his command. He
died 24 January 1543, and was buried at Shrewsbury, leaving the Marches
in a state of tranquillity and security, very different from that in which
he had found them. .

Six Lords President followed, colourless men who have left behind
them no marks of labours bestowed during their short tenures of office,
and it is a singular testimony to the discreet government of Bishop Lee
that the Marches did not in this interval relapse again into barbarism.
In 1559, however, the ever celebrated Sir Henry Sidney succeeded as Lord
President, and to his admirable government of twenty-seven years, for he
died 5 May 1586, Wales and the border districts owe even more than to that
of Rowland Lee. He in fact completed the difficult task so admirably begun
by his predecessor. But something even more powerful than good govern-

* The date at which Fuller wrote (1662) must be taken into acoount, for we have it on record
that Henry II., at the beginning of his reign, ordered 1100 petty castles to be destroyed (Wright’s
¢ History of Ludlow,’ p. 50) ; these would not be on the Welsh or Scotch Marches, where protection
against constant raids was required. Fuller’s figures were taken from Speed, whose ¢ Historie’
was published in 1611.

There is a paper by the late Rev. R. W. Eyton on the Castles of Shropshire in ¢ Collect.
Genealogica,’ 1861, reprinted in Salop Archaological Society, vol. x.

Also in Cotton MS. Vespasian A. xviii., fo. 189, is given a list of the most important castles of
Salop in early Henry IIL.’s time.

A paper on the Castles of England, by Mr. Geo. T. Clarke (‘ Archwological Journal,’ vol. xxxix.,
p. 166), of course includes Shropshire, but only notices the most important ones.

+ See Wright’s * History of Ludlow,’ pp, 267-269 et seg., who obtains his information from the
Rolls of Parliament,
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ment was needed to tranquillize this district, which had continued in a con-
stant ferment for ages, and that was the general prosperity of trade. In
1331 Edward ITI. introduced seventy families of clothworkers from Flanders
(John Kempe and others) to teach the English weaving. From all ages
British wool had been considered the best in Europe, and it had been largely
exported for the foreign looms; but this trade of weaving, then introduced
into England, had so enormously increased by the end of the fifteenth century
that large areas of arable land were converted into pastures to supply
the insatiable demand for wool.* Profitable farming lulled the angry
passions which were hereditary in the Marches; the produce of Wales,
brought on the backs of Welsh ponies (merlins as they were called), poured
into Shrewsbury and Oswestry, and very great wealth was accumulated by
the merchants who there dealt with such wool. This seems to have begun
to be extensive about the middle of the fifteenth century, and so by the end
of that century we find a great accretion of wealth in Shropshire.

Now let us glance for a moment at the general state of politics in
England at this time. The Wars of the Roses were now ended, and had
left many of the ancient feudal landholders in great embarrassment ; their
estates, encumbered by wars and pretentious extravagance, had to be
broken up; and we find in Shropshire persons engaged in trade
were ready to come forward and purchase. Many of these fortunate
traders were cadets of ancient stems; others again were new names
in Shropshire, introduced from Wales and the neighbouring counties.
A List of the Gentry of Salop in 1433, given by Fuller in his ¢ Worthies,’
P- 265, comprises only forty-five names.t In this present Work we find 375
families returning their pedigrees to the Heralds, while 95 were disclaimed,
having the reputation of gentlemen, but not having attended to shew their
right thereto; in all 470 families. We see how large a number of these
successful “ Merchants of the Staple” must have come forward to
purchase and settle upon estates throughout the county. They were all
necessarily com-brothers of the guilds established in the large towns,
Shrewsbury, Ludlow, Oswestry, Newport, and Bridgnorth, and these were
imbued with feelings of sturdy independence, and some of their leading

* The woolsack on which the Lord Chancellor sits was first introduced on the passing of an
act of Queen Elizabeth forbidding the export of wool. To keep ever in mind this source of our
national wealth, woolsacks were placed in the House of Lords whereon the Judges sat.

This is thus referred to in ‘A Discourse concerning the motives for the enlargement and
freedom of Trade,” London, 1645 : ““The principal reason why in time of Parliament our Judges
do sit in the House of Pcers upon woolsacks is to put them in mind of preserving and advancing
the trade and manufactory of wool.”

+ The inq. p. mort. of Richard, Earl of Arundel, 21 Ric. IT. (1397-8), supplies a good number
of names and holdings of the early Shropshire subtenants. To those who are curious about them,
it is abstracted in the Record Commission volume.
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members belonged to the Council of the Marches, a very honourable
distinction.

On the decay and dismemberment of the ancient feudal nobility, and
the dispersion portion by portion of their estates, these self-reliant and
influential burghers, already connected more or less with the old landed
proprietors, were ready at once to purchase and step into their estates, and
their descendants became the now numerous body of proud Salopian gentry.

Before leaving this subject, it may be well to speak of the guilds,
which, as a sort of trading parliaments, certainly helped to form a tone of
intelligent independence. The principal one was “ the Guild of Mercers,
Ironmongers, and Goldsmiths of Shrewsbury;” its earliest books begin
8 Henry VI. (1424-5), and it had an elaborate “ Composition ” granted to
it 20 Edward I.(1480-1). Itadmitted on to its rolls those of other trades;
“ poticaries > and “makers of cakes and junkets” are found in the lists,
all seeking the protection of a great guild, as well as anxious from their
membership to attain, after a certain interval, the rights of free burgesses.
None could trade in the town or liberties without being a com-brother of
one of these guilds. Very strict regulations were administered on all
matters affected, the customs of the trades were declared and upheld,
and, of course, the entry into a guild was by apprenticeship and a money
fine. In 1476 it was enacted :

“ No master to take any apprentice that is of French, Flemish, wild Irish, Dutch,

Scot or any other nation, but only English born, on pain of 100"
The council of this guild enjoyed very large influence, and many of the
gentry of the county became members, paying a heavy extra fine, and
undertaking not to trade. This no doubt was as a protection to them in
those troublous times, but other reasons are shadowed forth in the
following entry from the records :

“1529-30 Foulke Colle Gent made request forasmoche as his Uncle Robert
Colle was one of the fellowship that he might beaccepted and taken inas a Combrother
onely to have the p’yr of the p'est and pore people and to goo yearly in p’cession on
Corpus Xi day and not to trade. Paid 16* 84.”

The simple state of society in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries
did not draw lines of demarcation at retail trades ; great foreign merchants,
such as we now have, had not yet been developed. War as a profession
for younger sons had ceased ; also the custom of attaching them to the
suites of the greater nobility, and the consequence was they could only
enter the learned professions, or be apprenticed to some ordinary retail
trade and so become members of one of these guilds; thus we find that
the younger sons of extensive estates became tradesmen in the neighbouring
towns, and did not thereby cease to be members of the county gentry.
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To recapitulate what we have now arrived at: forty-five feudal gentry
of Shropshire in the list returned in 1433, the dismemberment of their
great estates at the end of that century and during the first half of the
sixteenth century, the great accumulation of wealth by trade from the
middle of the fifteenth century, the investment of this wealth in estates,
and we are quite prepared for the large number of gentry returned in our
Visitation, viz., 470 summoned as bearing the reputation of gentlemen.
If we compare this with the neighbouring county of Stafford, which was
considered to have a very strong body of gentry, we find at the two
Visitations of 1614 and 1633-4, as embodied by the William Salt Society
(vol. v.), 244 pedigrees were returned and 169 disclaimed, making a total
of 413 reputed gentry.

In comparing Visitations it must be borne in mind that in those of
later dates numbers of new families, with only two or three generations,
shewed an eagerness to record their names in the Heralds’ books, and
thus the totals became largely increased. It is well to remark that the
Shropshire Visitation now before us does not give so accurately as we
could desire the exact list of the Heralds’ Visitation; some of the
pedigrees have been unquestionably added from other sources, but it is
also probable that some are wanting.

In Owen and Blakeway’s ¢ History of Shrewsbury’ (i., p. 380) is given
a list of those families, numbering four, who returned themselves as
residing ““ in Shrewsbury ” at the 1569 Visitation ; also at that of 1584,
ten names; at page 404 thirty-four names are so given as residing “in”
Shrewsbury af our Visitation 1623; and at page 484 twenty-seven
families who are so returned at that of 1663. This suggests the
impression that a great increase of the gentry resident within the town
had at one time taken place, and requires some explanation. Shrewsbury
proper is confined within the river and its own town walls; it is within
300 yards of being entirely an island! The important parish churches
have a small extent of town proper, but the parishes attached to them
extend for miles into the country. The area of the  City and Liberties
of Shrewsbury is estimated (Philips’s ¢History of Shrewsbury, 1779,
p- 152) at 10,000 to 12,000 acres. In Domesday Book Sciropesberie Hundred
contained, as it does now, the town and liberties of Shrewsbury. An
old Nomina Villarum et Villatorum et Hamblettorum intra libertates
Ville Salop’ occurs in a Ledger Book in the Exchequer marked A. P.
(post 11 Henry VIL.), and gives the list as follows:

Eton juxta Pitchford, Betton Straunge, Altemere, Sutton, Meole Bracy,
Pullyley, Newbolde, Welbache, Whytley, Hanwood Magna, Hanwood Parva, Horton,
‘Woodcote, Aldemere, Newton, Preston Gubbald, Lee, Herdwyk, Burghton, Yorton
Allerton, Clyve, Sandsawe, Grylleshill, Acton Reynald, Hadnall, Edgbald, Meole
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Monachorum, Schelton, Onnyslowe, Bykton, Rossal Parva, Calcote, Preston,
Dynthyll, Leton, Wolascote, Berwych Lebron, Berwich Parva, Smethcoie Haston,
Adbright Husseye, Adbright Monachorum, Halescote, Astley, Adbrightleye, Battle-
field, Pymley, Longnore, Derbald, and Hencote.

The gentry on this large extent of outlying estates would all return
their pedigrees as within the liberties of Shrewsbury ”—an extensive
tract of country 21 miles long by 144 miles wide at its greatest
dimensions. Sansaw in St. Mary’s parish is 6} miles N., Whitley in
St. Chad’s parish 4 miles S., Eton 6 miles S.W., Longnore 8 miles S.,
Lee 6 miles N., Grylleshill 7 miles N. of the city proper. New-made
money, then as now, purchased a few hundred acres, a mere tithe in
extent of the ancient holdings, and placed upon it a mansion, and hence
the “city and liberties” were quickly covered with fine houses inhabited by
a large number of gentry. Some of the more distant county families
had town residences actually within the walls, and many fine old houses
remain with the name of ‘““mansion” or “place,” coupled with that of the
family which formerly occupied them.

We now proceed to shew whether the character thus ingrained by
centuries of self-reliance in the Shropshire gentry may be traced in the
competition of life.

Soldiers we cannot particularize ; at one time all were soldiers, and it
is the profession in which it is most difficult to say that one proficient
excels another. We would only mention John, Lord Talbot, slain 17 July
1458. Fuller (‘ Worthies,” p. 260) describes him as  that terrible Talbot,
so famous for his sword, a sword with bad Latin upon it, but good steel
within it.”

But we can gather up from our Visitation those mentioned as having
attained legal eminence. Sir Robert Burnell, Lord Chancellor 21 Sept.
1274, of Acton Burnell. He continued in this high office for eighteen
years, and has left his mark for ever by the enlightened reforms which
under his auspices were introduced into the laws of England. The
Parliament of 1283, held at Shrewsbury, was adjourned to Acton Burnel,
where the celebrated statute ¢ De Mercatoribus ” was passed. During
his tenure of office were also added to our laws, the Statute of Gloucester,
1278 ; the Statute of Mortmain, 1279; the Statute of Westminster,
1285; the Statute of Winchester, 1285; the Statute Circumspecte
Agatis, 1285; the Statute quo Warranto, 1290; the Statute Quia
Emptores, 1290 ; and the Ordinatio pro Statu Hibernie, 17 Edward 1.
Nine remarkable ordinances which have marked him out to all after ages
as beyond doubt the most able man that ever held the office of Lord
Chancellor,
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Richard Burnell of the Irish branch of this family was Chancellor of
Ireland, and died 1554. ‘

Sir Thomas Bromley created Chief Justice of England 4 Oct. 1558
died 1555.

