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  Picture: a blasted oak in the field called Sturmers Piece, behind Fiddler's Green Farm. 

Leckhampton Hill in the background, with Harthurstfield to the right, Fiddler's Green Meadow 

and GCHQ redevelopment to the left. 

  (13th Feb. 2000 D.E.) 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

  As stated, the “Geographical History of  Hester’s Way” would have been too cluttered if  I had 

included my pre-Victorian material amongst the text. Here, then, is the older stuff. Some of  this is 

obviously still under research. The reader will have to forgive places where facts are out of  

sequence, contradictory or repeated: there's a lot to juggle here! Apologies for the current lack of 

an index, etc. 

 A Bibliography of  sorts is at the end of  Chapter 11, additional to the titles mentioned in the 

Geographical History introduction. 

  The same abbreviations apply as in the Geographical History. The most important abbreviation 

used throughout  Our Land is AAI, which I have used to refer to the field numbers allotted in the 

Arle & Alstone Inclosure Act of  1834. Two-letter codes to do with the studies of  Barbara Rawes 

apply to my personal filing system of  notes. 

  Readers please feel free to copy, adapt and use this information as you see fit. Send me your 

comments, to davidnedgar64 @ gmail.com. 
July 2015 



  Chapter 11 is more general and speculative: it’s just my notes made as I read various books on 

the history of  agriculture, picking out the ideas that appear to be relevant to the west Cheltenham 

landscape. (The straightness of  the western boundary of  the manor/ parish/ tithing/ borough is 

of  particular fascination to me).  

  Chapter 12 commences the specific story of  our area at the aristocratic end of  the scale, the 

“land lords” and gradually works down the scale of  gentrification, to the “land workers.” 

  Chapter 16 gives a summary of  the local Inclosure Act, which marked a reconstruction of  the 

system: a winding up of  the medieval mentality. 
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CHAPTER ELEVEN - LAND OF LONG AGO 

 

11.1: UP TO AROUND 950 
 

11.1.1 MAKE ME AN OFFA: 

ARCHAEOLOGY AT ALL SAINTS' ACADEMY (repeated from 2.2.0) 

 

  An archaeological dig prior to the redevelopment of  the Kingsmead School site took place in 

March-May 2010. Evidence was found of  Saxon settlement. Two complete human skeletons were 

found (see 11.1.3), with fragments of  pottery vessels and an ornamental bone pin. Also found was 

the footprint of  a large timber Saxon hall, of  the type probably used for communal feasts. 

  A good initial outline source of  information is Glevensis Vol.43 (Nov 2010) pp.1-6. See also 

History of  Hester’s Way Vol.4 pp.36-38 & Vol.5 p.28. 



  The timber-framed Saxon hall is described as the most striking find, a “post-built structure” 11m 

by 6m, aligned NW-SE lengthways. This was at the west end of  the site, near present-day 

Seabright Close. 

  Various pits near the SW side of  the playing field area contained a significant quantity of  Anglo-

Saxon pottery fragments (278 sherds), accompanied by some animal bone. Provisional dating of  

the style of  pottery is probably towards the end of  the period 500-700AD, apparently post-pagan. 

A bone “pin beater” provides evidence of  weaving, again almost certainly Anglo-Saxon. There 

were found some “residual” sherds of  Roman pottery: [I presume this refers not to the likelihood 

that Saxons were still using Roman pots, but rather that Roman farmers were in the habit of  

fertilising their fields with mixed household rubbish]. Some prehistoric Middle Bronze Age 

pottery was also found in a completely unrelated set of  pits at the centre of  the playing field. 

    Another aspect of  the archaeology was its disruption by the deeper parts of  the medieval ridge 

and furrow arable agriculture. I do note however that the grooves found, spaced at about 15m 

apart, were aligned precisely N-S; whereas the marks still visible on the playing field surface until 

2010 were NW-SE. [This indicates a complete change in the ridge and furrow field system at 

some date, a peculiarity which was first observed I believe at the well-known Wharram Percy 

excavation in Yorkshire. Since the early-Saxons used a plough that didn’t produce a ridge and 

furrow effect, I presume the first alignment in these cases is late-Anglo-Saxon (say 900-1100), 

whilst the second is Norman. The Normans don’t seem to be given credit for perhaps immense 

restructuring of  the landscape. They created, I would dare say, most of  our country lanes - at least 

the more purposeful looking ones - and therefore also the basic layout of  what’s between these 
lanes. See my dubious attribution of  this to the Romans in History of  Hester’s Way Vol.2 p.2]. 

  The presence of  a pre-Norman settlement here should have been no surprise. The area used to 

be called Oldbury Meadow. This ancient field-name, documented in 1320 with the spelling 

Oldeburi [see Trapp], hints rather strongly that medieval farmers were aware of  something old 

buried here. 

  Well certainly the story of  place-names is not quite that straightforward. The suffix –bury (as for 

example in nearby Prestbury) is nothing to do with things buried but seems specifically to refer to 

the prime building of  a large estate. This is as opposed to the suffix –ton, as in Uckington etc, 

which refers to the estate as a whole. So, a ‘bury’ is a manor house, or in this case the earlier 

equivalent of  such a thing (whereas a ‘ton’ is a township – a manor’s full extent). 

  So the medieval farmers called the area Oldeburi because they were well aware that there had 

once been a still older farmstead of  some importance on the site. The name survived onto the 

1834 Inclosure Act, where ‘Oldbury Meadow’ was a five-acre plot, now occupied by Waldrist 

Close, along with the N.H.S. building on Village Road, and the northernmost corner of  the 

Academy grounds. 

  In previous centuries the name Oldbury could perhaps have applied over a larger area. The 

excavated hall lies within the adjoining plot of  ground, which was merely known as ‘Davis’s 

Piece’ in 1834, that is, a piece of  a larger field, which had recently belonged to a Mr Davis. The 

larger open-field of  which that was a piece could once have been called Oldeburi, signifying the 

site of  a former village centre. A forerunner of  the building called Arle Farm (now the location of  

Curtiss Wright - Douglas Equipment) could have been the southern corner of  such a village: 

maybe one day archaeologists will be able to search there. 

  However, this open field named hypothetically Oldbury Field, the area west of  the Arle Farm 

building, would instead in more recent centuries come to be called Barbridge Field. This name is 

documented in 1606 as ‘Barbridge Feeld’ (see Place Names of  Gloucestershire). The nearby bridge 

after which it was named is documented as far back as 1250, spelled Barwebrug. Barwe was a 

word which meant a plot of  woodland, (here referring presumably to the grove known as 

Pilgrove, which lay immediately northeast of  the bridge 5.2.0). 

  Barbridge and Oldbury were thus rural names of  antiquity, which were resurrected as street 

names a little further south in the 1950s development of  Hester’s Way Estate. See 4.1.8 and 5.2.8. 



11.1.2 SKELETONS OF ANGLES OR SAXONS? CHRISTIANS OR PAGANS? 

 

The two skeletons found were in an area of  silty soil. The graves were shallow pits, in amongst 

the area of  pits dated by pottery to early Anglo-Saxon times. Bone samples were sent to the 

U.S.A. I believe for carbon-dating, and came back with the date 640-680AD - the reign of  Osric. 

Not many skeletons are excavated from that period. The bodies lay crouched, on their sides, and 

not aligned in the way normal in Christian culture. It appears the influence of  Christianity had 

not completely affected local burial customs. 

  In 409, with the withdrawal of  Roman occupation, power across England divided to more than 

20 regional tribal kings, with shifting rivalries and alliances. This pattern was continued by the 

Angles and Saxons. The Saxons’ attacks on what became Wessex began in 495. The first Anglian 

attack was of  Northumbria in 547, but of  the West Anglian kingdom not until 584. The latter 

people were known as Mercians. 

  In 577, the Saxons tackled the land of  the tribe of  the Dobunni. The Anglo-Saxon term in use 

for this tribe was Hwicce. Their territory was geographically centred on Cheltenham, but was 

perhaps best described as two provinces. The southern half  contained Gloucestershire except the 

Forest of  Dean but including Bath, with its local capital at Cirencester. The northern half  

contained Worcestershire and south Warwickshire - perhaps ruled from Droitwich. The Saxons in 

577 took the southern half  described, but lost it again in 592 to an alliance of  the Welsh and 

Middle Angles. 

  In 596, Augustine came to convert the Anglo-Saxons, meeting up with the bishops of  the Celtic 

church. The meeting probably took place in Gloucestershire, as then the most south-easterly 

territory not under pagan kingship. 

  In 614, the West Saxons regained the said territory, but in 628 Penda king of  the Mercians 

forced them to withdraw. The land of  the Hwicce became a separate kingdom again, but under 

Mercian influence, and subject to some immigration from the northernmost Anglian kingdom, 

Bernicia (now the Borders Region of  Scotland). Anglian sovereignty was maintained by politics 

rather than invasion.  

  In 641, allegiances changed briefly. Bernicia and the Hwicce were at odds with an alliance 

between Penda and the West Saxons. However, in 645 that alliance fell out. Penda consolidated 

his position. Mercian authority over the Hwicce continued (except briefly during 674-679 when 

the Northumbrians came to dominate all Anglian territories). 

  Meanwhile, in 676 the first Archbishop of  Canterbury was creating new dioceses, including one 

whose boundaries coincided with the kingdom of  the Hwicce, with the cathedral at Worcester. In 

679 monasteries were added at Pershore and Gloucester. 

  A specific date for the skeletons could point to the inhabitants having been Saxons rather than 

Angles (or Britons). Saxon domination of  the southern half  of  the territory of  the Hwicce – i.e. 

east Gloucestershire – occurred primarily in 577-592. This was more briefly repeated in 614-628 

and to a degree in 641-645. In between times, the Anglian sovereignty was maintained by politics 

rather than invasion. 

  Our skeletons have been dated 640-680, and the burial style was pagan. So the individuals 

should probably be described culturally as Anglian Mercians, and spiritually as pagans. The 
Christian influence was however embedded in the landscape of  Arle by 750. See also our History 

of  Hester’s Way Vol.2 pp.3 & 4. If  the inhabitants had proved to have been Saxons rather than 

Angles (or Britons), then along with the better-known site at Bishop’s Cleeve, this would be at the 

most northwesterly limit of  Saxon permanent settlement (known so far).  

 

11.1.3 LANDSCAPE SHAPES 

 

  The long straight roads and right-angled bends on the Hester’s Way Estate are not entirely due to 

a lack of  imagination by the 1950s developers. They reflect the earlier field boundaries, which 



date back many centuries. (The first Ordnance Survey map, published in 1828, proves that these 

straight roads already existed before many boundaries were altered under the local Inclosure Act 

passed in 1834). 

  However, although field layouts may generally often date back to Saxon times, usually these do 

NOT contain rectangular fields and long straight boundaries. I think Saxon farmers were not too 

keen on straight lines, although they inherited plenty of  them from the Romans and Celts before 

them. (This process was later repeated, I think, when the Tudors liked to create curved or crooked 

boundaries in contradiction to their Norman ancestors’ neat lines). 

  Evidence keeps accumulating that Southern England was quite densely populated in Roman 

times. There may be more evidence of  this still in the landscape than we realise. Initially, the 

straight boundaries of  the Arle/ Kingsditch area hinted to me at Roman origins: so I suggested in 
History of  Hester’s Way Vol.2 p.2. Archaeologists of  course would want to dig before making such a 

statement, if  only because a dig might reveal an even more unexpected or bizarre interpretation. 

  Other local villages do not have this grid pattern. I would now prefer to postulate a Norman 

origin for it. I think the early Normans got a grip on some of  their new villages and completely 

realigned the landscape. There seems no written evidence for this tendency, but it fits with the 

Norman character. Arle seems a perfect example. 

 

 

  Well, this is speculation. But it ought to be possible to provide a historical explanation for the 



grid pattern - see the map. Otherwise this linear effect might as well be ascribed to fairy-paths or 

ley-lines! However, both archaeology and research of  documents are bottomless wells, always 

producing just as many questions as answers. I cannot provide fuller answers than have already 

been published by others. Rather I present here what it is possible to look into. (This is an open-

ended approach to history, but then, I am not a historian! Also, my approach generally has been 

to start at the present and work backwards). 
  History by the Highway by M.D. Anderson (1967) p.61 onwards (chapter 5) says that it’s only right 

on behalf  of  every village to ask the question WHY there is a village HERE at all, and why it 

took on the SHAPE that it does. 

  More questions suggested include: (pp.61-68) How does our village compare its neighbours? Did 

the manor house move around, and when and why? (p.76) How did the growth of  Cheltenham 

affect the working-class people of  its surroundings, in housing, or in population drain? (p.149-

157) How influential were the church and the monasteries? 
  Further questions inspired by “Fieldwork in Local History” by W.G. Hoskins (1967/82) (pp.41,42) 

What form did the demesne farm take? (p.124) Can any hedges be dated by the shrub-formula? 

See also Hoskins’s remarks about (p.198) hedgerow trees, (p.203/4) the straightness of  roads, and 

(p.206) the shape of  the village nucleus. 
  See also “Fieldwork for Archaeologists and Local Historians” by Anthony Brown (1987). P.94 

recommends studying the O.S. map to look for anomalies, field shapes generally, hints regarding 

the location of  a village - its structure and lines of  communication. Ancient boundaries may be 

preserved, even in urban areas. Also, (p.96) observe what cuts across what, revealing the sequence 

of  events.  

  I suppose one needs to keep asking questions: Why was the church sited where it was? Why 

were certain “obvious” boundary-markers ignored? The correct technique to study these 

questions is to work backwards, which is why this entire study is a bit scatty chronologically. It’s 

only right at the end of  this study, with the Inclosure Act and its map, that the answers to the 

questions become more certain and more logical. 

 

11.1.4 CENTURIATION 

 

    “… Rome’s hand 

With network mile-paths binding plain and hill 

Arterialized the land.”   [F.T. Palgrave 1897]. 

 

  On the Roman theory of  the origins of  our linear landscape, you could imagine half  a dozen 

retired Roman military surveyors settling down here with their families, and building for 

themselves a little farming community with neat square boundaries. This grid layout is known as 
‘centuriation.’ See for example the school textbook Everyday Life in Roman and Anglo Saxon Times 

by M. & C. Quennell 1955/57 p.28. 
  Fieldwork in Local History by W.G. Hoskins 1967/1982 p.139 defines centuriation as Roman State 

settlements laid out in rectangles or squares according to strict rules. He points out that this 

phenomenon has not been proven to occur in Britain, but suggests that a 2½” map of  certain 

localities might help identify sites. The possible example he gives on p.141 is Holme-next-the-Sea 

in Norfolk, which is certainly no neater in layout than is the Arle area.. 
  Similarly, Domesday - A Search For The Roots Of  England (BBC 1986) by Michael Wood pp.43-

46,65 argues a Roman origin for the squarish fields of  Great Wymondley in Hertfordshire. He 

also points out (p.80) a continuity or survival of  Roman boundaries into Saxon times. Certainly 
when the “Time Team” live TV coverage found a huge Roman villa at Turkdean (Glos), they had 

no qualms about interpreting the boundary of  the parishes of  Notgrove and Turkdean as the 

outline of  the villa’s estate (i.e. thousands of  acres). 



  Archaeology in Gloucestershire by Alan Saville 1984 confirms these points: pp.257/8 says that 

ownership boundaries probably survived the Roman-Saxon transfer, and on p.289 he quotes 

Hoskins as saying that everything is older than we think. 

  I gather the retired Roman soldiers were allotted plots of  1 centuria = 125 acres = 50 hectares. I 

notice the similarity to the Saxon land measure, 1 hide = 120 acres. Both were primarily defined 

for tax reasons. 

  If  there was a limited form of  centuriation locally, then it has affected the northern half  of  the 

villages of  Arle and Alstone. Incidentally, the Arle/Kingsditch area covered by the square pattern 

shown on my map covers about 750 acres, that is, six centuria. (This doesn’t include any overflow 

there could be into Uckington parish). 
  Finberg’s Gloucestershire Studies p.55 says that 300 tributarii were ascribed to the “civitas cum 

agro suo” at the foundation of  St. Peter’s Abbey (c.680). That is (as best I understand it - see also 

p.14) the territory appurtenant to Gloucester which had been taxed under Roman law as 300 

tributum became Saxon royal hundreds, which seems likely to correspond (rather literally) to the 

Three Hundreds of  Berkeley, Whitstone and Kings Barton. However, Finberg also mentions the 
following theory, (also mentioned by Gwen Hart in her History of  Cheltenham p.16). 

  TBGAS Vol.68 contains an article by C.A.F. Berry entitled Centuriation. He says (p.14) that the 

most convincing evidence of  possible centuriation in Britain is at Ripe in Sussex. In such an area, 

the lanes would be known as viae vicinales and the terminal boundary stones were known as 

centuriae. He postulates (p.15) a huge area of  Roman planned landscape, roughly square, NE of  

Gloucester. The NW corner is at the Coombe Hill junction and the opposite SE corner at 

Brockworth. This covers (p.17) about 16,300 acres. So this could have included not only ager 

assignatus (cultivable allotments) but also ager tutelatus (woods and rough common) and ager 

compascus (common grazing). 

  Other lands around Glevum (p.18,19) would have been either too marshy or too steep for the 

purpose of  centuriation. It’s true that only one Roman house (villa) had (at time of  publication) 

been identified within this square (at Hucclecote). In favour of  the theory is the conspicuous 

LACK of  ancient pre-Roman track ways anywhere within this square, because the Roman 

landscapers would have wiped them out. Of  the boundary roads defining the edges of  the square 

(p.20,21):- the SW side is obviously Roman (Ermin Street), the NW side (A38) is attributed to the 

Romans on the O.S. map, the NE side (A4019) from Cheltenham to Coombe Hill is interesting as 

it purposefully strides out towards nowhere in particular! It may not be a formally constructed 

Roman road but could have been a beaten track-way. The fourth side on the SE (A46) is more 

problematic, as it is plainly a recent turnpike road, apparently with no earlier equivalent. 

  Regarding the absence of  possible pre-Roman greenways within this square, I would postulate 

Withybridge Lane as worth checking. Old Gloucester Road or Hayden Road, which cuts across 

the corner of  Hester’s Way, appears in its origins to have branched off  from Withybridge Lane 

and to cut across the linear field system on Hayden Hill. This is perplexing, as Old Gloucester 

Road should be a 7th century Saxon route, built to connect the new abbeys of  Gloucester and 

Winchcombe. It’s possible that the original Anglo-Saxon route from the ‘House in the Tree’ 

junction to the ‘Cross Hands’ junction was via Withybridge and Uckington, and that the route via 
Bar Bridge is a ‘modern bypass’ of  c.1200. Could it have been built specifically by the monks to 

access their Bedlam property? 

  In favour of  Tewkesbury Road being Roman, I note the field-name in Uckington: “Beneath 
Street Field” (see PNG and Gwatkins’s version of  the tithe map: it’s location is on the north side 

of  the main road, now up against the M5). 

 

11.1.5 OTHER ROMAN EVIDENCE 

   

  “Strait is the gate, and narrow is the way, which leadeth unto life.” So the Romans left us with 



good roads and the Christian faith. Another great thing “the Romans did for us” through their 

conquest was to supply our alphabet - a rather handier method of  communication than Ogham 

inscriptions. Some other useful concepts - such as towns, coinage and wheel-thrown pottery - 

were already making their way into Britain through international trade. 

  Page 122 of  Saville says Southern England was well populated even before the Romans - 

pp.115,121 mentions Bronze Age finds in Cheltenham, to which can now be added those at the 

All Saints’ Academy dig. Page 186 says that the most successful Roman sites could tend to be 

right under the villages which are still here today: with cemeteries in continuous use for example. 

Page 191 says that field-walking in advance of  the M5’s construction revealed many non-villa 
rural Romano-British sites. Evidence of  a Roman dwelling was found in c.2000 at the St. James 

site in Cheltenham, on the border of  Alstone tithing. Such finds are nowadays unexpected but no 

longer surprising. 

  Fieldwork for Archaeologists and Local Historians by Anthony Brown 1987 suggests that Roman 

pottery scatters in fields are so common that the absence of  them is as significant as the presence 

of  them. (See p.24, also pp.43,73,88). 

  You might still ask why the Romano-British left so little evidence of  their high population. But is 

it so little? And then, why would they have wished to leave evidence? As stated above, the 

Romans were apparently pretty good at spreading their scraps around in the fields. 

  One can scrape the barrel too hard for evidence. TBGAS Vol.36 p.39 believes the name “Sandy 

Way” in the local document of  1250 to derive from “Sarn,” which means a Romano-British road. 

Glevensis no.8 pamphlet contains notes on minor Roman finds in Cheltenham. 

  Also, Anglo-Saxon Gloucestershire by Carolyn Heighway 1987 p.76 explains that the high 

proportion of  slaves recorded in the Cotswold area in Domesday book hints at the retention of  

Celtic or Welsh customs and habits in our locality. 

 

11.1.6 A FAILED BURGAGE 

 

  One alternative explanation for the gridlike shape of  our local landscape could be a “failed 

borough” - that is, a Saxon attempt to establish a new town here, with its trading area neatly 

marked out. It might have failed because new inhabitants were not attracted to the area, perhaps 

because Cheltenham was offering a nearby alternative. 

  The volume Anglo-Saxon Gloucestershire by Carolyn Heighway 1987 inspired my idea of  a failed 

burgage. Chapters 1 & 2 are essential reading: Arle MUST fit in either at p.1: “Roman 

Gloucestershire was full of  people;” or at p.43 with Aethelflaed and her new towns. (Arle might 

have been a failed Norman borough except that we know it already existed in Saxon times). See 

also Finberg’s brief  account of  the varying fortunes of  Norman foundations in Gloucestershire in 

The Gloucestershire Landscape (pp.72,76). He says that Prestbury and Cheltenham, although each 

well located, threatened each-other’s success. 

  Elaborating on the burgage idea, Heighway p.145 says that “Burgess tenure” was created by the 

Saxons of  the 10th and 11th centuries, when towns were designated and defined as the (only) 

market-places. Burgess grants consisted of  large blocks which became subdivided into narrow 

strips as the town became more successful. Hence Cheltenham’s and Prestbury’s grid layouts. 

[However, M. Wood’s Domesday… p.96 says that the sites of  Saxon ‘burhs’ were carefully chosen 

to control routes and to ensure that no-one lived more than 20 miles or so from a burh. Some 

burhs were purely defensive, others were intentionally planned as urban areas. 

 

11.1.7 MAKING TRACKS:- ROADS AND DROVES AS BOUNDARIES 

 

  Page 203 of  Saville might suggest another theory. This is a study of  Roughground at Lechlade 

(Glos). 



  Certain roads, even from prehistoric times, converged over long distances on extensive pastures 

common to a whole region, e.g. Dartmoor. Could the Cotswold scarp be another? Thus the 

meaning of  several long ridgeways (typically corresponding with parish boundaries) becomes 

apparent. Evidence of  this type of  highway could be hills used as sight-marks, and deeply sunken 

lanes. Medieval drovers generally followed those driftways. 
  See also Hoskins’s Fieldwork in Local History p.146. The droving industry had recognised ‘stances’ 

where cattle could be halted and watered overnight. Evidence for these places could be a nearby 

inn with an appropriate name. Could Arle have been a gigantic holding-station for cattle travelling 

from Gloucester to London - I’m not sure at what period, but say in the 1200s? You’d have to 

picture it I think as the biggest stance that ever existed:- a modern comparison would be the way 

the nearby village of  Corse has become the distribution centre for gas, acting as the pivot between 

southern Wales and southern England. 