Sir Edward Rromley, Baron of the Exchequer 1609; died 1626.

Sir Thomas Bromley created Lord Chancellor 26 April 1579; died

12 April 1587.

Sir Robert Brooke created Chief Justice of Common Pleas 28 Oct.
1554 ; died 1558.

Hugo Burgh,* Grand T'reasurer of England, mentioned at pp. 104, 185.

Reginald Corbett de Stoke, Justice of King’s Bench in 1559; died 1566.

Sir Thomas Egerton created Lord Chancellor 6 May 1596 ; died 1617.

Sir Richard Fowler, Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster temp.
Edward IV. !

Sir Christopher Hatton created Lord Chancellor 29 April 1517 ; died
20 Nov. 1591.

Sir William Lacon, Justice of King’s Bench 1466 ; died 6 Oct. 1475.

Christopherus Lacon, “ unus Stipendariorum R’nz Eliz.,” mentioned
p- 807, a title which is not quite clear.

Sir John Needham, Justice of King’s Bench 1472.

Thomas Owen created Justice of Common Pleas 1593 ; died 1598.

Sir Roger Townshend made Justice of Common Pleas 29 Jan. 1484-5.

Sir Robert Townshend, his second son, Justice of Wales.

Sir Henry Townshend, third son of Sir Robert, Justice of Chester.

Sir George Vernon made Baron of Exchequer 13 Nov. 1627; died
16 Dec. 1639, buried in the Temple Church.

Sir Henry Wallop, one of the Lords Justices and Vice-Treasurer of
Ireland 1582.

Edmund Walter, Chief Justice of South Wales ; and his son,

Sir John Walter, born at Ludlow 1563, created Chief Baron of the
Exchequer 12 May 1625, died 18 Nov. 1630, and was buried under a
splendid monument at Wolverscote, near Oxford.

All these Salopians are mentioned in our Visitation as having attained
to the highest legal positions, and among them we find three in the
Bromley and three in the Townshend family.

* Philips’s ¢ History of Shrewsbury,’ 4to, 1779, p. 146, relates that Hugo or Hubert de Burgh,
a Chief Justice of England, made Vaughan’s Place in Shrewsbury his town house, and that this
portion of his estate came to the Mytton family (see the descent at p. 104), but we have failed
clearly to trace who this Hugo or Hubert was. In ‘ Byegones relating to Wales and the Border
Counties,” Oct. 1878, p. 119, a Hugh Burgh is mentioned as Sheriff of Salop in 1430, who was
appointed by Henry V. Treasurer of Ireland, and founder of a great family there, but that does
not seem to agree with our pedigree at p. 104,
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We notice the occurrence of three Speakers of the House of Commons
chosen from the Onslow family, viz.,

Richard Onslow, born 1528, Speaker 8 Eliz. (1563), died 1571, buried
in St. Chad’s.

Sir Richard Onslow, Bart., Speaker 8 Anne (1708), afterwards Lord
Onslow.

Arthur Onslow, better known as  Speaker Onslow.” He was elected
1727, and continued Speaker of the House for thirty-three years. This
oversteps the boundaries of our Visitation, but seemed too remarkable to
be omitted, and especially as it is unique in English family history.

We have six Bishops mentioned, viz.,

Robert Burnell, Bishop of Bath and Wells, and Lord Chancellor, died
1292.

William Grey, Bishop of London 1426, after of Lincoln 1431.

George Day, Bishop of Cbichester, died 1556.

William Day, Bishop of Winchester, died 1596.

Edmund Fox, Bishop of Hereford, died 1535.

Richard Talbot, Archbishop of Dublin, died 1449.

One Confessor, Thomas Gataker, who died 1593, and his learned son
Thomas Gataker. (Fuller’s ¢ Worthies,’ p. 256.)

Five Heralds more or less connected with the county, viz.,

Henry Chitting, Chester Herald (p. 310).

Robert Owen,* deputy to Clarenceux at this Visitation, buried 8 Nov.
1632 (p. 390).

John Raven, Richmond Herald (p. 176).

Francis Sandford, Lancaster Herald, died 1693 (p. 432).

John Yonge, Somerset Herald, died 1510 (p. 425).

But perhaps the best comparison between this and other counties may
be drawn from trade. The younger sons we now refer to went out into
the world to fight their way ; their connection with old landed families had
no direct influence on their success, that was entirely the result of indi-
vidual character. We find the following Shropshire Lord Mayors of
London :

Sir Roger Acherley, 1511.

Sir Rowland Hill, 1549,

Sir Thomas Lee, 1558.

Sir Thomas Lodge, 1562 (Kenrick Pedigree, p. 284).

Sir Rowland Heyward, 1570.

* There is a volume in the Free School Library, Shrewsbury, entitled “ Armorial Bearings of
the several Bailiffs and Mayors of Shrewsbury from 46 Edw. III. emblazoned, with MS. notes, by
Robert Owen Gent. a deputy herald.” See also page vii.

c
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Sir Humphrey Weld, 1595 (not in the Visitation).

Sir Stephen Slaney, 1595.

Sir Robert Lee, 1602.

Sir Henry Billingsley, 1606.

John Swinnerton, 1612, He was son of Thomas Swinnerton of
Oswestry (not in the Visitation).

Sir Francis Jones, 1620.

Peter Probey, 1622 (not in the Visitation).

Allen Cotton, 1625.

Sir George Whitmore, 1631.

Thomas Adams, 1646.

Fuller (p. 264) says “twelve in all: see here a jury of Lords Mayors
born in this (which I believe will hardly be parallel’d in a greater) county,
all (no doubt) honest men and true.” We find in the above list fifteen
Lord Mayors in 135 years. Surely a very large proportion for one
county.

Before leaving this division of our subject we give the inscription on
a brass representing the figures of a woman between two husbands which
was formerly in St. Alkmund’s Church : *“ Hic jacent Joh’es Hervey et Joh’es
Humfreston burgenses ville Salopie et Margeria uzxor eor’ et p’dict Joh’es Hervey
obiit a® d’ni 1470, et p’dict Joh’es Humfreston obirt vitimo die me’s Marcii acd’ni
1491, ac eciam Margeria uxor p’dictor’ obitt . ... die mensis . ... a° d'ni
1500 quor’ animabus p’piciet’ de’ ame’.”” It will be noticed that the date is
not 1497 as given on p. 263. The startling abruptness with which she is
described as uzor eorum or predictorum is characteristic of the downright
simplicity of those times.

A remarkable instance of a lady having married two Richard Owens
occurs in this Visitation. At p. 364, Katherine, daughter of Thomas
Montgomery, p. 891, married first Richard Owen, Bailiff in 1559 [Arms :
Sable, three nags’ heads erased argent]. At p. 397, Hugo Philips of
Kaersous married Elizabeth, daughter of Richard Owen and Katherine
his wife, “ fil. Ric' (sic) Montgomery.”” This Richard Owen was the son of
Owen ap Gruff of Llunllo by Gwen, daughter of Thomas Ireland [Arms:
Argent, a lion rampant sable]. Katherine, his widow, administered to this
second Richard Owen’s will, which was proved in the P.C.C. 2 January 1576.

Many ancient gravestones found in St. Alkmund’s, St. Chad’s,and St.
Julian’s were removed when those churches were rebuilt, and were placed
in country churches near to which the descendants of the persons com-
memorated had purchased estates. As a contrast to the above crude
inscription we quote an unusually beautiful epitaph on the tomb of John
Gardiner of Sansaw, dated 1628, in St. Mary’s Church (see p. 196) :
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“ Gratia Sancta Dei, tibi fulsit, chare Johannes !
Ez re nomen habes : hoc tibs vita probat.
Horti Cultor eras : tibi Cura, sologue pologue
Plantas egregias addere summa fuit.
Resurgentss leetitia,
Hine surqgo : properat Medialor in uére Christus
Obvius huic rapior : semper eroque comes.”

Thus skilfully rendered :

“ John is the ¢ grace of God,’ to thee it came ;
Thy character depicted in thy name,
A Gardner too: 'twas thine with anxious care,
For earth and heaven new scions to prepare.
The deceased speaks,
I rige: my Saviour meets me through the sky:
To dwell with Him, I mount, no more to die!”’

But no translation could convey the subtle beauties evolved from the
Latin.

It seems necessary now to consider the various circumstances and forms
attending a Visitation, and the inquiry will no doubt throw light on many
points which will be touched upon in succession, and the result cannot fail
to be a more exact appreciation of the difficulties, expenses, shortcomings,
and at the same time the extreme value, even with all their imperfections,
of such Visitation Records. It is probable also we may thus more clearly
understand the long lists of Disclaimers proclaimed after every Visitation.

The original proclamation by King Henry V., which was the first step
towards Heraldic Visitations, was dated 2 June 1417 (printed in
Mr. Grazebrook’s ¢ Heraldry of Worcestershire,’ p. xiv), and was to the effect
that no man of what estate, degree, or condition soever should assume
arms unless he held them by right of inheritance, or by donation of some
person who had the power to give them, and that all persons should make
it appear to officers to be appointed, by whose gift they enjoyed such
arms, excepting those who had borne arms with the King at the battle of
Agincourt. The College of Arms was not established until 1485.

At irregular intervals, when the Visitation of a county was determined
upon, Clarenceux or Norroy King of Arms, armed with special powers by
the Sovereign and the Lords of the Privy Council, issued his summonses
to the Bailiffs of each Hundred or to the Mayors or other chief officers, com-
manding them to notify to each of the gentry, included in an accompanying
list of names, that they should appear before his deputies at a certain place
and on a certain day, in order that their pedigrees might be duly recorded,
and their right to the arms and to the consequent title of “gentleman > be
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certified, and any irregularities corrected. Perhaps the fullest particulars
we can have of this stage of the proceedings are printed in the ¢ Visitation
of Staffordshire, 1583’ (Wm. Salt Society, vol. v.), where copies of the
warrants and directions are set forth. It will be noticed there that the
deputies are only directed tv inquire of “all such are called or wrytten
Knights, Esquires, and Gentlemen ;” the fact being that the Peerage was
reserved to the care of Garter King of Arms, and to Norroy or Clarenceux
was committed all of lesser rank, Clarenceux’s Kingdom being Sonth of the
Trent, and that of Norroy to the North of that river. It is suggested
as a complaint that these lists of reputed gentry were drawn up from the
Sheriffs’ or Under-Sheriffs’ books, and therefore that they are nothing
more than the names of such as were liable to serve on Juries and paid
a certain taxation ; and it is advanced by those who seek to depreciate the
Heralds that they did not take sufficient account whether those individuals
whom they summoned had been claiming the rank of gentlemen or had
been using arms. After inquiring into this point, I have to say that the
lists of those summoned, so far as we are able to examine them, were
carefully and judiciously drawn up and out of a full knowledge of the
districts ; the names were supplied by the Heralds to the chief officers of
the hundred or place, and were not left to them to fill up, although
possibly their official knowledge would be made use of when drawing up
these lists. The early Heralds had a much more accurate knowledge of
such matters than would be possible in our days, when the assumption to
belong to the rank of ¢ gentry” is universal; those who then started
such a claim becaine at once conspicuous. In the ¢ Visitation of London,
1633,” p. 190, occurs this note: ¢ These arms made by Mr John Taylor of
Fleet Street since Michaelmas last;” and*I find intances are not
infrequent in which such an intimate and exact acquaintance with details
is disclosed. These accusations therefore do not seem to have any
foundation in visible facts, but have arisen from the disappointment of
some who, not finding their families recorded as they would desire, and
unwilling to blame the neglect of their own ancestors, have sought to
vent their spite on the Heralds, and have put forward suggestions which
do not, on examination, seem to be true. This is a point we shall
carefully examine presently.