  I don’t know enough about agriculture to know if  this is nonsense, but could it be that the high 

natural fertility of  this area - particularly between Alstone and Elmstone Hardwicke - arose from 

many years of  animal manure, supporting the ‘stance’ theory? (Or is it merely a product of  the 

local drainage patterns?) 

  Conspicuous bank-and-double-ditch boundaries (such as Arle has) were not necessarily 

defensive or territorial by intent or in origin. They may have simply been a straight route (literally 

a short-“cut”) from one place to another, with consideration made for water-supply. So the deep 

ditches were simply to prevent herded cattle from straying off-course. 

  A general look at the map of  this and many another area does suggest that our landscape is 

littered with unfinished road projects of  every historical period. Where each set of  highways fails 

to link up with another in any logical way, then each pattern must represent a new period in local 

transport needs. Unfortunately, it is unlikely that archaeologists will find techniques and make 

priority of  dating paths and highways; (although, a U3A member did suggest to me contacting a 

local metal-detectors’ club: these days they are familiar with responsible archaeology and will 

happily respond to a challenge). 

  Roads are quite a study. An old undated (late-Victorian?) book by Witts called Archaeological 

Handbook has a map of  Gloucestershire. It theorises that the Cheltenham to Coombe Hill road is 

ancient (and indeed it seems the only east-west access that ever existed to Uckington parish). It 

suggests the same ancient origin for the Green Way from Ullenwood to Bamfurlong and 

Uckington. That however is more dubious, as the mid-section of  this between Shurdington and 

Harthurstfield proves to be an 1825 turnpike. I think it’s also this book that has a map that shows 

Kingsditch Lane extending to Southam, calling the route “Cate Gate” (modern spelling Keyte). 

Does the term “gate” hint at Roman origins? 

  Fieldwork in Local History by W.G. Hoskins 1967/82 pp.41,42,148 points out the earliness of  

boundaries which correspond with lanes. He believes according to p.77 that there are more Celtic 

(i.e. pre-Anglo-Saxon) place-names than we suppose, which also indicates continuity of  

habitation. 

  Also, see his p.148. Where there was no natural boundary such as a stream, most early estate 

boundaries were hollow-ways formed by double-ditching. Wherever lanes form parish 

boundaries, it is likely that they are pre-Norman, and are worth inspection. Arle shows this 

feature unusually strongly on its northwest side. 

  Specifically, a plot of  the boundaries of  Cheltenham Hundred, as in Cheltenham Local History 

Society Journal 2 p.2 might demonstrate some different styles of  boundary - some earlier, some 

later. Hundreds were the Anglo-Saxon’s District Councils. I feel that the Anglo-Saxons felt that 

DEFINING boundaries was a very important matter, but did NOT see the need to add much on 

the ground in the way of  new markers or dikes. Maybe convenient boundaries and divisions 

already existed. (Despite the generally grid-like shape inherent in ‘furlongs,’ most rectilinear 

boundaries do not seem to be Saxon. If  not post-Tudor, they must seem to be Norman). I think 



Finberg somewhere suggested that the Saxons had a pretty precise idea of  the acreages of  

Hundreds and Counties. Perhaps we should check the sort of  landmarks mentioned in Finberg’s 
Early Charters of  the West Midlands. Are they the type of  landmarks one might still use to chart 

field boundaries today? Or do they come across as being isolated blips in a wild landscape? 

  Credit is obviously due to Barbara Rawes for drawing attention to the straight boundaries in the 
first place. See CLHS Journal 2 p.9 and Journal 6 p.2. 

  On the subject of  bounding, Heighway’s study reckons that there was an increase in the amount 

of  detail used in boundary definitions in say the 880s compared to the 730s. This should be an 

indicator of  a more peopled landscape. Still, generally the boundary pointers in old charters are 

few and far between, presumably only indicating those locations where there was potential for 

confusion or dispute. 

 

  Returning to the connection between Arle and Gloucester, Finberg’s Gloucestershire Studies 

p.12,14 says that Eafe, 3rd abbess of  St. Peter’s from 735-767, acquired twenty cassati at Pinswell 

“ovibus suis illic adhibendas.” She wanted it for a sheep-walk. Cassati, manentes and hides were 

(notably) terms used by Romans and also Saxons. These 20 hides were at Upper Coberley: 
“Manerium de Cuburlye … vocabatur tune Pyndeswelle.” (Quoting Cartulary of  Gloucester Abbey 

Vol.1 p.70). The term adhibends implies movement, thus a drove. The manor of  Badgeworth also 

belonged to St. Peter’s. (Finberg went on to paraphrase his article in The Gloucestershire Landscape 

1975 pp.57,58 giving Eafe’s dates as 734-767: presumably this is the same name - if  not the same 
person - from which Evesham [Eofesham] is derived). Barbara Rawes in her notes from Cart. Glos. 

quotes a couple of  passages: 

  “…in Alre trigiuta hidas, in Pyndeswelle viginti hidas…” 

  “…in Alre XX hidas, in Pyndeswelle XX hidas…” [My ref. EK]. 

  The point is that a drove road might have been constructed in those days down the west side of  

Arle’s 20 hides - starting near Uckington - through Badgeworth, and thence up the escarpment on 

the known Green Way. Why else are the two places mentioned together in the above texts? 

However, I would mention two issues. Firstly, the neat green way (Badgeworth Road) that 

appears to connect Arle’s partial double-ditch drove with Shurdington’s Greenway is actually an 

1825 turnpike road: the rights of  way that preceded it were not obviously droves. Secondly, 20 

hides is huge, and would cover the entire tithings of  Arle and Alstone, so a drove at the western 

extremity was not necessarily convenient. In fact the drove road there would be more useful for 

taking animals from Uckington to (South) Hayden or Fiddlers Green whilst avoiding the 

intervening arable fields of  Arle and Withybridge. 

  (The ancient document could be taken to suggest that the name Arle originally held sway over a 

huge area of  20 hides - later as a tithing it covered only 11 or 12 hides, with the dividing off  of  

Alstone). 

 

11.1.8 HIDES 

 

  Now, when Hester’s Way Farm was compulsorily purchased in 1949, it had 120 acres. And 

when in the 1980s I worked on a family farm, it had 120 acres. What do you reckon? 

  In both Roman and Saxon times, as more recently, 120-125 acres was reckoned about right to 

support a household, including the expense of  maintaining a plough and the oxen to pull it, and 

the staff  to work it all. This was a hide. 

  The Saxons seem to have been good at measuring and calculating areas. How would they have 

gone about measuring 120 acres? Perhaps by timing a walk around the perimeter. Picture them in 

honeycomb fashion. Consider a pattern of  many perfectly hexagonal farms, each of  one hide in 

area, interlocked across the landscape. If  each farmstead lay at the exact centre of  its hide, then 

each farmer would live exactly ½ a mile from each of  his six neighbours. The perimeter of  such a 



hexagon would be approximately 1¾ miles. 

  More realistically, the crooked outline of  a typical hide of  land could be thought of  in simplified 

form as three 40 acre squares placed together, forming either a row, a T shape or an L shape. Such 

a shape would have a perimeter of  exactly 2 miles, which would perhaps take 50 minutes to walk 

in the absence of  footpaths. An experienced surveyor could surely have estimated a hideage by 

walking around it, without needing a watch! Similarly, a Hundred would have taken perhaps half  

a day to circumnavigate. 

 

11.1.9 MULTIPLE ESTATES 

 

  Power within the early Anglo-Saxon kingdoms depended on the command of  personal loyalty 

from a military aristocracy, reinforced by gifts of  land to followers. Therefore the feudal structure 

of  freemen and servile peasants had not yet developed then, nor had the smaller land divisions of  

manors. 
  I suspect that the Hundred was a Saxon concept, although Wood’s book Domesday… p.86 

reckons that the Hundred was a Celtic concept, and not only in Wessex. A Hundred was in effect 

a giant “multiple estate” of  nominally 100 hides. I suppose it’s possible this system was already in 

existence, being in fact the basis of  agriculture for the Roman villa or Roman estate. The Anglo-

Saxon “invasion” of  Britain seems more a matter of  immigration than of  conquest (possibly 

excepting East Anglia), and for typical peasants it was largely just a change of  landlord.  

  Anyway, a Saxon Hundred was a grouping together of  several estates to form a kind of  local 

council. The theoretical geographical area was 12,000 acres, which is 18¾ square miles or about 

48.5 km2. Cheltenham Hundred contained about 53 km2 by my rough measurement off  the map, 

or about 42 km2 after the removal of  Prestbury. Cheltenham is recorded as already a judicial and 

administrative centre in 773. 

  Cheltenham was a Royal Hundred. To explain: it was normal for the king’s court to be mobile. 

With few means of  delegating power and law, a king’s method of  communicating was to travel 

the outer reaches of  his empire, showing himself  to friend and foe. Since his entire court followed 

around with him, each traditional royal location could only maintain a stay of  a few days at most. 

Cheltenham was one such location - (another one some way eastwards was Slaughter with the 

Hundred of  Salmondsbury). Hence the reference in Domesday Book to Cheltenham having to 

provide food for the king’s (hunting-) dogs. The privileges that Cheltenham gained in return lasted 

until 1414 in the time of  Henry V. (This explains why in Cheltenham the “lord of  the manor” was 

in fact lord of  the entire Hundred). 

  A “multiple estate” took in a number of  settlements, and exploited the farming specialisms of  

the different parts of  the estate.  It does seem likely that Cheltenham Hundred had been one 

single huge multiple estate; that is to say, all its farms were subsidiary to a controller based at the 

original centre - in the Cambray/Rodney Road area by my reckoning. Perhaps its compact shape 

made it a good choice as a royal estate, (although the same could hardly be said of  the nearby 

Royal Hundred of  Salmondsbury).  

  In due course the “central place” of  a multiple estate often contained a minster church, and of  

course Cheltenham was an example of  such. The early minsters were monasteries, often 

“double,” i.e. with men and women in adjacent households. Generally there was one minster per 

Hundred; therefore it seems to me that the Hundred was perceived - if  not actually invented - as 

the ideal size of  parish. The monastic establishments at Cheltenham, Bishops Cleeve etc. only 

appear on record once in the 8th or 9th century, and then they appear in Domesday Book with 

their modern status as parish churches. Saxons tended to repair rather than rebuild their churches, 

so most Domesday minster churches were probably on the earlier monastic site; (although 

Cheltenham - I believe - was an exception to this). 

  Churches indeed may often have been built over Roman sites, simply because of  the tenacity of  



settlement centres, especially those of  high status. Also, continuity of  cemetery use might well 

have occurred. 

  A multiple estate contained a range of  resources - arable, grazing, hay, meadow and timber. 

Component townships [i.e. hamlets] or farmsteads produced their own subsistence crops, plus a 

speciality rendered to the H.Q. of  the estate. This seems to have been a concept used before by the 

Romans. 

  The later names of  manors within the Hundred had perhaps originally been the names of  single-

hide farmsteads: not originally the largest locations but ultimately the most successful - in our 

area for example Alstone, Swindon, Leckhampton, Bafford, etc. The ancient names of  less 

successful locations may have survived as area names, of  the type Benhall, Harthurst, Fiddlers 

Green, maybe. The least successful one-hide farms would have vanished under the later open 

arable fields. 

  In that sense it should be admitted that it is only a presumption the “Arle” referred to in the 

documents of  c.750 is our Arle, since there could have been other farmsteads or townships of  the 

same name in the general vicinity which had existed under the multiple estate system but which 

vanished under the manorial system. In our favour it could be said that “Arle” as a distinctly 

undistinguished and short (“simplex”) place-name was maintained or retained by the mid-Saxons 

for our particular manor precisely because it was already perceived to be a name of  historic value. 
 



 

  Anyway, if  like Barbara Rawes we are looking at the shape of  the landscape and the map, trying 

to identify the “original” layout, perhaps we could look for the locations and shapes of  the 

original hides, the 120-acre chunks. Using the hedge-dating formula, and comparing the earliest 

documents, could show how field patterns were built up. 

  See map above. 

  As for the landscape of  Arle, although I would promote the suggestion that much of  its planned  

appearance is to do with the Normans, some of  its linearity would have to date back to the 

multiple estate era. This means a planned landscape of  earlier than the 9th century, as suggested 

by Rawes. 

  Generally speaking we have now reached a reasonably neat conclusion to the description of  

landscape that applied up until around 900. 

 

11.1.10 THE ORIGINS OF PLACE-NAMES 

 

  Being THE village which is named after the river on which it lies, or vice-versa, ‘Arle’ might 

have some obscured importance. See p.58 of  Heighway’s book. 

  The question of  why villages have names at all is a matter for anthropology maybe. The book 



“Our Forgotten Past” (1982) [ed. Jerome Blum] pp.11,12 shows how sense of  community created 

the type of  accountability and of  identity that is nowadays invested in parish councils. (Contrast 

for example a typical part of  upland Wales where there is a scattering of  farmsteads only united 

by a community council - which is often named after the church rather than after the largest 

hamlet). 

  If  our English place-names are typically Anglo-Saxon, then by the time they were first written 

down they were already perhaps distinctly old-fashioned in the ears of  the residents. Many village 

names are topographical, and yet had before the 9th century already become maybe of  no 

relevance to the existing landscape. The idea that the Anglo-Saxons could have been translating 

even earlier (Romano-British) place-names throws forward all sorts of  possibilities. Anyway, I 

have not here gone into the science of  Saxon linguistics, because, although I find it fascinating, it 

is not relevant to understanding the process of  naming individual places (even though it is vital to 

proving the underlying processes). 

  I get the impression that the incomprehensibility of  most English place-names is not due to the 

ancient changes of  language and spelling. Rather it is maybe the deliberate ploy of  the more 

recent learned classes to add an air of  mystique to rural holdings in an increasingly urban world. 

Alternatively, it could be caused by a grass-roots reaction (down the ages) against learnedness. 

Either way, the layers of  confusion are probably still growing. Numbered houses are still referred 

to by their former names or by the names of  their owners, as you can see in the main study here. 

Road-names are also apt to be changed, in a way so arbitrary it’s almost as if  they’ve been made 

up on the spot! [Our English language has gone rather the same way, local dialect having been 

displaced nowadays by communication largely built up of  colloquialisms or stock phrases]. 

  I’ll try to say more later about the philosophy of  community. 
 

11.1.11 ARLE’S 20 HIDES BELONGING TO GLOUCESTER ABBEY 

[Repeated from 2.0.1 WHAT’S IN A NAME: ARLE] 
 

  Barbara Rawes states in CLHS Journal Vol.6 p.11 that the name Arle is recorded back in 680 AD, 

but I cannot find anything elsewhere to corroborate this. Nevertheless, it is the most ancient of  

our local place-names. The earliest mention seems to be in connection with Gloucester Abbey, 

which around 750 AD was given 20 hides of  land here: “in Alre XX hidas.” See also Rudder 

p.143. Twenty hides is a huge area: if  it was a single block of  land it would have to have been the 

entire villages of  Arle and Alstone with all of  their estates. (That is, both entire manors, if  they 

were manors, or what were later known as the tithings of  Arle and of  Alstone). The date is in the 

time of  Eafe, who was third abbess of  St. Peter’s Abbey from 735-767, and in the time of  King 

Ethelbald of  Mercia, that is, 716-757. Finberg’s “Early Charters of  the West Midlands” gives the 

details of  this land transaction. See p.36, “tempore Evae abbatissae.” His source is Historia et 

Cartularium Monasterii S. Petri Gloucestriae (1863-7) [ed. W.H. Hart] in three volumes, Rolls series 

33, in this case Vol.1 p.58. Finberg paraphrases this earlier article of  his in “The Gloucestershire 

Landscape” (1975) pp.57,58.  

  [Eafe was probably also a Saxon princess; presumably the same name, if  not the same person, 

from which Evesham (Eofesham) is derived. With her name compare modern Irish Aoife 

(pronounced Eefa). She is not to be confused with Eva who crops up in the story in William the 

Conqueror’s time. Phyllis White thought there might be a confusion of  two different Ethelbalds, 

and disputed the above dates. See CLHS Journal 2 pp.7,8 as well as Volume 6. By the way, I don’t 

think the presence of  an abbess means that the whole Abbey was a matriarchy! No doubt there 

were parallel “monasteries” for male and female devotees]. 
 

11.1.12 THE PLACE-NAME ARLE 
 

  The place-name was recorded again in 862 with the spelling Alre, according to Smith’s Place 



Names of  Gloucestershire Vol.2 p.104. Douglas Trapp said that St. Anselm in 1093 stayed at Arle, a 

manor belonging to St. Peter’s Abbey - see 12.1.2. Phyllis White studied more about this. 

  There seems no debate about the meaning of  the name Arle, from the Saxon word alor meaning 
alder-trees. Smith’s Place Names of  Gloucestershire gives many similar place-names for comparison, 

such as Alderley, Arlington and Alderton in Gloucestershire. [See also Place Names of  

Gloucestershire Vol.4 p.63 paragraph 5]. Compare also some field-names such as The Narles at 

Frampton-on-Severn in PNG Vol.2 p.197. Also, from English Field-Names by John Field, compare 

The Arles at Taynton (p.6) and The Orles at Kempley (p.156). 

  So Arle signifies “Alders.” Regarding the use of  individual tree species as settlement names - “In 

most cases it is reasonable to assume that a species whose name is used as a settlement-name was 
not common in that area.” So says Place Names in the Landscape (1984) by Margaret Gelling p.189, 

(in which book the word alor is dealt with briefly on p.220). That is, in order to use a tree name to 

distinguish a location, that tree type must be infrequent in the wider surrounding area. But 

alternatively, the name referred originally to just one specific conspicuous tree, c.f. the name 

Hester’s Way [4.0]. On these issues, an interesting phrase arises in an indenture dated 1806 

(between Thomas Packer Butt and William Togwell of  Haydon and John Mills): 

  “And also all that Piece or Parcel of  Ground called the Alder or a Coppice lying [in] the said 

Meadow called Hop Yard, and all Alders or Arles growing or to grow thereupon.” 

  There may therefore have been a location called The Alder (within Hop Yard Meadow which 

was adjacent to Arle Mill: Inclosure Act plot no.133). 

  Variant early spellings of  our locality find that Alra and Alre are normal (date 1184/85 in 
Smith’s PNG; dates between 1174-1304 in Cartulary of  Gloucester Abbey 

pp.419,422,425,462,477,478; dates between 1220-1250 in Stevenson’s Corp. Glos.). 

  The modern spelling occurs in the name William de Arle, mentioned in 1346 according to Mr 

St. C. Baddeley as related by A.M. Welch in TBGAS Vol.36 p.289. More reliably, as a surname 

(Thomas Arle) in 1428 (Corp. Glos.), and Smith’s PNG records Arle in 1430. I notice the spelling 

John Arles in the Grevill family-tree in The Visitation of  Gloucester Taken in the Year 1623 p.70. 

  A spelling Ayrell maybe occurs in 1547, see Hockaday. Then we have the wonderful spelling Ale 

on Isaac Taylor’s 1777 map. 
  Regarding Arle as a name also given to the River Chelt, see Gwen Hart’s A History of  Cheltenham 

p.17 referring to 1065, and also the recent (date?) U3A publication The River Chelt. The 1065 

document is referred to in Anglo-Saxon Gloucestershire by Carolyn Heighway (1987) p.58, and in 

Finberg’s Early Charters of  the West Midlands pp.79-81. Arle was clearly the name of  the lower half  

of  the river, although not necessarily of  the upper half. Cf. the River Alre in Hampshire. 
 

11.2 MEDIEVAL MANOR ECONOMY 
 

11.2.1 THE MANOR TAKES SHAPE 

 

  What happened next is generally unknown for any specific village, in terms of  dates and 

sequence. What follows seems logical to me, but is not based on meticulous study. Full marks to 

Barbara Rawes for laying the groundwork and attempting to rationalise ancient priorities that we 

no longer understand. 

  The change that took place certainly had a political philosophy behind it. I would guess it was 

actually religiously motivated. (I’ll go into these aspects more later). Considering the simple 

mechanics of  landscape for now: maybe it was as smaller places like Swindon and Leckhampton 

acquired churches and were divided off  from their larger parishes, the idea also arose that large 

estates should be split up. One idea could have inspired the other. 

  I tend to feel that the process was not enforced in a heavy-handed way, at least not in typical 

Midlands England. Alfred, King of  Wessex during 878-892, found that a manor-orientated 



economy worked well for the people, and also enabled him to spread his power over areas that 

had previously fallen to the Vikings, i.e. most of  the rest of  England. I guess he was called “Alfred 

the Great” not because he was brutal but because he was inspired to promote ideas that actually 

worked. 

  [He also seems to have promoted the concept of  the Burghal Hideage. Each burh (i.e. town 

rebuilt or created) was assigned in proportion 4 fighting men (taken from an area of  4 hides) for 

each 5½ yards of  wall. That added up to 160 men per furlong of  wall. The idea was that no-one 

lived more than 20 miles from a burh, and could be quickly called upon to defend it. Our local 

burh would have been Winchcombe. Between 917 and 937 the Midlands was moulded to this 

system]. 

  Joan Thirsk presents a theory that open-field agriculture developed accidentally. Originally one 

family ploughed each field; but as land became divided by generations of  inheritance, each 

peasant found the need to buy or lease whatever other pieces of  land were available, ending up 

with a sufficient but much-scattered holding. This disorder became a preference, made workable 

by the manorial courts. This theory of  origin doesn’t ring true to me. But, since the system was 

self-governing, it could have originated in different places at different times and for different 

reasons or motives. Generally I would say it was planned and imposed locally, and that it spread 

by imitation. 

  Jerome Blum describes the process differently, as a back-to-front version of  enclosure. “The 

holdings of  individual households were thrown together and then divided into two or three open 

unfenced fields and rotated….” To some extent this author is generalizing for continental Europe, 

where the same system caught on at a later date in all areas which were suitable for growing 

grain. 

  Linguistic evidence for the date of  the change occurs for example in Worcestershire charters 

surviving from 966 and 974. Somewhere in the second half  of  the 10 th century, the word feld or 

field changed from meaning ‘open country’ - apparently pasture - to meaning communally-

cultivated arable land. (Maybe at the same time the word tun changed meaning from farm to 

manor). 

  Vegetarians might be pleased to note the basic premise at work. Under the manorial system a 

hide of  land could support four households instead of  one, if  they shared use of  the ox-team and 

plough, and if  they lived on a more cereal-based diet. 

  Like the Burghal Hideage idea, some historians would therefore say that the political motivation 

was that the manorial landscape supported a higher population. This was essential to defend the 

realm against the Danes. But, I would note that the three extra households per hide does not in 

itself  create a larger population. The three households simply acquired a degree of  independence, 

in comparison with their previous status as merely being farm-hands for the fourth household. 

However, although the four households were not subject to each other, they were subject to the 

manor law or custom that bound them together as a neighbourhood. This new level of  mutual 

obligation in society strikes me as evidence of  a religious philosophy behind the original concept. 

  I would then postulate the idea that the very first people who were awarded the title “lord of  the 

manor” were actually first-among-equals rather than nobility. This explains why their lands were 

distributed in amongst those of  their tenants. (Even their manor houses were copyhold). It also 

explains why they too were subject to obey the rules of  the custom of  the manor. 