The Heralds appointed as deputies, accompanied by their staft of
registrar, scribes, and draughtsmen, proceeded in due time to sit, as
announced, in the most convenient towns, to receive and record, as brought
in to them by the neighbouring gentry,their descents,and to acknowledge,
or respite, or refuse altogether the arms which might be put forward,
according as the proofs submitted to them were satisfactory or not.
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¢ Visitation of Staffordshire, 1583, William Salt Society, vol. v., p. 8:
“And these that may not commodiously bring w"® them such their
evidences, auncient writinges, and monuments (sic) as would serve to prove
the antiquitie of theire race and familye, but shalbe desirous to have me
home to their houses : upon the signification of such theire desires for the
furtherance of Her Mat*s service, I will make my repaire unto them soe
soone as conveniently I maye.”” Every facility was therefore offered on
the part of the Heralds to make their work complete.

The first question that naturally arises is, What fees were required ?
Randle Holme, in his ¢ Academy of Armory,’ 1688, book i., chap. i., sec. 25,
gives us the following information, and he was well acquainted with the
customs of the College of Heralds:

“But the Kings of Arms their principal Fees are those of the Visitations of
their Provinces: that is once in 20 or 30 years at the most they ride through their
part of the Kingdom assigned to them ; where (in certain places most convenient)
they summon in all the Gentry, as Baronets, Knights, Esquires, Gentlemen, and
Frecholders (or any whom he pleaseth to call before him) there to give an account
unto them of their Family, Matches, Issues, Coats of Arms belonging to them, and
their Title as Esquire, Knight, etc., all which is registered or recorded in a Book
called the Visitation-Book for such and such a county, taken at such a time. For
which regestring, travelling Expences and entertaining all his Visiters, the Kings
of Arms, and his Marshall, demands from every Gentleman 25% an Esquire 35 a
Knight or Baronet 55¢. All which being summed up through the Kingdom, will
amount to such a valuc a8 may sustain them, with good husbandry, till the next
Visitation : but that is seldom twice in one King at Arms’s life-time.”

These fees do not seem to have been exactly adhered to in every county ;
on the fly-leaf of a MS. by Christopher Barker, Garter, relating to Norfolk
and Suffolk, 1661, is this memorandum :

“ For ye entring of cvery descent :

Every Gentevouoveevuiiinniiiiiininnnnes £1 7 6
An Esquire.....cooouereeniniiiinnnennnee 1 17 ¢
A Knight ..ooiiiiiiiiiniiiinn.., 2 7 6
A Baronett....ccvuveiiiieieieeniinannnn, 2 17 6"

But the trifling difference only gives us confidence in the statement of
Randle Holme. As a result of the Visitations, many new families would
apply for and receive grants of arms, and “ then a Fee accordingly of £10
or £20 is payable for Confirmation and granting such Coats of Arms and
regestring them among the gentry of that shire.” (Randle Holme, sec. 24,
book i., chap. i.)

The following from Brit. Mus. Add. MS. 14,294, fo. 110, is so curious
that we add it to our notes on this subject of Heralds’ remuneration :
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“The number of Arms & Creasts granted by Sir Gilbert Dethick Garter, Areabout
Singly, from ye 5% yeare of Edward y° VI*t An’0o 1551 unto ye 10t

yeare of Eliz. AD’0 1568 .c.ccovenrvriinrineieiieiieniinieniinirncennanens 57
Armes & Creastes graunted by him y¢ yeare 1568 unto y® yeare 1572,

joyntly with ye provinciall Kings of Armes .....ccccoeeiiniiiicinennne 40
And in that tyme, being little above foure yeares, he besides granted

SINELY 8DOUL cevvevent it )
And from y¢ 14% to y* 26t of Queene Eliz. An’o 1584 he again

graunted singly about ........oeeiieiiiiiiiiiiiii 80

Robert Cooke, Clarencieux, delivered Patents of Armes synce y¢ tyme
that George Earle of Shrewsbury was Earle Mareschall of England
An’o 1573 unto y® yeare 1580 y¢ 26' of Queene Eliz. singly unto
diuers of them of very good condition and quality to y® number of 40

The announcement of the approaching Visitation we know caused
excitement, and in many casesalarm. The Heralds were armed with great
authority, and it depended entirely on the character of the individual
deputy whether this was used in an arbitrary manner, even to the extent
of breaking down family monuments and destroying other heraldic
devices, a power which Dugdale put into force in 1667. This extensive
authority was declared 1528 (‘ Heraldry of Worcestershire,” p. xix), but
we do not notice that it was exercised in the earlier Visitations. We
know from the letter of Robert Greisbrooke of Shenstone, 28 March
1662 (preserved among Dugdale’s papers at the College of Heralds, and
printed William Salt Society, vol. v., p. 156), how he hastened to get a
drawing of his arms prepared, the picture of them being at present with
his sistér Chamberlayne in Oxfordshire, although his arms had been more
than once acknowledged by the Heralds, and Sir William Dugdale’s sister
had married Mr. Richard Seawall of Coventry, whose mother was a
daughter of Alverey Greysbrooke of Stoke Hall. Sir William therefore
would be well acquainted with the family bearings.

“ Letters written to Dugdale shew that he possessed a sway equal to
or almost superior to the authority of the secular sovereign.” (Chetham
Society, vol. Ixxxiv., p. xii.) We can readily understand therefore how
the old gentry, whose position was known and assured in their own
district, might hesitate to submit their degree to the judgment of a
stranger, who was himself judge and jury, and there was no appeal. It was
not in human nature, at least not in the character of most men, to be
thus exalted as the representatives of the Earl Marshal, and through him
of the Crown itself, and sent down into a country district, without having
a due sense of the great dignity with which they had been clothed ; and
so we find the Heralds particularly sensitive to any neglect or want. of
respect. There seems to be something in the profession of a Herald
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which makes him combative. It is impossible to read of Vincent and
Brooke, Dugdale and Holme, or the remarks in Le Neve’s works and
numberless other quarrels, without coming to this conclusion. But the
inquiry before us is—How, in all the senses of that word, were the Visita-
tions conducted ? and the character of individual Heralds seems subsidiary.
It must be clearly borne in mind that their interests lay in recording the
largest possible number of the gentry of a county; but the limits within
which they must work were distinctly marked out for them, and every
instinct of the dignity of their position, loyalty to their order, and fear of
the consequences of any fault, constrained them to carry out their instruc-
tions fearlessly, which they certainly did. These jealousies and bickerings,
which we know abounded between themselves, are a guarantee to us that
rivals at the time were not able to substantiate any damaging accusations.
Still the fact remains, and must be allowed for, that Heralds are apt to be
irritable and quarrelsome ; perhaps it is a tendency which comes with the
accurate study of any exact science. In those who acknowledge only
facts which have been proved, the introduction of one gritty grain of what
is inexact immediately produces friction and consequent heat. But from
wbatever causes, and no doubt they came from both sides, we find in
some counties, and more especially in the northern counties, where the
correspondence is more fully known, that much angry feeling was
aroused, the Heralds’ authority was slighted, and their summons to appear
greatly neglected. It is probable that in the earlier Visitations this was
not the case. We can understand how families who had already once
registered their descent, and had their arms duly acknowledged, would not
care to pay again thirty years or so afterwards; and some of these may
have regarded the Heralds’ Visitations as only a means of extorting
money, overlooking the fact that they were the official registration of
their legitimate descent, and consequent right to bear arms.

Much information on this point may be obtained from Mr. Rylands’s
¢ Disclaimers at the Heralds’ Visitations.”* It is advanced, as if it were
a known fact, that in many cases persons of snbstance on the list for the
hundred were summoned who had never assumed to use arms. Thus
(Gloucestershire Disclaimers 1682) Richard Tyler of St. Briavels says,
“T know of no coat of arms belonging to me ;> and William Davies, Clerk
de Abenall, declares, “I know of no coat of arms belonging to me at
present.” Both were disclaimed. In the Visitation of Hereford, 1634,

* ¢ A List of Persons who were Disclaimed as Gentlemen of Coat-armour by the Heralds at
the Visitations of the various counties of England, with an Introduction by John Paul Rylands,
F8.A. Guildford: printed by Billing and Sons, 1888’ 8vo. Of this work only one hundred
copies were printed for subscribers,
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James Lane, draper, who disclaimed for himself, ¢ saith that Jonathan
Wellington is a dark [i.e. blind] sickly man and no gentleman of coat
armour.” Both were disclaimed. In the Visitation of Worcester, 1634,
“Thomas Simonds of White Lady Aston: I know none of right, and
further saith that his father and grandfather were yeomen, and so writ
themselves.” Now this may mean that asa yeoman he ought not to have
been summoned, or it may imply that he had used arms himself although
he knew of no “right.” He was disclaimed.

But in considering these complaints we must remember we have not
heard and cannot arrive at the defendants’ answers. It seems very hard
if persons not making any pretensions to arms were summoned only
because their wealth gave themn a certain position as taxpayers, and were
then proclaimed in the most public manner as ignobiles, i.e. not gentlemen
of coat armour, in the neighbouring towns. But, after a careful examina-
tion, this seems to greatly overstate the case. Accidents of this kind must
sometimes have been made, but we know that in those days, as now, it
was looked upon too much as a venial offence to defraud the Government.

‘We find the List of Disclaimed at the Staffordshire Visitation, 1583
(William Salt Society, vol. iii., p. 14), thus headed: ¢ The names of those
that in the time of this Visitacyon of Staffordshire have made noe proofe
of their Gentry, bearing noe armes, and yet, before tyme, had called and
written themselves Gentlemen, and were therefore disclaymed in the chiefe
places of the Hundreds wherein they dwell.” Nothing could be more
distinct. They had pretended and put themselves forward as gentlemen ;
that is, had borne and used arms before time. They could not, when
called upon, shew any lawful right, and therefore they were disclaimed.

We know that the shields pulled down and defaced by the Heralds
were set up again the moment their backs were turned. Dugdale notes
pulling down a second time Cheshire arms which he had already destroyed
(¢ Dugdale’s Life,” Chetham Society, vol. lxxxviii,, pp. 30-1);* and
Mr. H. S. Grazebrook, in the Preface to the Staffordshire Visitation of
1663 (William Salt Society, vol. v., p. xi), says that “ many, I may almost
say most, of those who made no proof continued the use of the arms they
claimed and displayed them without scruple on seals, furniture, ete.”

In vol. v. of the William Salt Society, p. xii (footnote), are given the
arms of several families on the county map in Plott’s ¢ Natural History
of Staffordshire, 1686, which had been unproved or disclaimed at the

* At Chester, “ where I pulled down those atchievements w® Holmes the paynter had set up
again in 8* John’s Church for Alderman Walley w® I took down in A° 1644;” and again,
pulled down and defaced those atchievements at Budworth * which Holme the paynter of Chester

had hung up again for M* Marbury w" I puld down once before.” (‘Life of Sir William
Dugdale,” by William Hamper, 4to, 1827.)



INTRODUCTION. XXV

Visitations, and which were therefore still improperly put forward by
these families, who persisted that they were gentry.

The fairest way to view the position of these complainants seems to be,
if they made no claim to be gentlemen of coat armour, it was then but a very
mitigated thing to complain of if their names should be published at the
Market Cross as not belonging to the order of Heraldic Gentry, to which,
as they declared to the Heralds, they did not aspire. They could readily
attain that rank by applying for a grant; the sting of such publicity
would lie in their having sailed about in stolen or usurped plumage, and
then been exposed before their neighbours. The Heralds’ position
seems to be this: you are forbidden to use arms without due and proper
right to them; we enter up and register the descents of all who apply,
but we publicly notify those who have no right to coat armour; and
thus it is that we find many genealogies entered in Visitations without any
arms attached, and the names occur among the List of Disclaimers.

The privilege of bearing coat armour emanated only from the King
by his appointed officers, and any person usurping such a privilege was
guilty of fraud, and if he used the armorial bearings the property of any
other family to which such appertained he was guilty of stealing. A
coat of arms is an incorporeal hereditament vested in the descendants of
the first acknowledged owner, and descending only to those who could
prove their legitimate descent from him. There are instances, chiefly in
the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, of the rightful and acknowledged
owner granting his coat of arms to some other individual, but they are
go curious and rare that we need hardly note them here as the one
exception to this law.* The heritable right in a coat of arms cannot be
sold. With the above-noticed rare exceptions there is no title but of
legitimate inheritance; this is plainly declared in the wording of all
grants. Richmond alias Clarenceux, 9 Henry VII., grants “to William
Greene and to his posteritie he and they to have, occupie & inioye the
same and therein to be revested at ther pleasures.” (Harl. MS. 1115,
fo. 8%) Also in the same MS., fo. 6, Gueyenne, King of Arms, grants
¢ to have, use & hold unto the said William Swayne and to the yssue &

* The following abstract from the College of Arms Register of Nobles and Gentles, vol. viii.,
p. 170®, is an interesting and late example of such a grant, and its acknowledgment by the College
of Heralds.

 Anstis, Garter, and Ward, Clarenceux, 15 Aug. 1733, exemplified to Lord Anne Hamilton,
Whereas Francis Edwards of Welham, co. Leicester, was entitled tobear, Per bend sinister ermine
and ermines, a lion rampant or, and for crest a lion’s head couped and parted per bend sinister of
the same, and upon his death the said arms descended to his only daughter and heiress Mary
Edwards, who hath, by an Instrument dated 2 July 1733 under her hand and seal, assigned to
Lord Anne Hamilton, 3™ son of James, Duke of Hamilton and Brandon, now of Kensington,

00, Middlesex, the said arms and crest to be borne by him and the heirs of his body,” etc., etc.
d



xxvi INTRODUCTION.

procreation of his body lawfully begotten in all worship & gentleness
everlasting.”

Precisely the same line of law will now punish an individual who
infringes a patent, or who makes use of the name of some well-known
firm in order to get an advantage in business. The only difference is
that in these instances the gain is in money, while in the Visitation
times heraldic distinctions and the rank of gentleman which they brought
were a social gain and in great estimation.

We have many instances of consideration and forbearance on the part
of the Heralds. There are cases in which the scion of an ancient stock
attended the Heralds and recorded his descent and arms, and was excused
the fees on account of poverty ; that is, more regard was paid to blood than
position. In the Visitation of Hereford, 1634, we have “ Charles Whitney
of Norton to be spared for his name *’; ¢ Philips of Ashton to be spared
from disgrace”; ‘“Jno. Abrahall of Stoke Edith to be spared from
disclaiming for his name’s sake.” In the Visitation of Worcestershire,
1634, “Thomas Wild to be spared from the Post >’; “I have no interest
in Arms, Edm¢ Boothby.” He, one would suppose, should not have been
summoned, but the Herald at the time had other facts before him and
was not satisfied, for, he adds, ¢ to be spared from disclaiming in regard
of his being a souldier and of deserts.”

The above quotations shew that the itinerant Heralds would in some
cases have willingly shielded individuals, but the terms of their com-
mission were inexorable; the rank of nobilis must be distinctly upheld;
the mandate of the Earl Marshal’s Court had gone forth—prove your
lawful right to the arms which you have been using, or be disclaimed.
And so we find all of those mentioned, Whitney, Philips, Abrahall, Wild,
and Boothby, among Mr. Rylands’s List of the Disclaimed. Any idea
therefore that the Heralds could shield their own friends is quite
inadmissible; the dignity of their commission surmounted all personal
considerations, and its terms were strictly carried out.

In the Visitation of Worcestershire, 1682, I, Joseph Ruthorn of
Evesham, doe promise to forbeare using any Coat of Arms untill T can
make out what coat doth belong to me ”—surely this implies that he
had beforetime-done so? Disclaimed 1682. Gloucester, 1623, * Rich?
Warren of Stainton falcely usurped Arms which were defaced & he
disclaymed”; ¢ Edw? Hill Customer of Gloucester, neither gent. of
Bloud .Ancestry nor Arms.” Edward Hopkins disclaimed at Boston, co.
Lincoln, 1634, ¢ an Usurper of Armes.” Walter Cary of Wicomb
(Visitation of Bucks, 1634), ““ no gent. nor hath any (right) to bear arms
which he usurpeth”; and again (Visitation of Derby, 1634), «“Robt
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Wilmott of Chadderton disclaimed for usurping the Title of Gent. not-
withstanding having been disclaimed in the Visitation made 1611.”

Every allowance was made for those who had difficulty in proving
their right to the arms. The pedigree was entered and the arms respited
for proof.* Mr. H. S. Grazebrook mentions (William Salt Society, vol. v.,
p. xi) the case of Amphlett, whose family had used arms which the
Heralds said belonged of right to the name of Hastings. This was
respited for proof, and, after suitable delay, proof to the satisfaction of
the Heralds had not been shewn. This name, however, does not appear
among the disclaimed, but the arms were not allowed.

Arms so respited were not publicly disclaimed at the Staffordshire
Visitations of 1614 and 1663, although in many instances a note is made
that nothing further had been done; and we notice that Dugdale at his
Yorkshire Visitation of 1665 allowed two years to elapse before he pro-
ceeded to publish the lists of Disclaimed. In the Visitation of Hereford,
1634, occurs this memorandum: “John Philips of Ledbury to be dis-
claimed at our next ’sizes because he was not disclaimed at our being in
the country, being respyted for proofe, but cannot make any proofe.”

Aguin, in the Lancashire Visitation, 1613 (Chetham Soc., vol. Ixxxii.,
p- x), Winckley produced charters from a remote date proving his
pedigree, “ but because the legend on an ancient seal was partly defaced
the arms were not allowed.” Now this is a most unfair way of putting
it. The deed in question (p. 88) to which this seal was attached was dated
50 Edward III.: ¢ Adam filius Johannis de Winkley dedit et concessit
Johanni filio Johannis de Bayly,” etc. The seal shewed an eagle
displayed, with the legend * Sigillum Johannis,’”” and the rest is broken
away. It certainly was not Adam’s seal, it might have been his father’s ;
but to those who know how often borrowed seals were used in charters it
is quite plain that the Herald could never acknowledge a single occurrence
of these arms and allow them to Winckley.

Taking the above view of the vested property of the rightful owners
in heraldic bearings, we have many cases where similar want of sufficient
proof caused their rejection. Page viii of the same volume: Travers
brought evidences and muniments, but the two seals shewn led to a
question which was the proper bearing, and it could not be decided.

At page x of the same Visitation Robert Holt of Stubley had married
“an olde woman” and would not enter. The Heralds declared in 1613
that this family had no coat, although it was allowed by Flower in 1567.

* In our List of Disclaimed, 1623, three names are included, viz., Jobber of Heton, Moor of
Moore, and Ockley of Ockley ; pedigrees for these names, and with the arms, occur on pp. 279,
866, aud 376, and there is nothing to shew that the arms were a later addition to our MSS.
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In this case there can be no doubt the legitimate descent from that
member in 1567 was not clearly shewn to the Heralds, otherwise they had
no power to refuse. The onus of proof lay with the claimant. It seems
strange that Robert Holt should refuse to enter, and that a complaint
against the Heralds should in after times be based thereupon. Again,
Hindley produced evidences for three hundred years, but was not ““allowed”
arms. There are many instances of families who can shew much longer
pedigrees and own considerable estates, but who cannot prove that they
ever lawfully used arms. “ Allow ” has two meanings. The heraldic is
“acknowledge,” and this the Heralds could not do without satisfactory
proof ; the other sense is * permit,” a sense excluded from all heraldic
matters, which only deal with facts. We are obliged to exposc the
insinuation involved in that term. The only liberty left to the Heralds
was_that of judgment whether or not the facts adduced were sufficient to
prove the claims. They had no choice of “allowing” in the charitable
sense to “ permit.”

This naturally leads to the question, What proof was required by the
Heralds before they would allow the arms? Of course a grant or proof
that the Heralds had already allowed such to a direct legitimate ancestor,
or as ‘“their ancestral arms” to collaterals in a certain degree, was
sufficient ; or the grant by one who had the right thus to delegate his
arms to another; there are such instances, as already noticed. Prescrip-
tion with use by his ancestors was readily conceded when the arms were
not those belonging to some other family. In the William Salt Society
(vol. v., pp. x and 145) the Gaywoods of Bishops Offley in Staffordshire,
who had been disclaimed in 1583, were allowed in 1614 a coat which was
represented in an old window in Eccleshall Church, although Gregory
King makes a note at the time in the Visitation Book: ¢ Cave as to the
coat of Gaywood, for, if they have right to bear three pheons, it must be
by the interposition of a chevron argent, for so does the coat stand
in the window of Eccleshall Church. Without a chevron it is the
coat of Malpas.” Woodhouse of Woodhouse (p. 827): “These arms
were in an old glasse window of the church at Wombourne neere to the
seat of this family in the same church, and likewise depicted on that
seat.” Stonyer of Biddulph (p. 282): “ For proof he vouches y* picture
of his great grandfather made in Qu. Eliz. time, on which these arms
are.”

The remarks of Sir Samuel Egerton Brydges on this matter of usage
are very interesting (Colling’s ¢ Peerage,’ edit. Brydges, vol. i., p. 382, and
they are quoted in a paper on ¢ Proofs of Arms Required by Heralds,” in
the ¢ Herald and Genealogist,’ vol. ii., p. 154) :
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“There is much more in the use of arms than light or interested critics in
genealogy admit. When carried up to such a period as to be beyond memory it
operates in the nature of prescription, and is of a directly opposite nature from a
late assumption, where the want of authority is fatal to the right.”

The following copy of a letter from Sir William Dugdale to Mr.
William Horsley, 15 June 1668, will shew this clearly, and what was con-
sidered prescriptive right. The original is preserved in the Lansdowne
MS. No. 870, and it is printed in the Retrospective Review’ for 1827,
p. 145:

“ Therefore it will be requisite that he do look over his own evidences for some
seals of arms, for perhaps it appears in them, and if so, and that they have used s

Jfrom the beginning of Q. Elizabeth’s reign, or about that time, I shall allowe thereof,
Sfor our directions are lsmiting us so to do, and not a shorter prescription of usage.”

This was the spirit in which the Heralds approached the consideration
of evidences laid before them; but the unwarranted assumption of arms
was promptly met with all the weapons at their command, and properly
80, for they had a duty to perform, viz., to protect the order of gentry,
and to uphold the terms of their own commission under the great seal.
Dallaway (¢ Heraldic Enquiries,” p. 308), says:

It will strike an examiner of pedigrees to which no arms are attached that the
families so degraded were not unfrequently of high ancestry and of extensive
property in those counties where they are registered; and that the escocheon
disclaimed in a former was allowed and confirmed in a subsequent Visitation. This
circumstance depended entirely upon the individual representative, who in some
instances treated the Earl Marshal’s summons with contempt, or at least with neglect.
Their descendants are therefore excluded from armorial claims unless,” etc., ete.