  This theory too could apply from have religiously-motivated origins. The clerics, being able to 

take a longer-term view of  land management, and being also themselves somewhat outside the 

system, may have believed that the manorial economy promoted a more co-operative mentality 

and a fairer society. (Also, their own collection of  tithes may have worked better under this 

system). It is no contradiction to suggest that the descendants of  these same clerics, a few 

centuries later, promoted the dismantling of  the manor structures through enclosure.  

  Here is an alternative angle, however. Picture a Saxon noble, perhaps of  the status of  thane or 

thegn, who owns a huge estate. (A Saxon thegn by definition held at least 5 hides as well as his 



own residence). Under general pressure to divide up his properties, he looks at the qualities of  

each of  his tenant farmers, each one operating a hide of  land. He could create new manors, each 

one assigned a lord from his immediate family - but he might consider that to be a waste of  

resources. It might be wiser for him to promote the more efficient members of  his own staff, that 

is, some of  his more successful farmers, and set them up as heads of  new manors. A successful 

farmer might be defined as one who already had some autonomy: maybe there were a few tenants 

who somehow also owned a certain small amount of  ‘freehold’ land, (so to speak). But perhaps 

we should simply define a ‘successful’ farmer at that time and in this context as one who was 

concentrating on arable. 

  (I say this because certainly by the time of  the Domesday Book the tax collectors seem mainly 

interested in how much arable each manor had, counted out in “ploughs.” It has been queried 

whether the remaining land was wilderness, but I’d say it was simply that pasture and meadow 

were less valued - in every sense).  

  As for arable, the origins of  open-field agriculture certainly predate the concept of  manor. The 

earliest open field arable may have been in the 7th century, characterised by immensely long 

furrows of  1000 yards or more. This was totally unlike the Roman furrows of  just 40 yards long 

(which was presumably a characteristic of  using just one animal to pull the plough). At some 

point, furrow and furlong lengths were reduced to a norm of  220 yards. 

  It may be that the whole concept of  the manor was inspired and motivated by the use of  the 

mouldboard as it came into use by the Saxons. Maybe the commencement of  using both 

mouldboards and manors migrated together northwards from Wessex across the Midlands. 

Dating evidence needs to be sought in those places where ridge-and-furrow appears to be most 

ancient. 

  Now in places a manorial boundary appears to wiggle between the furlongs of  open fields, 

suggesting that such a boundary must post-date the creation of  the common arable fields in these 

cases. (The boundary between Westal and Up Hatherley is an example: this is also a Hundred 

boundary). 

  At any rate, there must have been a date early on in the process when every hide was specifically 

assigned to a named manor. (And in concept, every inhabitant was also assigned to a named 

manor, although this was more thoroughly enforced later - see Tithings below). 

  If  in spite of  all this there was some retention of  old loyalties to the old multiple estates, it might 

explain why for example Arle and Alstone - which were perhaps intended as two distinct manors 

- retained a tradition of  being linked to each other. 

  I can imagine the two systems running side-by-side for some time. Certain one-hide farmsteads 

might prefer to continue allegiance to the central place or might claim allegiance only to 

themselves. ‘Manor’ overtook ‘estate’ not by compulsion but because it worked better. You can 

see places in our Hundred where this could have happened. Oakley Wood maybe never properly 

integrated to Cheltenham Manor, but was too small to have ever been a manor itself. Likewise 

Hyde Farm in Prestbury. Also, throughout Charlton Kings the process perhaps stalled slightly, 

resulting in a group of  sub-manors called “Ends,” each perhaps no larger than one hide and with 

only two open-fields each. Nearer at hand, Benhall is an obvious contender as a plot which owed 

allegiance to Alstone, but where the farmer continued day-to-day to maintain his hide 

independently. 



 

   

   

  In those days, perhaps there were some farmers who could have chosen to maintain their own 

plots, but who sensed the way things were going in the evolution of  manor. They may have 

voluntarily thrown in their fields to be absorbed into the main village nearby, and were rewarded 

for their loss with an allotment of  freehold land. I understand that a copyholder’s virgate was 

about 30 acres, whilst most freeholders held only about 7 acres. But by owning it outright, 

presumably in the form of  enclosures of  pasture, they must have been able to make a living. They 



were free of  most of  the time-consuming responsibilities to the lord of  the manor, but benefited 

from some of  the rights of  common. These farmers are perhaps the bordars and cottars of  the 

Domesday Book, whose status is otherwise obscure. The lords probably hoped that such 

characters would either rise to better things if  they were successful, or would voluntarily enter 

villein status if  they failed. In due course no doubt that is what happened. Maybe in the latter 

case the former freehold pastures were thrown into the village’s open-field arable. In Norman 

times such a process was called ‘assarting,’ but the Saxons may have perceived it differently and 

had their own term for it. 
  See map above. Anthea Jones Cheltenham: A New History attempts a similar sort of  map on her 

p.16. 
 

  It is reckoned to have been King Edgar 959-975 who crystallised the system of  shires, hundreds 

and manors, with new planned settlements. Other historians however say that the uniformity of  

manor administration was imposed during the first two decades of  Norman rule, amongst a great 

many transfers of  ownership and church endowments. Which is true? I would say that the 

tendency to use the same land boundaries for village administration as for church administration 

would put the establishment of  both together in the Saxon era. I would guess that Edgar’s part 

was to enforce the dismantling of  any multiple estates that were still trying to operate. 

  (Apparently the idea then spread to the Continent, where its introduction may have been more 

heavy-handed. But that was under different political and ideological contexts which I shaln’t 

comment on here). 

  What is not clear is whether the Saxons had developed the mouldboard on the plough. Without 

it, the distinctive ridge-and-furrow pattern would not have developed, so open fields would have 

looked quite different. There is evidence across the Midlands of  furlongs overlaying a previous 

different layout. However, the date of  the change of  layout is still to be proven, despite all the 

archaeology. It may be that it was the Normans who laid out the open fields anew, at the same 

time creating a new village centre, and obliterating any remaining hide divisions under neater 

straighter furlongs. Alstone Sandfield would be a prime example of  such. 

  It would be within the same period that most of  our country lanes must have developed, 

especially the straighter ones. 

   

11.2.2 MANOR COURTS: A KIND OF RESIDENTS’ ASSOCIATION 

 

  In some English manors all villagers attended the lord’s court, in others only the freeholders and 

copyholders. The lord summoned the court and presided over it, but it was the jury who made the 

rulings that created a tradition called the ‘custom of  the manor.’ 

  In England, members were fined for non-attendance. For example, in 1333 the Prior of  

Llanthony who owned land at Redgrove in Arle was fined for non-attendance at court. 

  Meetings were often in the open-air, and even when a special building was available, they would 

congregate outside first. 

  The decisions dealt with matters of  agriculture, the appointment of  officials, admission of  new 

members, and disputes. This was called the ‘Court Baron’ - which technically meant only free 

members were present, but the term came to be used for the property and inheritance court. (This 

was as opposed to the ‘Court Leet,’ for petty crime, regulations and welfare). There were usually 

major sessions in spring and autumn, and minor sessions as required. 

  The community had to perform all farming operations together under the open-field system. So 

the assembly or officials set times for ploughing and sowing; decided what crops to plant; and 

fixed the stint, that is, the number of  cattle each household could pasture on the common. They 

appointed a cowherd or shepherd for the latter, and also other officials. The chief  officer was in a 

privileged position - he was however a man-in-the-middle; not always an easy job. 

  A community could agree to lease or sell some of  its common land, sometimes to the lord or to 



the church. Sometimes they could arrange to clear or reclaim new land - by communal effort. The 

community also needed to maintain roads and water-courses, and to provide welfare services. 

  Villeins were called copyholders, because their title to land was copied into the court roll, and 

was (unlike for freeholders and burgage holders) subject to payments to the lord of  the manor or 

his steward. Transfer or inheritance of  land also attracted a fine: in Cheltenham this process 

continued until 1920. [Regarding inheritance processes, until 1625 peasants passed land to their 

youngest son, and the next in line was the youngest daughter]. 

  The proportion of  women in local copyhold documents might be of  interest to some readers: all 

part of  the social context. 

  I notice that the lord of  the manor’s land, and maybe even his hall, would tend to be copyhold. 

If  so, it confirms my theory that many lords were elevated farmers rather than minor aristocracy 

at the founding of  the manorial economy. Or, it may be that all land was copyhold at the 

founding of  the manor. Presumably the terms freehold and copyhold only had a definition within 

a manorial context. If  that were so, then areas of  freehold could represent those plots given in 

compensation to those farmers who lost certain other privileges, e.g. in the transfer of  their land 

from multi-hide estates to village manors. Note how this would affect the interpretation of  

Alstone, where the reputed Manor House was copyhold in the 1830s, whereas much of  Sand 

Field was freehold. 

 

11.2.3 THE IDEAL MANOR - VIRGATES 

 

  The manor system was a means of  controlling the balance between grazed and cultivated land. 

The cultivated land was characterised by open fields containing no walls, hedges or permanent 

fences. (The unfenced style of  landscape is now rare in Britain, but it can much more commonly 

still be seen in France). 

  Often described as the ‘Three Field System,’ each village typically had from 3 to 5 open fields, 

each of  between 100 and 350 acres. (For comparison, a typical dairy pasture field now is 10 

acres). 

  Soil type could be a major factor in the setting out of  the original boundaries of  the open fields. 

Certainly Rawes points this out for Alstone, where strip-holders would have had land in both 

Rowenfield and Sandfield, therefore with land of  both clayey and sandy subsoil, which evened-

out the differences in productivity between these. A typical peasant holding consisted of  a virgate 

or yardland, generally around 30 acres, made up of  strips distributed throughout the open fields 

of  the village.  

  In addition to his 30 acres of  arable strips, a peasant had a proportionate allotment of  

meadowland - perhaps 2 acres - plus rights to common pasture. The permanent meadow was 

normally beside a river, and here the grass was not sown but hay was cut. As the medieval period 

progressed, meadowland became more valuable than ploughland. 

 

  The minimum size for a manor would be 1 hide, with 4 households. If  Westal was ever a manor 

it would have been this small. An ideal such manor could consist of  three fields of  36 acres or so 

of  arable, plus about 8 acres of  permanent meadow and 4 acres of  housing. This would be a hide 

of  120 acres. You can see how everything was ideally calculated in fours. A manor of  the more 

typical size of  28 households could be conceived of  as 7 groups of  four. In principle, each of  that 

manor’s open fields could be divided into chunks measuring 7 acres, each chunk being sub-

divided into 28 quarter-acre strips, giving one strip for each household. 

  The following example is from Fieldwork for Archaeologists and Local Historians by Anthony Brown 

(1987). Daventry (Northants) had 44 virgates, but originally there had been 40. In the late 12 th 

century, 120 acres of  open field were added, so the boundaries were redrawn and the land 

reallocated, counted out in batches of  22 or 11. So, in a field-book, you find the same ownership 

name occurring at intervals of  22 lands (strips). 



    Records of  virgate tenures may correspond with Domesday’s information, as at Daventry 

where “Land for ten ploughs” would indicate the original 40 virgates. (This uses the late-Saxon 

taxation system of  4 fiscal virgates to the hide. But you can see how the concept of  a plough per 

hide had been retained from ancient times, although under the manorial economy the plough and 

the hide are shared between four households instead of  just one). 

  In Daventry, 12 virgates belonged to the lord, 13 to the priory, 12 were typical villein holdings 

under the main manor, and 3 tenants were established as a sub-manor, totalling the 40 virgates. 

  This all sounds very neat, with its groups of  four. As a practical comparison however, consider 

the terrier of  Charlton Lower Field in Mary Paget’s study of  Charlton Kings. The sequence of  

furlongs, which are mostly unnamed, contain the following number of  ridges (strips): 11, 10, 10, 

22, 53 (divided into 25+18+10), 13, 24, 4, 8, 43, 23, 15 and 11. This is a total of  247 ridges 

(making a nominal total area of  62 acres for the whole open field). 