The Heralds underwent privations and labours, travelling through their
district on horseback, and stopping in country inns in those centres which
seemed most convenient and where the neighbouring gentry could most
readily wait upon them. The established scale of fees in their court was
not excessive, and during the later Visitations, when expenses must
presumably have increased, these must have been little more than sufficient
to repay the labours and outlay of the Herald and his staff. Randle
Holme, book i., chap. i., sec. 21, informs us that ¢“the yearly Pention
allowed them was Garter £40 per annum: Clareucieux and Norroy £20
each: six heraulds at £13 6s. 8d. apiece : four Pursevants having amongst
them all £93 6s. 8d. :—anything beyond this arose from fees.” We quote
Randle Holme because he wrote in 1688, very near the time we are
discussing, and he was well acquainted with all the facts. They came
clothed with an authority so high, that it entitled them officially to every
reasonable deference and respect. It is true their punishment for o«
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was not prompt imprisonment and a fine, as with the Law Judges; but it
reached forward for generations! If no member of a family would take
the trouble, or let us say had the civility, to answer their summons and
satisfy the representatives of the Earl Marshal, and indirectly of the
reigning Sovereign, as to their right to use armorial distinctions and the
title of gentry, which it was only in the power of the Earl Marshal,
delegated to him by the Sovereign, to grant, or ratify and acknowledge;
the verdict of the Earl Murshal’s Court, the sole heraldic authority, could
only take this form : *“Such a one having been summoned before one of our
principal officers and invited to explain by what right he is using certain
ancient heraldry, and being unable to prove his descent and right thereto,
and probably unwilling to expose his want of that right, is by us proclaimed
tgnobilis.”’*

To shew that this verdict could be reversed by properly and decently
satisfying the constituted authorities and proving to them that the using
was rightful, we print a curious Certificate by St. George, Norroy, extracted
from Harl. MS. 1470 by Mr. H. S. Grazebrook in his Staffordshire
Visitation of 1583, so frequently quoted (Wm. Salt Society, iii., p. 16, note):

“The King’s most excellent Mat being desirous that ye Gentry of his Kingdom
might be preserved in every degree, estate, etc., and to that end hath given full
power and authority under the Greate Seale of England unto mec Richard St
George, Norroy King of Armes, not only to summon all the Gentlemen w’thin my
Province, but also to distinguish and make infamous by Proclamation all such as
shall usurpe or take upon them the name of Esquire or Gentleman without just
authority. And whereas Stephen Longsdon of Longsdon in co. Derby appeared
before me in my Visitacion and disclaimed the title of a gentleman under his hand,
as not knowing how he might justifie the same, I proceeded against him according
to my Com’ission. Since wet tyme, he, making further enquiry, and finding that
his Auncestors have been of long time reputed Gentlemen and borne Armes, we (as
I am informed by some of good sort in the Contrey) he is able to prove by evidence
and other good record, he hath desired me to affirm his right and publish the same.
Wherefore these are to make knowne unto all manner of p’sons whatsoever that the
said Stephen Langsdon may lawfully use and bear such armes and Creasts as his
Auncestors have done before him, and as he may lawfully justifie ; And also that
it shall be lawfull for him to beare the name title and dignity of a Gentleman in such
manner and forme as any of his predecessors have done or a8 he may lawfully justifie.
In witness whereof I the said Norroy King of Armes have sett to my hand and seale

* In Coke upon Lyttelton, ii., 667, the law is clearly laid down: “ As in ancient [Roman].
times statues or images of their ancestors were proofs of their nobility ”—he quotes Juvenal, Sat. 8,
and Cicero—* Nobiles sunt qui imagines generis sui proferre possust, so in later times Coat armes
came in lieu of those statues or images, and are the most certaine proofes and evidence of nobility
and gentry, 8o as in these daies the rule is, Nobiles sunt gui insignia gentilicia generis sui proferre
possunt.” It thus follows that a man might be an Esquire, or a Knight, or even bear a title, and
yet be sgnobilis. Wharton (Law Lexicon, article Nobilis) : ““ The gentry are those who are able to
produce armorial bearings derived by desocent from their own anoestors.”
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mean that they could flaunt in the absence of the Heralds heraldic pre-
tensions, and sneak away when the approaching Visitation reminded them
that they had for all these yearsbeen impudent cheats; they must now either
honestly pay for and acquire the rights they had been dishonestly using, if
the Heralds could seetheir way to make such grants, or else they must be put
down into their real rank. It is no injustice to declare a man’s real rank,nor
does it cause any irritation unless his self-estimation exceeds his intrinsic
value. In Heraldry there is no room for supposition ; either a man is a
gentleman of coat armour or he is not; he may be an equally respected
and respectable yeoman ; all the Heralds sought to establish was the truth.

Let us now try to discover by evidence what sort of reception and
deference the Heralds received, and how they were seconded and assisted
in this laudable work ; and when putting it in this way we do not for a
moment seek to conceal their desire to make it pay; they had heavy
expenses to incur, their actual salaries were absurdly small, and of
course a Visitation brought in fees both for registrations and grants;
but the Earl Marshal’s Court fixed when such were needful to keep
together our heraldic annals, and the heraldic trust that was committed
to its care. It gave the licence, but the expenses and financial results
accrued to the individual Herald.

It is better for various reasons that we quote our facts in order of
date, the advantage of which will appear when we come to consider
further details. We must remember that the Heralds were few, and
only occasionally do they express the indignation they felt at the neglect
of their mission on the part of some of the gentry, or as they put it
contempt of their office and position as representing the Earl Marshal,
and through him their sovereign, the head of all heraldic distinctions.
We know more of these matters as to Lancashire than the other counties;
all the Visitations for that county having been ably edited for the Chetham
Society, and we are thus able to give the following quotations from the
1533 Visitation ; these shew that the Heralds were willing to accord every
facility when they were civilly treated, and we would ask in common
fairness, What could they do with such men as he who ¢ wold not be
spoken withall ” P

Page 85 : “John Talbott of Saleberry . . . . a verrey gentle Esquir & worthy to
bee taken payne for.”

Page 48 : «“8r John Townley of Townley Knight had to his firste wief one who
was doughter to S* Charles Appillysdon & one of the heyres of Gatesford whereby
he beareth the goats. I wote not what her name is nor I made no greate inquisi-
tion for he would have no noate taken of hym saying that ther was no more Gentil-
men in Lancashire But my Lord of Derbye & Mountegle. I soght hym all day
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Rydinge in the wyld countrey & his reward was ij* w" the guyde had the most p'te
and 1 had as evill a jorney as ev’ I hadd.”

Page 47 : “ Robert Holt of Stubbley maried an olde woman by whom he hadd no
yssue & therfore he wold not have her name entered.”

Page 48 : “ 8 Ric. Houghton Knight did mary Alice doughter and one of the
heyres to S Thoms. of Asheton Knight and they have yssue Katherine who is
maried to St Thoms. Gerard Knight. The said S* Ric. hath putt away his lady and
wife and kepeth a concobyne in his house by whom he hath divers children and by
the lady he hath Ley Hall w" armes he beareth quartered with his in the first q°
he says that M* Garter licensed him so to doe and he gave Mr Garter an angle noble
but he gave me nothing nor made me no good chere but gave me proude woords.”

Page 182 : “Gerrard of the Brynne wold not be spoken withall.”

Page 231 : “8ir William Poole Knight lieth at the Abbhay of Vale Royall and he
wolde have not taken” (sic).

In the Lancashire Visitation, 1613, we find (Chetham Society,
vol. Ixxxii., p. viii) Bradshaw of Bradshaw ¢ produced two ancient letters,
but the members referred to could not be placed in the pedigree.” The
Heralds therefore could only take the evidence before them.

Dugdale’s Visitation, 1664-5, occurred at an unfortunate juncture. The
feelings of rival parties ran high. Chetham Society, vol. Ixxxiv., p. xiii :
“The Puritans refused, the tribunal was considered by them expensive,
arbitrary, and incompetent, Norroy himself being both judge and jury.”
He was a strong Royalist, and likely to regard critically those of the other
side who in some cases perhaps had obtained grants during the Common-
wealth times, and all of these had been declared only four years before to
be null and void, and as if they had never been made. There was there-
fore sufficient material for friction on both sides. Dugdale had a duty to
perform, those gentry whose position from any cause was doubtful con-
temned his authority, and a large portion of the county supported them
in their attitude of heraldic rebellion ; and this in a county where a strong
feeling of the distinctions of rank was supposed to be and really did
exist.

In Dugdale’s Visitation of Yorkshire, 1665 (Surtees Society, 1859), we
find the pedigrees of 472 families entered, and a long list of 257 dis-
claimers. At page xii we read: ‘It is evident the pride of family was
wanting in Yorkshire, nearly one-third of the old gentry summoned treated
the summons with neglect ”’ ; and at page xiv: “ Mr. Robert Stafford of
Thwing Dickering slighted the summons.”

Certain accidents partly contributed to this neglect, for Mr. Charles
Fairfax thus writes to Sir William Dugdale in June 1666 :

“ Some gentlemen will attend you at the next assizes to whom I gave notice :
but many (not sensible of the honour of their families) I find remiss, yet hope
(4
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(upon their better thought) they will do right to posterity and give their attend-
ance. Your too short stay in your several circuits (and their coincident appearances
upon summonses before the Deputy Lieutenants) they alledge for excuse they could
not wait on you.” (Hamper’s ¢ Life of Dugdale,’ p. 364.)

We may add as confirming the moderate tone of the Heralds and their
anxiety to make as complete as possible their lists of gentry, that the
resulting List of Disclaimed in Yorkshire was delayed for two years before
it was proclaimed, in order to gather up any further gentry that might be
persuaded to come in.

We would further refer to the Proclamation of Norroy, 2 February
17 Charles II., addressed to the Balive of the Hundred of Salford (quoted
in the ‘Herald and Genealogist,” vol. ii., p. 151, from the appendix to Mr.
Ormerod’s paper, “ A Fragment Illustrative of Sir William Dugdale’s
Visitation of Lancashire”). Certain persons, ¢ whose names were given
in a schedule, had not made their appearance, and they were once more
required and expected at the sign of the King’s Head in Salford upon
Saturday the 11th day of March following,” ete. The schedule contained
seventy-three names, and the result was that many obeyed this second
request and entered their pedigrees.

“In the Heralds’ College are some interesting letters addressed to Sir William
Dugdale by gentlemen in Lancashire on the subject of this Royal Commission.
Some, whose ancestors had long borne arms, disclaimed their right altogether ;
others stated that they were not entitled to any such distinction, not being ¢ Gentle-
men ;' and the friends of some courteously assigned reasons for the summons not
having been obeyed, e.g., Mr Beswyke of Manchester is in Ireland,” * M* Alexr
Butterworth of Belfield is a young man on his travels, but will enter on his return
home.” The Nonconformist families generally appear to have disdained the noble
science, ¢ feeling assured’ (as Macaulay in the ¢ Edinburgh Review ’ observes of the
old Puritan) ¢ that if his name was not found in the Registers of Heralds it was
recorded in the Book of Life, and hence originated his contempt for all terrestrial
distinctions, accomplishments, and dignities.” It may, however, be easily inferred
from his rough MS. notes, now in the College of Arms, that Dugdale’s high notions,
not only of the Royal prerogative, but also of his own office, led him in numerous
instances to offend the prejudices of those whose views on both subjects were not
exactly in accordance with his own. Of these the following is a specimen :

Mr James Halliwell of Pyke-house, his estate 200% per ann. 8 or

¢July 23 1666 4 Sons brought upp at University & some at Inns of Court, yett

Hundesffield  disclaymed under his hand rather than be at the charge. He is
ritch and misserable & a Puritan withall.’”

(Printed in the Chetham Miscellanies for 1851, being vol. xxiv. of the
Chetham Society’s Publications.)

Modern critics must acknowledge that the Heralds on their part did
all they could to record full lists of gentry, and must feel that the default
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entirely rests upon those who refused to attend. In the ¢ Herald and
Genealogist,” vol. ii., pp. 149-154, it is stated that ‘Some objected to the
charges, and others had a total indifference to armorial distinctions. On
one occasion few gentlemen appeared because there was a horse race at
Brackley.* Such as came he (Sir Edward Bysshe, Clarenceux) entered if
they pleased. If they did not enter, he was indifferent. So the Visitation
was a trite thing, many looked on it as a trick to get money.” Now as
we read these facts the Herald and his staff attended at great personal
labour, and he ran the risk of the fees ingathered not being sufficient to
cover the expenses, which were relatively much heavier at these latest
Visitations. Under such circumstances he could not be indifferent.”
But the gentry did not realize their opportunity and the duty incumbent
upon them to assist in upholding their social rank. Some names are
returned as “extra com ” or ‘“hors du pays.”

Mr. H. S. Grazebrook (Visitation of Staffordshire, 1583; William
Salt Society, vol. iii., p. xiii) says : “ Some men, no doubt, were too proud
to have their ancient standing brought at all into question or to allow
that it required recognition. Others were altogether careless and in-
different, and their tastes were for very different objects. Others would
be absent from home at the time of the Heralds’ circuit, or if summoned
to attend them at a neighbouring town were possibly prevented by illness
or indisposed by domestic sorrow and trouble ;” and he refers to ¢ Herald
and Gen.,’ vol. vii., p. 47.

From whatever cause the following well-known names are among the
defaulters in Staffordshire: Congreve, Wolseley, Sneyd, Fowke, Lane,
Kynnersley, Draycott, Chetwynd, Stanley, Skeffington, Swynfen, etec.

In Lancashire Ormerod remarks that Hulton of Hulton is only entered
at the first and last Visitations, and Gerard of Bryn never appears.

Such names shew that although it is very pleasant to a family to find
their descents duly recorded, still the absence of their name altogether
from the list is no proof whatever that their social position and heraldic
rights were not all the time perfectly well assured.

* Brackley is in Northamptonshire. We are not told at which Visitation this occurred. All
Bysshe's Visitations were between the years 1662 and 1668, so late a date that even the character
of such a man as Sir William Dugdale was unavailing. The constant devotion of the gentry to
sports is advanced as a probable reason for their carelessly neglecting the summonses of Heralds ;
but we can only allow of this with serious reservations, because the Visitations were purposely
fixed at those seasons when travelling across country roads would be practicable, viz., March to
September, and this was not the time for sports. Except fishing and racing, nearly all sports
were suspended during the spring and summer, which nature has set apart for the increase of
the animal creation and the growth of its young; shooting and hunting therefore must
always have ceased at the times of the Heralds’ Visitations; and even hawking, for merlins
get sick with moulting from March to August. Otters were sometimes hunted during the summer
in order to exterminate them and their young.
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We have left till now the scathing remarks of Blackstone (‘Com-
mentaries,’” vol. iii., p. 105), because they refer to a time much later than
the Visitations, when the Heralds and their science had sunk in public
estimation (Blackstone wrote in 1765), and the rank of ¢ gentleman ” had
then ceased to be an exact term. He says: .

“ The marshalling of coat armour, which was formerly the pride and study of all
the best families in the kingdom, is now greatly disregarded, and has fallen into
the hands of certain officers and attendants upon this Court, called Heralds, who
consider it only as a matter of lucre and not of justice, whereby such falsity and con-
fusion have crept into their records (which ought to be the standing evidence of
families, descents, and coat armour) that though formerly some credit has been paid
to their testimony, now even their common seal will not be received as evidence in
any court of justice in the kingdom.”

To us this is so evidently a contrasting of the  now,” that is 1765,
with the former condition of the Heralds’ College, that it seems to have no
reference to our subject ; but since it has been introduced into the able
paper in the ¢ Herald and Genealogist,’ vol. ii., pp. 149-154, entitled
“The Proofs of Arms required by the Heralds at their Visitations,” we
feel constrained to point out that this has no reference to the Heralds’
Visitations, which are the ostensible subject-matter of that paper.

The quotation therefore which is put forward to depreciate the Heralds
in Visitations tells quite the other way, for Sir William Blackstone* holds
them up to reverence, and regrets the laxity which had brought about so
striking a change in his own times. The writer of a more able paper in
the ¢ Herald and Genealogist,” vol. vii., p. 46, had no difficulty in reading
Blackstone’s remarks as complimentary to the earlier Heralds.

We must make a further reference to this learned paper in the ¢ Herald
and Genealogist,” vol. ii., p. 151, which says: “1In 1661 Holme writes to
Dugdale in behalf of a young gentlewoman, illegitimate, ¢ linked in affec-
tions ’ to a near relation of his own, ¢ not to a have a Batune crosse the
coat,” but the colours in the arms to be changed; the fee offered is five
pounds, though Holme suggests that the favour might be granted
gratuitously ” (Dugdale, ¢ Diary,’ ete., p. 358) ; and a footnote: ¢ The P.S.
is amusing : ¢ There is an alderman’s sone in Chester whose great-grand-
father was base borne, whom I have bine treating with sev’all tymes
about the alteration of his coat, telling him for £10, and not under, it
may be accomplished ; five he is willing to give, but not above ; if y* please
to accept of that sume y* may writt me a line or two.” ”

Why seek to twist these round into an accusation against the Heralds,
when the meaning is quite obvious; these persons were to apply for new

* See also Cruise on ‘ Dignities and Titles of Honour,’ 1810, chap. vi., sec. 62, where it is laid
down that the official Records of the Heralds’ College are accepted as evidence.
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grants of arms, and they were anxious only that under the circumstances
such might be obtained, and on the most favourable terms.

In very early times bastardy was thought little detriment. Public
opinion progressed, and both heraldry and the law continued throughout
to draw their marked distinction against it. Now we see in 1661 the
baton sinister had become too palpable. They sought for some less con-
spicuous brand, and would sooner have a new coat altogether than
continue the ancient arms with a stain upon them. Better to appear as
a novus homo than bear the ancient arms with a blot which public opinion
understood and noticed. See the grant to Hariot Eliot, 16 July 1726,
printed in the ¢ Miscellanea Genealogica et Heraldica, 1868, vol. ii., p. 43.
Her maiden name is not given; she was the natural daughter of the
Right Hon. James Craggs, Secretary of State. She would not impale
with her husband’s coat armour that which was branded, and so she
applied for and received a new coat altogether.

‘We now come to consider the frequent errors observed in Visitation
pedigrees. We quite endorse what is said in the Chetham Society’s vol.
Ixxxviii., p. 40: ¢ The pedigrees ought most assuredly to be received with
great caution, and few of them to be regarded as indisputably correct unless
tested by documentary evidence.” This is simply the result of unskilful
or careless genealogists who, when preparing their papers in anticipation
of the Heralds’ Visitations, had not the necessary documentary evidences
supplied to them. The wills and other sources of information, now so
accessible, enable us to supplement and correct statements which they
drew up in all honesty, from such materials as they had at their command.
What is a matter of much astonishment in many Visitations is the strange
omissions to be found in pedigrees which are signed as correct by the
heads of the fumilies; the maiden names of their wives or mothers are
frequently wanting. Mr. H. 8. Grazebrook (in the William Salt Society,
vol. iii., p. xiii; also vol. v., p. xii} points to some remarkable instances
which the Heralds could easily have filled in at the time by verbal inquiry,
and goes on to remark that the Heralds who were enjoined in their
Commissions not only to peruse and take knowledge of all manner of arms,
but also to note the descents, pedigrees, and marriages of the nobiles in
their provinces, paid far more attention to the heraldry than to the
genealogical part of their duties. The editor of the Lancashire Visitation,
1613 (Chethawm Society, vol. lxxxii.), advances a most extraordinary state-
ment (p. vi), that vivd voce evidence was the general practice at Visitations
—we give the exact quotation, “ which was the general mode of taking
information at the Visitation;” and again at p. viii, *“ parole evidence,”
ete., etc., and thus seeks to account for many deficiencies and mistakes;
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but we cannot accept this. The Visitation which follows his Preface con-
tains many long pedigrees which alone would refute his suggestion, and a
glance at our Shropshire MS. of 1628 shews many long pedigrees most
carefully drawn up and including all the branches of ancient and widely
extended families. We would also refer to page 125 of our Visitation;
two accounts of the ancient descent of the Cole family were submitted :
there were no evidences to shew which was the correct one, and so the
Heralds entered both and joined on at foot the more modern portion of
which they were assured.* The fact is that some knowledge of Heraldry,
and as a consequence the rudiments of descent, was considered at the
time of which we write a part of every gentleman’s education; no man
could be Peacham’s Complete Gentleman without knowing of all manner
of sports, etc., also the blazoning of arms, etc. In almost every old
country house a pedigree, drawn in many cases in Elizabeth’s time, is to
be found, and only occasionally are they signed by a Herald. The interest
felt in such social rank produced men in every district who made it their
business to draw pedigrees, and no doubt the announcement of an
approaching Visitation set them busily to work. We know from Robert
Greisbrook’s letter, 1662 (Wm. Salt Society, vol. v., p. 156), that he at once
wrote to Mr. Kirke, an arms painter in Lichfield. These pedigrees contain
sometimes the emblazonments. One “John Cainet of Oswestry,” who
flourished at the time of our 1623 Visitation, skilfully illuminated the
Heraldry, and there were many such working Heralds while Visitations
lasted. Dugdale would have spoken of them as “Paynters,” and their
work was regarded with suspicion by the College of Heralds as trenching
upon their privileges; but the requirements of the gentry called them
into existence and supported them, and it is hard to see how the Heralds’
Visitations could have been carried out without the collective labours of
such men. The progress of a Herald on Visitation was necessarily
hurried ; he had a great space to cover and many families to enter up, and
had to fulfil his duties with critical care, as his decisions would govern the
College ever after. We find that Dugdale and his staff took and entered
thirty-two pedigrees on one day at Lichfield on 30 March 1663 (Wm. Salt
Society, vol. v., p. xii, note), the first day of his Visitation ; no wonder that

¢ How the Hall Pedigree at pp. 205-7 passed the Heralds must ever remain a matter for
astonishment and regret. Since our work was in the press, an article has appeared on this subject
in ¢ Northern Notes and Queries ’ for December 1888 (vol. iii., p. 89).

+ He was a poet and genealogist; see references in ‘ Byegones relating to Wales and the
Border Counties ’ for 1882, pp. 1, 3, 6, 8, 12,

In the ¢ Visitation of London, 1633,’ i., p. 248, the pedigree of Edwards of Oswestry appears
with this note: The descent set forth by John Caine of Oswalestre 1629.” Many such descents
were drawn by him about this time.
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omissions might escape notice which it would have involved great labour
afterwards to supply. There is remarkably little cause to complain of
'such omissions in our present Visitation, for, except in the fragmentary
pedigrees which occur here and there, the great bulk are very fully
given.