  Generally, unless land was plentiful - that is, a state of  under population - a periodic 

redistibution of  lands amongst villagers was a good social and economic leveller. Otherwise, if  a 

piece of  land should fall vacant, the manor court would tend to hand it over to a peasant who was 

prosperous enough to be able to hire a landless peasant to work that land for him. By such means 

could arise an upper stratum of  peasants with several virgates, whilst others had only ¾, ½ or ¼ 

of  a virgate. Below these were the smallholders with less than a quarter, and then the cotters who 

had just a yard and vegetable garden. 

  An ideal open field would have been divided into neat squares known as ‘furlongs’. This name 

applied because they would be a furlong in length, and also in width: that is, 1/8th of  a mile 

square, or 220 yards square. The area of  such a furlong would thereby be 10 acres. Each such 

furlong would have 40 strips or ridges, each ¼ of  an acre in area. This is quite handy if  the village 

has 40 households, so each household can have one ridge. In practice perhaps it would be more 

usual that half  of  those villagers would each have been given ½ acre (2 ridges) in this furlong, 

while the other half  of  the village would have their strips in another adjoining furlong. Each 

household should be allotted one virgate, so 40 households each holding 30 acres would require 

1200 acres of  arable, divided into 120 of  these ideal furlongs. If  there were just 3 open fields in 

the village, then each field would have 40 furlongs. 

  For comparison, Arle seems to have had at most 30 households. It might thus have perceived 

itself  (without measuring too precisely) as having 900 acres of  arable - perhaps in 6 fields of  15 

furlongs, or even 9 fields of  10 furlongs. 
  Rawes attempts to reconstruct the “original” three-field systems locally in CLHS Journal 6, but 

I’m not convinced that there was ever a steady permanent structure that could be termed 

‘original.’ It’s likely that any given spot of  land was a part of  a common field at some era or 

another. Ploughlands certainly tended to spread outwards into the surrounding wastelands, but 

surely at the same time arable fields central to the village tended to revert to meadow and pasture, 

albeit now “enclosed.” (This lost arable was often termed a “leys”). 

  Just prior to the local Inclosure Act, there was a huge unfenced area of  common arable at the 

centre of  the Arle-Alstone estates. It still contained 211 acres in 1830. To the east it was named 

Hill Field and to the west Arle Field. The central portion seems to have been known as “Hill 

Field in Arle,” but it is not apparent that the bounds between these portions were very clear. (And 

indeed, all three names have a distinctly inadequate feel!) 

  Compare also Elmstone Hardwicke where at enclosure (in the 20th century in their case) there 

were 9 open fields totalling 628 acres, divided between 28 occupiers. One particular occupier held 

60 acres in 100 strips or “lands,” distributed amongst all 9 fields. No doubt each of  these 

occupiers also had closes of  their own. 

  [The huge open fields were sometimes known as “seasons” in certain contexts. This alternative 

would perhaps be a useful - marginally less confusing - term for literary use]. 

  The rotation and fallow arrangement did not maybe appear until the 12th century. But the fallow 

field was not neglected for a year: it would in fact be ploughed over to keep down weeds, as well 



as being cropped for hay. Rotation of  crops could be done on a furlong by furlong basis in an 

arable field, though obviously in a fallow year the entire field would have to lie fallow across all its 

furlongs. 

 

11.2.4 THE VILLAGE 

 

  I should mention something George E. Evans describes from his village, although I’m not sure 

what historical period he was referring to. There was an ancient waste common which had been 

divided into “yards,” that is, allotments or gardens for villagers. They were divided by “meres,” 

that is, balks wide enough to drive down a cart-load of  muck. A cottager might allow his chicken-

run there to gently evolve into a squatter’s cottage. These were eventually given official status by 

the charging of  a nominal quit-rent. The meres then became known as “drifts,” and are now 

visible as lanes between the scattered cottages. 

  We might compare Alstone with such a description, since although the old housing layout seems 

reasonably neat (compared to some villages), the road layout is a good deal neater. As far as the 

location known as Alstone Green goes, I gather that the concept of  a “village green” was not a 

Saxon (nor even early-medieval) concept. It may be that locations which had been damp and 

unsuitable for cultivation were later picked as suitable sites around which to lay out new houses, 

thereby becoming a village centre. 

 

11.2.5 LANDS 

 

  The absence of  agricultural knowledge held by authors of  history books is typified by our local 
Victoria County History, which has a photograph of  a meerstone and a balk (in Upton St. 

Leonards), yet fails to explain what they were for! (This despite the fact that they were still in use 

at the time of  the photograph). I’ll attempt an explanation. 

  As mentioned, the open fields were subdivided into furlongs, that is, compact units of  around 5 

to 10 acres. One tenant might hold an entire furlong, but much more often, a furlong was divided 

into strips which were often known as lands or selions. 

  We would tend nowadays to use the word ‘lands’ to mean ‘estates,’ and this was indeed its 

original meaning. At some point in the Saxon era, the prime meaning came to be ‘new arable 

area.’ Gelling believes the change of  meaning began from as early as 600. I would point out 

however that the distinctive ridge-and-furrow pattern of  medieval arable could not have developed 

until the invention of  the plough mouldboard. Therefore, a Saxon ‘land’ would have looked 

different to a later one, and the Saxon farmer must have relied on some method other than 

counting ridges to identify which plot was his own. 

 

  It is usually supposed that ploughing one acre was a day’s work. Now if  the furlong is the 

standard length of  220 yards, then the width of  a one-acre piece is 22 yards (also known as 4 

poles). But most ridges, at least around here, are one quarter of  this, having a width of  1 pole, that 

is, 5½ yards or 16½ feet. Presumably a ploughman would work in ¼ day shifts.  

  I have struggled to find any book that tells me the distance between furrows. But I believe that 

the distance depended on the depth, and that for a plough pulled by a team of  oxen or horses, as 

they were in the period we’re concerned with, the width between furrows was 6 inches. Therefore 

there could be 32 furrows in a strip or land, so the plough would be pulled 16 times in each 

direction. And this would leave a 6 inch balk between lands. 
  In a BBC programme on the subject (episode 1 of  a series), Terry Jones (of  Monty Python fame) 

visited that famous manorial village survival, Laxton in Nottinghamshire. There at any rate it 

seems likely that the gap between lands was as small as possible, maybe varying between 0 and 6 

inches. Short wooden stakes were pegged at the edges there to act as very basic markers between 

plots. 



  Looking locally, almost all the measurements in the 1250 Swindon document are in multiples of  

½ an acre. This suggests that it was normal to allot everyone 2 (or 4) lands in any one furlong. Of  

course the temptation would be to arrange for your two ridges to be adjacent to each other. There 

is one reference in the Swindon document to “two selions” rather than to “half  an acre,” and 

maybe this was in the only field where the two selions were not adjacent to each other. And yet 

even when the owner had his two selions adjoining, the two distinct ridge shapes seem to have 

been kept separate. I can only suggest the reason for this was the aforementioned division of  the 

working day into four shifts. Some ridges in nearby Cotswold parishes such as Winchcombe 

would appear to have been double width, so half-acre ridges were the norm there. 

  “Ridge-and-furrow” is the usual term for the strips. Various terms were used by farmers 

themselves, amongst these were ‘lands’ and ‘leynes.’ Both these words perhaps derive from ‘lang’ - 

meaning long, as it still does in Scottish dialect. Also analogous presumably would be the modern 

terms ‘lengths’ and ‘lanes,’ still used to described the divisions of  a swimming pool in a similar 

pattern of  parallel strips. 
  Thanks are due to George E. Evans, in “Ask The Fellows Who Cut The Hay” p.125, for the clearest 

and most complete description of  how it worked in his experience. “Two horses were normally 

used with the plough: a land horse and a furrow horse.” This maybe implies that the word ‘land’ 

was most correctly the term for the unploughed part of  the ridge. (He adds in passing:- in a 

modern ploughing match, the competition involves keeping the furrow dead straight, but the only 

apparent reason for doing so is aesthetic). 

  The ploughman began in the MIDDLE of  his stetch, and threw up a ridge by laying two furrow 

slices together. This was the only way to avoid turning loose soil across onto unploughed ground. 

Then he ploughed round and round this centre ridge. [I still have one further query: was this 

spiral clockwise or anticlockwise?] The strips were divided by turf  balks. 

  Turning the plough-team wastes time, so the longer the strip the better - which is easy enough in 

fact when the fields are hedgeless. Indeed you can see that in such a landscape, a strip could be 

continued across both sides of  a pathway or roadway. 

  Ridges generally end up 1 to 3 feet (30-100cm) higher than the ‘furrow.’ Ridges generally 

orientate in the direction of  slope, implying that their maintenance was deliberate to facilitate 

drainage. 

  In the Scottish Highlands, spade cultivation was used where terrain is too difficult to use a 

plough. Here too ridge-and-furrow occurs, and plainly the theory was that if  the land should 

flood, the ridges would benefit, whereas if  there was a drought, the crops in the ‘furrows’ would 

survive. So-called lazy-bed cultivation used the same principle - the ridges there being specifically 

to increase soil depth. (Occasionally such ridges might be split down the middle to form a new 

‘furrow’ - there is evidence of  this from the early Bronze Age to the 19th century, especially in 

Ireland). 

 

“You [Lord] care for the land and water it… 

You drench its furrows 
 and level its ridges…” (Psalm 65 vs.9,10: New International Version) 

 

11.2.6 TITHES 

 

  In the 10th century, payment of  tithes became obligatory. Tithes were a church tax (applied in 

every European country) of  1/10th of  the produce of  the land. It possibly originated from Roman 

tribute rather than from the Old Testament regulation. The parson collected every tenth sheaf  of  

corn and took it in his own wagon to the tithe-barn. All produce could be tithed, even winter 

turnips. 

  Therefore it was necessary for each farmer to know to which church his tax had to be paid. 



Already by the 10th century, ordinances assumed that every man belonged to a village (called a 

‘villa’) or a township (‘tunscipe’). Thus most parish boundaries were drawn up in the 10th and 11th 

centuries. And in most cases, parish boundaries and manor boundaries coincided. 

 

11.2.7 TITHINGS: A KIND OF PARISH COUNCIL 

 

  A manor can be defined as a unit of  land management. By comparison, a tithing seems to have 

been the inhabitants of  that manor. The tithing was the sum total of  male inhabitants over 12 

years old. 

  The word tithing apparently does not relate to tithes. [A parish - such as Cheltenham - might 

contain several tithings; but with only one church, the boundaries between these tithings were not 

important as far as collecting payments was concerned]. Rather it relates to the number 10, 

because 10 householders was considered the minimum size of  such a self-regulating 

administrative unit. Manors of  less than 10 households would be joined to their neighbours to 

create one tithing (e.g. Westal, Sandford and Naunton, which had 16 households all-together 

according to Atkyns). The hamlet of  Broadwell (within Leckhampton parish) by comparison 

must have had enough inhabitants to have the status of  tithing (although it’s no longer clear 

where Broadwell was). 

  Regarding Rawes’s persistent description of  Redgrove as a ‘manor;’ if  Harthurst had ever been a 

manor then it was joined to Arle for the purpose of  tithings. (Harthurst was of  course heavily 

influenced by Llanthony Abbey - but that cannot have been the case at the time of  its origins, as 

the abbey itself  was only created in the 12th century). 

  The manor (or Hundred) of  Cheltenham consisted of  a group of  tithings, including all the above 

mentioned. Each had a head tithingman, who had a say in such matters as the appointment of  

churchwardens. Gwen Hart records that the tithingmen from some tithings, such as Leckhampton 

and Ashley, only attended the half-yearly Manor Court of  Cheltenham. 

  Hart also mentions that in 1831 there was debate in the Court about the responsibility for 

upkeep of  a highway, Hatherley Lane, lying between Naunton and Westhall. If  she has recorded 

this correctly, it indicates that long after Naunton, Westal and Sandford had merged into a single 

tithing, their status remained separate for the purpose of  highway maintenance. The reference to 

Hatherley Lane, however, suggests to me that the dispute actually related to Westal and Alstone 

tithings, and to Hatherley Road which lies between them. Either way, road maintenance was still 

an important administrative and practical responsibility of  tithings, 

  (I’m not sure how tithings relate to “townships,” which is the term more commonly used in the 

Celtic parts of  Britain for a district within a parish. In this part of  the world, the word “hamlet” is 

now more usual). 

 

11.2.8 WHAT’S THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN A MANOR AND A TITHING? 

 

  I’ve struggled with the definition of  manor, and come to this conclusion:- a manor was a place 

with a reeve. So, what’s the difference between a reeve and a tithingman? A reeve was a farm 

estate foreman; a tithingman had official status. The concept of  tithing plainly overtook the 

concept of  manor quite early on: the manor concept must have been running out of  ideas on how 

to cope with its own success in increasing population long before the Black Death. Tithings were 

certainly easier for the powers that be to call to account. Of  course, in a typical small country 

village - the manor, tithing and parish were exactly the same. 
 

11.2.9 THE POPULATION OF ARLE 

 

  The 1334 Lay Subsidy Roll listed only ten people in Arle: but probably just the landholders were 

included. These are the records for Arle and Alstone recorded in 1334. Unfortunately, the page 



for Arle has been damaged. 
 

  Arle: Thom. ____; Johe. ____; Robto. Heort; Johe. Dore; Regin. B.__he; Thom. Heort; Regin. 

Bald; ______nek; ______dulph; Thom. Pruke. 
 

  Alveston: Johe. le Hunte: Rico. de Nasse; Johe. Stuks; Johe. de Aure; Johe. Balle; Johanna de 

Northeye; Johe. Dawe; Rico. Persoun; Thom. atte Stile; Johe. le Wydewe; Johe. le Ray; Thom. 

Hard; Willo. de Barkeston; Johe. Dyeare. 
 

  Tax collector: Johe. de Alre. 

 

  In the 1522 military survey, 17 inhabitants were listed in Arle: these would be only heads of  

households. (These included at least two absentee landlords; and in this record Arle clearly 

included Harthurstfield). In 1608, there were 26 adult males in Arle – mostly of  different 

surnames and therefore presumably living in different households. Records of  1686 [1676?] 

(Hearth Tax) indicated 19 families living in Arle. In 1712, thirty houses were recorded in Arle 

according to Atkyns. 
 

  The story of  landscape is taken up in chapter 16, with inclosure. 
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CHAPTER TWELVE - ARLE COURT: RISE AND FALL 
 

12.0 THE GRAND OLD DAYS OF ARLE 
 

  The story of  our area before 1554 is somewhat conjectural, but its Norman beginnings are so 
obscure that in History of  Hester's Way Volume 5 I relegated that era to a separate chapter (pp.49-

61). 

  Chapter 12 is the story of  the Kingsmead Road Arle Court: the other Arle Court is covered in 

Chapter 8, whilst the lands belonging to both properties are dealt with in chapter 13. 

  What follows includes the piece published in History of  Hester’s Way Volume 5 pp.31-59, parts of  

which were originally written by Margery Hyett. 
 

12.1 THE MEDIEVAL INHERITANCES: Normans & Chapels 
 

12.1.1 WALTER DE BRUSSELLA & THE STATUES 
 

  In early centuries, history becomes less democratic. Records, especially to do with land-

ownership, inevitably tend to concentrate on the 10% or so of  the population who were aristocrats 

or clergy (i.e. about 5% of  each). 

  The existing histories of  Cheltenham are a little vague about the Norman era. This is not due to 

a lack of  evidence or of  surviving documentation. Rather it's due to muddled family-trees and 

dates. And also to the problem of  explaining the term 'manor' in words that make sense today: the 

term in those days referred to an area of  land not to a large aristocratic house. 

  We tend to picture medieval aristocratic dwellings as resembling a Viking hall out of  Beowulf  – 

a huge wooden hall, thatched, with a central smoke-hole. There had indeed once been a structure 

of  that type in Arle in Anglo-Saxon times, as recent archaeology has proven, on a site near 

Seabright Close in Springbank. But there was no connection between that earlier Anglo-Saxon 

hall and the mansion founded in the Norman period, which was more likely to have been a stone-

built structure, with the main dwelling area on the second storey. A Chapel stood next door to it 

at the same site, now off  Kingsmead Road. 

  But let's start in early Norman times. The tale really does begin "in days of  old when knights 

were bold." That is to say, there was an era when land-owning dignitaries and fighting-men were 

one and the same. Important families in those days owned estates on both sides of  the English 

Channel. 

  There were two aristocratic Norman families in Cheltenham who were relevant to the story of 

the district of  Arle. The rest of  this chapter deals with one of  these families, connected with the 

origin of  the old Arle Court site. Other chapters cover the story of  the other family and their 



connections with the Harthurstfield area at the southern end of  modern Hester’s Way. 

  Historian Douglas Trapp identified an aristocratic Norman family-line descended from Judith, 

who had been the daughter of  the king of  France during the Saxon era. The main line of  this 

family held the title of  Earl (or Count) of  Flanders, and their family also apparently held the 

lordship of  one of  the manors in Leckhampton. 
  Douglas Trapp in his History of  Arle published for Dowty (1974) remarked that at the building 

which is now known as the Manor By The Lake there can be seen “the series of  statues on the 

staircase of  the present building, which are believed to be reproductions of  similar statues from 

the earlier Arle Court.” The choice of  characters represented by the statues “solely concern the 

heirs and successors of  Judith, and possibly represent the owners of  the Arle Estate from its 

foundation up to the middle 15th century.” 

  This Judith was a daughter of  the king of  France. She married Ethelwolf, king of  Wessex, 

brother of  Alfred the Great. Her third marriage was to Baudouin Bras-de-Fer, 1st Earl of  Flanders. 

The 7th Earl of  Flanders left the family estates to his cousin Charles. Charles was succeeded by his 

nephew Phillippe 'Baudouin-le-Jeune' and he by his sister Marguerite. Marguerite married twice - 

and from her death the succession to the title of  the Comte-de-Flandre (Counts of  Flanders) was 

eagerly disputed between the heirs of  two families, d'Avesnes and Dampieres. The succession was 

confirmed in 1346 to Louis Il-de-Male. 

  But the statues can only represent the senior line of  succession of  that family, for which the 

house at Arle must have been a minor possession passed down through a junior line. The Walter 

de Brussella who gave to the Chapel at Arle was described by Trapp as a descendant of  the Count 

of  Flanders - whose heirs had long after continued to live at Leckhampton. (I don’t know if  this 

can be verified. I hope that Walter de Brussella actually existed, and isn't rather a confused 

rendering of  the name Walter de Biseleia. The latter, i.e. Walter-of-Bisley, appears in a 

contemporary local account). 

 

 12.1.2 ST. ANSELM & ARLE CHAPEL 

 

  So, one member of  the family of  the Counts of  Flanders was called Walter de Brussella (Walter 

of  Brussels), and he had founded a Chapel at Arle by the late-1140s. At that time he gave some 

land that he owned in Arle, so that its rental income would be of  support to the clergy and the 

services of  his Chapel. 

  There is an account that St. Anselm had stayed in Arle in 1093. If  so, perhaps that’s why Walter 

of  Brussels built the Chapel here: maybe it commemorated the saint’s visit, or was on the site of  a 

house or a cell where Anselm had stayed. The Chapel’s location was beside the highway now 

called Kingsmead Road. 

  Chapel buildings did not look after themselves. So, maybe Walter himself  decided to build a new 

mansion next to his Chapel so that he could oversee it. Or maybe a junior member of  Walter’s 

family was assigned the privilege of  living there and looking after both buildings. Certainly most 

old mansions had a neighbouring chapel, but in this case it’s possible that Arle Chapel came first 

and that the mansion followed. Why does this seem likely? Simply because the mansion lacked 

the lordly estate that is normal with manor-houses. The freehold plot on which the big house was 

sited – including its gardens, the Chapel and its graveyard – amounted to only four acres. If  the 

house had also acquired the adjacent Arle Mill, that would account for a further three acres. But 

other than that, the big house was surrounded by fields which belonged to the commoners of  the 

manor of  Cheltenham. 

  Historians A.M. Welch and Baddeley put forward the quaint story of  St. Anselm staying at an 
early version of  Arle Court in the year 1093. Trapp quoted the “Life and Times of  St. Anselm Vol.1” 

as stating; “But William Rufus desired Anselm to postpone his departure from Gloucester, and he 

retired to Arle, a manor house in the parish of  Cheltenham belonging to St. Peter’s Abbey at 



Gloucester.” Beware of  some massive potential anachronisms in the phrasing of  that sentence! 

  Whilst the story seems right, I’m not sure about the accommodation. Although back in the 700s, 

Gloucester Abbey owned a huge area of  farmland at (or around) Arle, it wasn’t necessarily the 

case that they had a manor-house or equivalent to administer it. (And anyway, by 1093, it’s by no 

means likely that any of  the area was still in the Abbey’s ownership. See Chapters 11.1.7, 

11.1.11). 

  What the Anglo-Saxon monks who administered their Arle estate might well have had, however, 

was a ‘cell,’ that is, a building where they could stay and hold a service if  they should ever be 

stranded away from Gloucester for a while. It would be easy to imagine Anselm (one-time 

Archbishop of  Canterbury) lodging in this old cell for some time. 

  Goding’s chronology p.530 refers to a synod of  1084 which mentioned “a Church and its 

Chapels at Chintenham.” This could just be referring to chapels attached to the parish church 

building, but could include one at Arle. If  this were to be confirmed, this would be the earliest 

record of  it. 

  Otherwise, the surviving written records first mention a Chapel at Arle in the late-1140s, when 

the graveyard was consecrated by the bishop. (See Gwen Hart p.25). By then, the Chapel had 

presumably been in existence for some time. Perhaps it was already a place of  note, 

commemorating Anselm’s visit? The new graveyard could have been a provision for local 

residents, but also for religious followers of  Anselm. 

  See Anthea Jones’s Cheltenham: A New History p.25 for the context of  the 1143-50 records. It 

would be worth checking the phrasing of  the account in Cirencester Cartulary. As was not unusual, 

the account there is undated, so the ascription to the period 1143-50 obviously derives from the 

mention that Walter of  Brussels' gift was confirmed by Earl Roger of  Hereford, who was earl 

during those dates. However, does the fact that he confirmed the gift during that period mean that 

the gift itself  was made at that period? In other words, can we find out whether the chapel at Arle 

was maybe substantially earlier than this? Trapp says the gift is recorded twice, only once 

mentioning Roger. 

  See Camden Miscellany Vol.22 (Published by the Royal Historical Society 1964) chapter entitled 

“Charters of  the Earldom of  Hereford 1095-1202” edited by David Walker. Page 35 describes the 

charter of  Earl Roger confirming the grant which Walter de Brussella had made to the church of  

Cheltenham (1143-55: surely we can be more specific about this date?). This relates to Arle 

Chapel specifically: 

  “Sciatis me concessisse donation quam fecit Walterus de Brussella, homo meus, ecclesie de 

Chiltham pro servitio capelle sue [sueardo?] de Alra, scilicet quandam virgatum terre de feudo 

meo quad de me tenet.” 

  This is in the registers of  Cirencester Abbey. It needs translating from the Latin. Trapp 

interpreted that Walter-de-Brussella gave land to the mother-church of  Cheltenham, in return for 

the provision of  a service three days a week in his chapel at Arle. 