The names of places are as usual difficult. This arises from three
causes : firstly, they spelled phonetically, and any oral information col-
lected either by heralds or painters was thus liable to strange aberra-
tions ; secondly, the modern spellings have settled down into different
forms, such as ¢ Bechfield,”” now ¢ Bettisfield,” etc.; thirdly, errors in
transcribing from writing, which was very likely indistinct to begin with,
and bad writing of that date may often be read_several ways, and
especially as the Heralds were not likely to know the small hamlets in
Shropshire. It is noticeable that there are in onr county many places
bearing the same name. The most remarkable instance is Eyton ; under
its various spellings of “ Eyton,” ¢ Eaton,” and “ Eton,” there are eight
hamlets of this name in Shropshire, while in the neighbouring counties,
which might easily occur in our Visitation, there are two in Herefordshire
and four in Cheshire. Five separate Shropshire families of the name bear
different coat armour for Eyton. This name is also vulgarly spoken of as
“ Yatton,” ¢« Yeaton,” and ¢ Yetton.” Asan example of these difficulties,
how could one unacquainted with the facts recognise Kenilworth when
spelled “ Killingworth,” or ¢ Up-a-tree,” as given in the Visitation of
Devonshire, for Up-Ottery.

By carefully searching out the earliest notices, and in some cases
finding the original grants, we have striven to arrive at the correct blazons
and names of quarterings. The custom of families in Wales and the
border lands is to retain the arms of their distinctive or favourite
ancestor, no matter what changes the surname may have undergone, and
it was hardly possible to give in shields of quarterings the exact surname
under which these happened to be brought in ; the original bearer has in
these cases been given. With Papworth’s valuable book at hand nothing
would be easier, but we have refrained from naming any quartering
unless, by tracing out the exact connection or finding satisfactory
authority elsewhere, we could ensure accuracy. Mistakes in the tinctures
frequently creep in from careless painting or re-painting over faded
colours. The long list of arms formerly painted up in Ludlow Castle, and
printed from the MS. penes John Mytton of Halston in ¢ Documents con-
nected with the History of Ludlow, collected by the Hon. R. H. Clive’
(Van Voorst, 1841), is most incorrect on this account. Monuments in
churches for the same reasons frequently undergo startling changes.
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White becomes yellow with age and is re-painted or; blue turns black, or
in some instances fades altogether ; while in some cases red, from atmo-
spheric causes, will shew as a distinct green or black until the careful
scratching off of a small portion shews the red below; green again turns
to black. But it is hard to say what changes differently compounded oil-
paints would assume if exposed, as the Bold memorials at Farnworth
Church, Lancashire, to all the chemical fumes of Widnes. Of all the
heraldic evidences left to us painted monuments are, for these reasons,
the most unreliable. Emblazonments in water colours, on the other
hand, never fade into contradictory tinctures, nor does stained glass
change colour, although the order of the marshalling is frequently found
to have been altered. Iu the tricking of coats of arms some Heralds have
hastily written ¢ gules”” in such a way that it is often hard to say whether
“Gu.” or “ Sa.” is intended, and a careless reading would be sure to select
the wrong tincture.

In conclusion, let us give the exact words of quaint old Fuller (1648,
¢ Profane State,” cap. xiv., ed. 1840, p. 832) from the end of his description
of the “ Degenerous Gentleman ”: ¢ Within two generations his name is
quite forgotten that ever any such was in the place, except some Herald in
his Visitation pass by and chance to spell his broken arms in a church
window. And then how weak a thing is Gentry, than which 1r 1T waNTS
VIRTUE, brittle glass is the more lasting monument.”

G. G.

OAK HriLr PARK, XNEAR LIVERPOOL.
18 June 1889.
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THE VISITATION OF SHROPSHIRE, 1623. b

JonN RoBerTS of Rorington no gent.
Epxunp Lroyp of Stockton no gent.
JoBN Lroyp of Stockton no gent.
JoHN AP HowELL AP REES of Bromp-
ton no gent.
TrOMAS MATHEWESOf the samenogent.
WiLiax Bray of Marton no gent.
GeorGE LLoYD of Marton no gent.
Francis WHATELEY of Winsbury no
gent.
Rerip THOMAS of Brompton no gent.
JonN AP RioHARD of Middleton nogent.
THOMAS GITTINS of Liddom no gent.
Epwarp MobLroor of Modlecot no
gent.
CHARLES MoOR of Moore no gent. 210°.
RoBErT OOKLEY of Ockley no gent.
2268,
Epwarp SHEPPARD of Abcot no gent.
FrANcI8 MoRRIS of the same no gent.
Francis JoNes of Alston no gent.
JorN HEATH of Bedston no gent.
CuarLES MooR of Brockton no gent.
RicEARD CoLBACH of Colbach no gent.
PHILIP JONES of the same [no gent.].

JoHN EvaNs of Down no gent.

THo. Hicks of Hardwick no gent.

WiLLiaM MARRET of Bucknal no gent.

THOMAS MARSON of the same no gentle-
man.

Francis PHILIPS of Westanstow no
gent.

JoHN PRICE of Trebrodder no gentle-
man.

EvaxN Davies of Trebert no gent.

PrILIP DAVIES of the same no gent.

JoBxR Price of Rylby no gent.

WiLLiax Joxes of the same no gent.

OwEN AP Evax of S8kyborren no gent.

MozricE AP WiLLIAM of Hobendred
no gent.

JoHN AP LEWIs of the same no gent.

MaTtrEW AP HARRY of Spode no gent.

RoBerT FRANCES of Whitcot no gent.

Horkin ap OweN de Edicliffe no gent.

RoBERT JaMES of Finanvaure no gent.

HueH MATHEWS of Stannayer no gent.

OLIvER AP HOWELL of Mainston no

gent.
SrePHEN PRIcE of Skyboren no gent.

The above is [in] the handwriting of R. [s%¢] Warburton, Somerset Herald.

1s. HEARD, Lancaster,
July 1, 1766.

[This list of Disclaimers occurs at the end of the Shrewsbury School MS8., and
has appended to it the above note signed by Sir Isaac Heard.]




6 THE VISITATION OF SHROPSHIRE, 1628.

The Tolon of Bishop’s Castle.
Harl. 1896, fo. 52b, ’
[Drawing of the Town Seal, Plate I., Fig. 8.]

This is the Common Seale of the Towne of Bishops-Castell in the County of
Salop, incorporated by the name of Baileiff and Burgeses of Bishops-Castell, and
inabled with diuers and sundry large preveleiges, as that the Bayleife for his yeare
and one yeare after is a Justice of Peace and quorum, Clerke of the Market, Coroner,
and Escheater within the said Towne and liberties; that they shall haue a Common
Seale an may alter it at their pleasures, etc., of which the said Towne at the time of
this Visitat’'on, vizt 24 Septembris A° 1628, Maurice Tanner, gent., was Bayleiff,
Edward Mason, gent., the last Bayleiffe, are both now Justices of Peace ; Edward
Bowen, Richard Colbach, Edward Thomas, Edward Okeley, Rowland Says, William
Joanes, Walter Wollaston, Henry Boole, Ambrose Kinge, Owen Bowen, Esay
Thomas, John Tanner, and Hugh Richards are Burgesses; 8¢ James Whitlock,
Knight, cheife Justice of Chester, is Recorder; and Edward Thomas, gent., is Towne
Clarke; and for the yeare next coming Ambrose King is Baileiff elect.

MorryYs TANNER, Bayleve.
(Signed) AMBROSE KINGE.

Epwarp THoMAS, town clerck.

WALTER WOLLASBTON.

ThHe Tolon of Brivgnorth.
Harl. 1896, fo. 18.

The Seales of the Towne of Brugenorth in com. 8alop; Arms they haue none.
[Drawings of the Obverse and Reverse of the Town Seal, Plate I., Figs. 1 and 2.]

These are the Seales now vsed by the Towne of Bruges in the County of Salop,
auntiently soe called, but of latter times corruptly nominated Brugenorth or Brugge-
north, when indeede that Attribute of North ought to be Morfe, as standing vpon
the side of the Forrest of Morfe in the said County; it hath beene of many ages since
endowed with many large priuileiges, which at this daye they not onely enioye, but
also by the succeeding Kinges and Princes of this Kingdome the same haue beene
oonfirmed and mach enlarged, as by their Seuerall Charters vnder the greate Seale
of England more plainly appeareth ; of which Towne, John 8mith of Morvile, Esqr,
Justice of the Peace, and Richard Singe, gent., were chosen Bayliffs the very daye
that wee in our Visitation went from thence to Ludlowe, viz.,  die September A°
1628 ; Rowland Preene and Will'm Pears were Chamberlaines ; and 8* Edw. Bromley,
Knight, one of his Mat* Barons of the Exchequer, Recorder.

JOHN SMITH, -
Rion? SYNGE, } bailieffs.

ROWLAND PREENE,
W p } Chamberlaynes.
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Acherley of Stanwarbdine,

8., fo. 652,

AnM8: Shrewsbury MS.—Gules, on a fesse engrailed argent between three griffins'
heads erased or 1hree crosses patés fitchés sable.

[Thomas Acheley of Stanwardim.T. ..

|
Sir Roger Acheley Kni. Lord Major of London.]

Acton of Qcton Srot.

Harl. 1896, fo. 17. Harl. 1241, fo. 14. Harl. 615, fo. 250> 8., ff. 164 and 17.

ArMS: Harl. 1241.—Quarlerly of siz: 1, Quarterly per fesse sndented argent and
gules, in the first quarter a martlet sable ; 2, Or, a fesse gules within a bordure
sable [HENALT]; 8, Azure, three chevrons or [COLLINS, misdrawn ?];
4, Quarlerly per fesse indented ermine and gules, a label of five posnts . . . .

FITZWARINE] ; 5, Azure, on a bend coltised or thres lions passani gules
E’Vrmmliunr]; 6, Per pale argent and gules, a lion rampant counlerchanged
OBERTS].

ARrxS : Harl. 615.—Quarterly : 1, Quarterly per fesse indented . . . . in the first quarter

a bird. .. .; 2, Azure, three bugle-horns unstringed or [EYTON] ; 8, Quarterly
Jesse indented ermine and gules, a label of thres points of the second
FITZ2WARINRE]; 4, Per pals argent and gules, a lion rampant sable [ROBERTS].

ARrwuS : S8hrewsbury MS.—Quarterly of ten: 1, ACTON; 2, Gules, a cross tau portate
throughout or, HaD; 8, Or, two bars azure, COLLINS ; 4, HENALD; b, Or, a
Jesse betweon three water-bougets sable, ROBSELL; 6, Azure, thres bugles
stringed or, E1gHTON; 7, FITZWARINE ; 8, Barry of sic argent and vert,
MARSHE; 9, WINSBURY ; 10, ROBERTS.

Will'm Englis.T. .

I [
Thomas le Soott.T. ce Jo* Hadd.TCicely. Marya, Xpitlma.

Walter le Scott a° 39 H. 8.T. .o Tholnas Had.T. .

| |
Reginald le Boott FIsaLell da. & heir of Tho. Had.

a° 27 E. 1. [Arms: Gules,a “Had” or
cross tau portate thronghout or.]

Wﬂ‘:r-le Scott 7 E. 2. ...
A
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Al

WJll’m Acton of Longnor in com. Salop Esq.=. . . . da.-& coheir of 8 Fulke
| Sprenchose Knight.

| .
Thomas Acton of Longnor in com. Salop Esq. 86 H. 6.==Joane da. of Tho. Downe
& his heire.

|

Thomas Acton of  (Robert=F.... J o{m Acton of==Bennett da. of Roger

Longnor Esq. Acton.) Aldenham in | Knight of Shrews-
. com. Salop Esq. | bury Esq.

|
Thomas Acton of Aldenham in co. Salop Ar.5~Elizabeth da. of . . . . Dryland.
I

|
Gri!ﬂth Acton of Longnor William Acton 2 son==Ciceley da. of Rich. Cressett
in com. Salop son & heire & heire of Thomas. | of ‘Upton Cressett in com.

ab. s.p. Salop.
|1 I |1 N I
Mary ux. . ... Jane ux. Thomas Annux.John Richard Acton Thomas 8
Etton of Thorn- Woseley. Stringer. of london 2 son vicarof
ton. — — gonn mar. . ... Helmares.
— Dorothy ux.John Francess ux. da. of . . ..
Elizabeth ux. Jonnes [Joanes]. John Bilmes- Cock.
Adam Doding- ley. =
ton of Detton. T
Wil|l'm Acton son of Richard.

|
Roblert Acton of=Brigitt da. of Robert Rowland JoLn Acton 5 FrlncisActon
Aldenham  in | Detton of Ditton in 4 son. son a person (6) mar.Brid-
com. Salop. com. Salop [Dutton of [a priest]. gitt da. of
Dutton]. . ... Powis.

|
Ricllmrd Acton of Dunuall5=Margrett da. of Michaell Lister of Frances Acton
in com. Salop 2 son a° 1623. | Rowton in com. Salop Esq. ob. s.p.

I I | I I
Walter Acton 8 yers  Edward 2.  Bridgitt. lJary. Martha.

old 1628.

Elizabeth.  Sars.

Wallber Acton of Aldenham in com. S8alop==Francis da. & heire of Edward
Esq. a° 1628 [Sheriff 1630]. ’ Acton of Acton Esq.

Edv!v:rd Acton son & heire aparant.TSam da. of Rich. Mitton of Halston.

|
Wallt,er Acton 2 yeres olde a° 1628.  Edward.
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|
Francis Adams of Raynham==Katherin da. of W= Fox
in com. Salop. l of 8t John’s in ludlow.

Katnham in com. Salop a° | of Hullcourt Hill Courte in Hibbins of Woore

I
Charles Adams of Raynham==Ann da. of Henry Hull A4/l Jane ux. Charles
1584. Icom. Salop. in com. Salop.

| |
Edmond Fdward Adams. Th!)mas Adams 2 sonne. Elizabeth.

Avamg of Longhon and Avams aliag Tasker,

Harl. 1896, fo. 9. Harl. 1241, fo. 42. Harl. 615, fo. 259 8., fo. 12.

ArMS: Harl. 1896 : AnaMs.—Quarterly : 1 and 4, Ermine, thres cals a mountain

in pale tails coward proper ;* 2, Per pale argent and gules, a chevron between

i){ureo bees counterchanged,t MASCOTT; 8, Argent, gultée de poiz, a fesse sable,
IGGINS.

CREST.—A greyhound’s head erased ermine. ’

ARMs: Harl. 1896: ADAMB ALIAS TASKER.—Quarferly : 1, ADAMS, a8 above ;

2, Argent, thres bars azure, in chief three lozenges of the second, MAscoT [sic] ;

8, Or, a fesse between thres lions rampant sable, TASKER ; 4, Azure, a

argenl between three trefoils slspped or, BEARD; over all a crescent for

difference.

8r John Adams of Kmt."']—Jano da. to . ... Windsor.

JasporAdamszsonmtoS"Jo".T....

|
8 John Adams of Kent Ri(lzht!rd Adams of Kent=-. ...
K eldest sonne. yonger sonne.

Willl’m Adams of Longdon=M tt da. of Vryon Saynt Peere Esq.
in com. Salop. To %ﬂo [Urian St. Pl’elll'].

Pontesbury in | heire of Hugh Masoott of .... Tasker

Jolm Adams of==Jane (Jone) da. & co-  John Forster.5=Alice da. & heir
com. Salop Esq. | of Pontesbury. Iof Warr.
A

B

* Azure in Shrewsbury M8., fo. 12.
Given elsewhere in Visitation as, “ Argent, a chevron between three bees volant gules.”
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Al B |

|
Thomas Adams 2 sonne.'fAliLe da. of John Forster heire to her mother.

Tho. Adams al’s Tasker.5=Alice da. of . . . . Chirsall.

William Adams ol’s—Agnes da. & coheir Th(!mas Adams
Tasker 2 son. Tof . Beard. al's Tasker.

| N
Thomas Adams al’s Tasker Roger Adams al’s Tasker—Joane da. of Edm. Pope
of london eldest son. of london 2 son. of Hendall in co. Sussex.

| | |
Thomas.  Blanche.  Ciceley.
w:h 'm Adams of Pontesbury==Joane® da. of Fran. Worley of Dodford
Longdon Esq. son & heire. in com. North'ton Esq.

Tho'mas Adams of Longdon in==Eliz. da. & heire of William Rick.t
com. Salop son & heire. Higgins of Longdon.

J | I
Eliz. ux. Jo. Margery ux. Will'm Adams of=Elynor da. of Rowland  Peter
Hallywell of Tho. Jo* Longdon in co. | Jennyns Jeninges of Adams.
Salop. Wallons of  Salop Esq. son & | Wellybourne [Walli-

Salop. heir. borne] in co. Salop.

gflhormrdo) in com. Longdon in com. | of Arcall ngh Ercall
op.

Eli:[z. ux. Tho. Sherrar Th(l)mas Adams ofs=Vrsula da. of Tho. Ne
Salop. _[w Salop

Joyloe ux. Geffery Ehzlabeth Frs!ncm Adams==Frances da. of Edw. Tblomas
Bunbury} Edw. of Longdon in Glﬂ'ord son of 8* Tho. 2 sonne
Banbury of Chestr. com. Salop son | Gifford of Chillington s.p.

& heir a° 1628. | [co. Staff.] Kt.

Wlllm Adams Eldward 2. l!,oLert 57 Franoess l!fmula ElizaLet.h.

son & heire 14
yeres old 16238. John 3. 5. Gooryo Ehonor Dorothy

Francm 4. . Franm§ Marv Ban.

* Elinor in Harl, 1241 S‘hnr(: Harl. 615.8 ] t William in Shrewsbury M8,, fo. 12,
Jeffrey Bunbury in wsbury MS,, fo. 12.
Harl. 1241 gives two sons named Fn’ncia..
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Avams.

Harl. 1896, fo. 12. 8, fo. 18.

John Adams of Staﬂ‘ordsh.T. .o

RicLard Adama.TMargrett da. of John Pigott of Chetwin [Chetwyund].

J oLn Adams.TDorol;hy da. of John Steuenson.

B.icllmrd Adnms.TFrancis da. of John Moreton.

I
RicLard Adams mar, Elenor  Henry Adams mar. Eliz. Ma!‘ger ux.
da. of . . . . Martyn. da. of Tho. Amis. Rich. Percy.

I I
Roger Adams  J oLn Adams mar.  Mary da. of5-Thomas Adams==Eliz. da.

mar. Alice da. Margrett da. of Wm Austine. | 8 son. of Nicho.
of.... Godfrey Bradley. Donne.
| L
Richard Adams 1628. John Adams.

Qlbanp of T;pittington.
ilarl. 1396, fo. 18. Harl. 1241, fo. 53. 8., fo. 18,

ARMS : Harl 1396.—Quarterly : l Argent,® on a fesse between three cinquefosls gules
greyhound courant or ; 2, Sable—gules in Harl. 1241—a chevron bettoeen
tlme combst argent [BUTLEB] 3, Argent, on a chief gules an eagle displayed
or CAMPION]; 4, Azure, fretty arymt—mnm in Harl. 1241—on a canton or
r-ds-lis of the Sirst [CanpioN].
CresT —Out of a ducal coronet gules a demi-dolphin haurient or.

William Albaney.T. ..

London Marchant | [Butler] of London Marchant

Taylor.

Wi]kiam Albany of=Thomazin da. of Rich. Butle Helnry Albany of=r....
. . in Bedf.
and his heire.

A B

* ¢Vis. London, 1568 ' (Harl. Soe.), says aneis son of William Albany bore the field srmine.
t Wine-pieloen or large gimblets.
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A | _ 8|

|
Mary ux. Wi!]iam?Margrett da.of J u(lith ux. &  Robert=F.... widow
Richard Albany | 8- John Allott Hughe Platt of Albnnw?of cees
Goore of of Oxsted | Kt marchant of Lond. Knight. of Bedf. | Goodfellowe.
london.  Ozley london Lo. =

in com. | Mayor of Lon- J L | -

Surry. | don [1591]. William Robert. Judith. John Albany

Dlatt. sonn & heir.

| I 1 | I 1 |
William Albany of John. Ann.  Francis. Llar!y Judith.
Oxsted in com. —_ - - —
Sarr. A° 1628. Richard. Elizabeth.  Judith. Thomazin.

(WILL'I ALBANEY.]

Henry Campion of london.T. ... da. and heire of . . . . Godart [ Goddard].

L

-
lencis Albany==Sara da. & §r RoL:rt Albany=FAlice da. & coheire of Edward
of Whittington | heire of of Badshott Bag- | Snowe of Chicksand in com. Bedd.
in com. Salop |.Henry shott in Surry Arms: Per fesse nebulée azure
[Bheriff 1595]. | Campion  Knight a° 1628. | and argent, three antelopes’ heads
of london. erased counterchanged, horned or.

| | L | 1
Francis Albany=. . ..da. of Arthur Robert Albany William Emm. Franciss.

of Whittington Kynaston of son & heir 20 Albany — -
in com. Salop Shrowsbury in yeres olde a° 8 yeres Alice. Thomazin.
a° 1623. com. Salop. 1628. old 1628.

[ROB. ALBANEY.]

Alkington of Alkington any Oshestry.

Harl. 1896, fo. 14®. Harl. 1241, fo. 61. 8, fo. 20.
ARrNS : Harl. 1896.—Quarterly or and gules, an eagle displayed counterchanged.

William Alkington of Alkington=FEme £mlyne da. [to] . ... Cheshire
in co. Salop. -|.of Whitchurch in co. Salop.

I I WAL
Rogler Alkington of Georlge GriAit.h ThomasJane Joane da. Alice.

Alkington mar? Elis. 3 sonns. 5 sonne. Alkington | & coheir to —

da. of Jo. Wright of — 2 sonne. | Rich. Wootton Margery.

Bickley in com. John of S8hropsh. El'—
T inor.

Oheahu'e.AT 4 somne.
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A B |
I l
Malg&rett eldest Elianor ux. Roger Alkington==Ellin da. & h. [of Dullyell
da. & coheire ux. Roger of Oswestrey in | Rich. Will'ms of Alkington
Will'm Hassall Brerton of co. Salop. Oswestre [ Wil- 2 sonne.
of Nantwich. Haughton liams of Oswestry
- [Houghton]. and Criggion).

=

l |
ij. Brereton of=FElizabeth E'lilabath wife R[i ! Alkington, Katherin,
i com. Staff. | da. to to Tho. What- —_ —_—
Arms: . ..., two | Roger ley of Aston in Thomas 2 son. Margrett.
bars .... in the | Whitacres. co. flynt.] . —
upper one a mullet Danyell 8 sonne.
o+ oot chief a cres-

|
[Ralph Brereton 1 son. Rolgor sson.  Elizabeth.)

[....da.lam.Stanhy=Htltgh?....da.lo.... Jud!'lhmarr.lo Rog'or
of Knocking. Hassall | Holland of Dein- . .. .Croxtonof Hassall

Arms : Per chevron.... 1 sonne. | ton tn co. Lanc.  Ravenscroft in 29 sonns.]
and . . . . three pheons. Cheshire.

| |
[Elizabeth 1 da. Mary 24 da.)

Allen of Llandpssilio.

Harl. 13896, fo. 15. Harl. 1241, fo. 182.
Humfry Allen of Woluerhampton in co. Staﬂ'.T. N

I
John Allen.==. ... = Humfrys=Gwenllin wynn da. of Thomas
Lloyd. | ap Rees of Newtowne. -

Thomas Allyn of Llandysuli —Mu}ret,t da. of Humfrey
[Llandyssilio, co. Denbigh ?]. | lloyd Esq.

Richard Allen of=Ciceley da. of George Price
Trenaldwyn. of Tralloge.














































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