  Anthea Jones p.58 describes the land involved as “the yardland in Arle that Walter of  Brussels 

‘held freely’ and gave, sometime between 1143 and 1150, to pay for services in his chapel.” She 

quotes Cirencester Cartulary Vol.2 paras.427-430, and Vol.3 paras. 473/4,477,480, which need 

checking. A yardland would be around 30 acres, so there should have remained locally 30 acres or 

so of  freehold land as evidence of  this transaction: but if  so only 4 acres of  this was adjacent to 

the Chapel itself. 

  A query is that some historians say that Walter de Brussella gave half  a yardland, others that he 

gave a yardland. Either way, I think it's safe to assume the land he gave was in Arle itself. Walter 

may have owned more freehold than this in Arle – perhaps two yardlands based on the evidence 

below. But I notice that Trapp says that he made the gift TO the church of  Cheltenham so that 

they could fund the chapel: doesn't that therefore mean that his gift became what was known 

technically as 'glebe' land? Yet, later on, there is documented that there was no glebe land at all in 



Arle.  

  I would therefore suggest that Walter took the gift back, having agreed to look after the Chapel 

in person? (If  so, you would think that Cirencester Abbey really ought to have recorded the fact. 

However, the final word on ownership in those days seems to have been by tradition rather than 

by documentation, especially with regard to donations of  land). 
  According to M. Paget (p.100), Charlton Kings had no chapel until c.1190: the constructing of  a 

chapel required a reasonable size of  population, because the congregation is responsible for 

maintaining the nave. However, Arle’s was a private Chapel, so the local aristocrat - whether of  

Cheltenham or of  Arle - was responsible for it. It would have required patronage of  some sort; so, 

maybe it was in c.1150 that a wealthy family - local or otherwise - decided to set up home next to 

the Chapel. Then they could both see to its maintenance and benefit from its services. 

 

  There seems no doubt that a chapel and graveyard were here on the site at Kingsmead Road, not 

elsewhere in Arle. A.M. Welch in 1913 described Arle Court thus: “The gardens…which include 

the site of  the chapel and burying-yard, are thickly planted with fruit trees…. The close and the 

pond for fish, so necessary in those self-sufficing days, are there, and the mill…remains as a row 

of  cottages…. Both my father and Mr Butt have told me that they have seen human bones dug 
up.” (TBGAS Vol.36 p.291). 

  Another mention of  this chantry at Arle was in 1190, when it was “made subject to the mother 

church of  Cheltenham” by the Bishop of  Hereford (Goding p.155,531). The words ‘made subject’ 

referred, I think, simply to the fact that Cheltenham’s right to collect tithes extended to Arle. In 

other words, any permanent parson appointed at Arle would have had no rights to deprive 

Cheltenham of  any of  the tithe. Maybe if  the size of  local population had warranted it, the 

Chapel could have developed a parish of  its own, encompassing the two communities of  Arle and 

Alstone (and would subsequently have survived the Reformation). The Chapel was maybe rebuilt 

in 1250 - see below. 

  [Much later, the right to collect (most of) the tithes in Arle and Alstone was separated from 

Cheltenham’s. By the late-1700s the Earl of  Essex Estate had appropriated it, and were leasing 

the Arle tithe to the Welch family]. 

 

  The nearby Arle Mill is assumed to date from Anglo-Saxon times, (although the earliest 

documentation of  it by name is not actually until 1220). See 3.2.1. Arle Mill would have been 

initially owned and developed by the lord (or steward) of  the manor of  Cheltenham. We could 

hazard a guess that the Mill was the first important building in the Kingsmead Road locality, 

followed by the Chapel. Then the big house could have been built adjoining by about the year 

1150, at which point the resident took on responsibility for the Chapel, and maybe at times also 

the Mill. It could be at that date that the Chapel was upgraded to become also the village’s burial-

site, hence the record of  the Bishop’s visit then. This situation would have applied up until the 

Reformation. 

 
  Cover also William’s royal manors, the king’s reeve & Norman demographics. 

 

12.1.3 LORD OF ALL HE SURVEYS? NOT BORN TO THE MANOR! 
 

  Katherine Dormer’s memorial (described in Chapter 12.1.7, 12.2.11) proves that the de Arle (or 

Arle) family were aristocrats. The Arle family may not have had full authority over their peasant 

neighbours, but it’s safe to assume they had the biggest house in the village. It does seem incorrect 

to me however to describe the Arle family as ‘lords of  Arle.’ 

  A survey (Anthea Jones p.79) undertaken in 1453 stated that Thomas of  Arle was a freeholder 

with a house and an estate measuring two yardlands, that is, about 60 acres. The 1831 Inclosure 

Act’s mapping of  freehold land proves that if  Arle Court ever had 60 acres of  freehold land, apart 



from the 7 acres mentioned above, these acres were not adjacent to the mansion itself. The 

remainder of  the 60 acres must have been elsewhere: land which Walter of  Brussels had owned 

but which was not next to the Chapel and therefore not next to the mansion. (The acreage was 

perhaps in the Springfields area, west of  where the ancient Saxon hall had been. Also maybe in 

the Fiddlers Green area). 

  So unlike most mansions, the one at Arle had no jurisdiction over most of  its immediate 

surroundings. Maybe this is why, over the centuries, if  an owner died without sons, the distant 

cousins didn’t put up more of  a fight to claim it back from the widow or daughter who inherited. 

It was not a prestigious property, by some standards! The owners of  the big house did lease 

farmland around the neighbourhood when it was available (for example the huge area at 

Redgrove). But this did not feel as impressive as owning the land that the house overlooked. 

  Neither the mansion nor the estate at Arle should be called a manor – very rarely was it called so 

in contemporary documents. Historically, the word ‘manor’ implied an agricultural status: it 

referred to a large area farmed according to feudal traditional custom by commoners, who also 

had obligations to work on a smaller area which was under the sole control of  the lord of  the 

manor. The mansion at Arle did not fulfil this description at all. The farmers of  the village of  Arle 

had no feudal obligations to the owners of  the mansion. The owner was occasionally referred to 

by other gentry as the ‘lord of  Arle,’ but this wasn’t a term that would have been recognized 

locally.  

  So, if  the mansion did have an estate of  its own, it was only maybe 60 acres or so, located 

somewhere amongst the local fields. One or two farmers would have worked these acres, and 

other local farmers would have worked the leased estates: but these farmers were employees, in 

the modern sense, rather than tenants in the manorial tradition. 

  It therefore seems incorrect to me to call the Arle family’s dwelling a manor-house. Anthea 
Jones in Cheltenham: A New History (p.115), when studying the 1617 Survey of  the Hundred 

considers anything described in that text as a “capital messuage” to have been a medieval manor-

house (I suppose her reasoning is that all of  these grand houses acquired the suffix “Court,” 

implying a place administering legal authority). But as far as I can see, ‘capital’ meant then what 

it means now - outright property, or freehold property. Application of  the terms manor and lord-

of-the-manor would strictly require further characteristics, by the medieval definition. To reflect 

manorial status, there would need to have been a 'demesne estate' on which a reeve instructed the 

village peasants concerning their labour services. A manor-house was not just a big residence but 

also the bureaucratic base for this feudal system of  farming. 

  In the hundred of  Cheltenham, the only apparent administrative centre other than Cheltenham 

itself  was at Charlton (a manor which should perhaps be referred to as Charlton Ashley to 

distinguish it from Charlton Kings). The manorial status of  Redgrove is discussed in Chapter 13. 

Domesday Book of  1087 indicates only one manor in the entire parish (that is, the entire area 

from Arle to Charlton Kings inclusive). 

  It seems to me that around the 1600s, landowners were using the term ‘Manor’ (and ‘Court’) 

simply to mean any significant freehold estate. I must admit, I don’t know enough to explain the 

existence of  the other ‘capital messuages’ in Cheltenham. They must have gained freehold 

designation for some reason - maybe a reason similar to Arle’s, or maybe different. (I don’t know 

what proportion of  land in the Hundred is freehold, nor how this compares with what is usual 

elsewhere). 
 

12.1.4 DEMESNE, FREEHOLD & COPYHOLD 
 

  These three forbidding technical terms can help us clear up some queries. A feudal lord 

demanded labour services from the peasants. The demesne land was the land upon which that 

took place, and it was freehold - in the sense that the lord didn’t have to justify to his own Manor 

Court what he did with it. Transactions of  independent freehold land were not necessarily 



recorded by the manor court, being owned outright (although there was an annual ‘rent’ to be 

paid to the lord). Copyhold land was held by tradition. Anything to do with copyhold land, 

whether inheritance or subletting, was recorded (or ‘copied’) in the manor court book, where 

payment of  the appropriate fee or fine was registered. 

  In Norden’s 1617 survey (Chapter 15.1), the fields of  the Hundred of  Cheltenham were detailed 

at length, with their ownership. Norden started with the freehold landowners, then the tenants on 

the demesne properties, and finally the ‘customary tenants’ or copyholders. A certain amount of  

scattered freehold farmland - ancient demesne of  the manor (of  Cheltenham) - was situated 

especially in the Springbank area. Here in 1617 Robert Gough tenanted at least 50 acres, Robert 

Bicke nearly 20 acres and Alicia French over 5 acres of  Cheltenham demesne. But although there 

were patches of  (Cheltenham) demesne land listed in the Arle vicinity, Arle Court was most 

definitely distinguished from these as freehold.  

  In 1635 another survey took place. This was solely of  all the demesne properties of  Cheltenham 

manor. Again, the patches of  land around Arle were listed, similar in description to previously - 

except that Norden used Latin whereas the demesne survey used rather erratically spelled 

English. Those same plots still formed the majority of  the land in Arle described as freehold in 

the 1831 Inclosure Act, by then largely owned by the Welch family [ignoring for the moment the 

huge block of  freehold at Harthurstfield]. 

  See in the story “The Tobacco Episode” below (12.2.8) regarding the dispute when John Lygon 

leased out 10 or 12 acres of  land at Arle Court to John Stratford for tobacco growing in 1619. 

Notice Lygon’s comment that he owned very little pasture land close to his house. (In the 1617 

survey, the Lygon family did have copyhold land along the Village Road area). 

  Indeed, the lack of  an 'estate' associated with the grand house perhaps made it a clumsy 

property to own down the centuries. Maybe this was why on the frequent occasions when the 

owner of  the house had no male heir, the distant relatives showed little interest in it, and were 

more than happy for it to be inherited by a wife or daughter. The owners compensated for the lack 

of  land initially by leasing the Redgrove estates, which were located over a mile away. 

  So, it is not evident that Arle was ever a manor. Even in Anglo-Saxon times it is evident that 

Arle was a place of  considerable importance, and yet it is not clear from the usual evidence 

available that it ever had any independence from Cheltenham. It almost comes across as the 

traditional “country retreat” of  the lords (i.e. stewards) of  the manor of  Cheltenham. [This 

sounds anachronistic, but the Romans would surely have understood the concept?] 

  Certainly in medieval centuries the manorial administration of  Arle took place at the 

Cheltenham Manor Court. Any individual manor courts which might ever have been held in the 

outer hamlets had long been merged into the affairs of  the Leet Court, which was also the 

Hundred Court. So when the researchers can delve back to the earliest Cheltenham Manor Court 

Rolls, it may conceivably give evidence that the Hundred Court had absorbed the functions of  

some Anglo-Saxon hamlet manorial courts. Only if  so could ‘Arle’ be truly defined as a ‘manor.’ 

  You might well imagine that Arle’s medieval peasants would have had to meet to sort out their 

agricultural tasks under the auspices of  Arle’s own reeve (or bailiff  or land-manager) appointed by 

the Lord of  Cheltenham’s steward. Certainly villages like Arle and Alstone were large enough to 

warrant a reeve each. Indeed, to be reeve of  the entire Parish or Hundred of  Cheltenham seems to 

me a logistical challenge. (See Hart p.35). 

  Could Arle once have had its own demesne estate - maybe way back in Saxon times? If  so, Arle’s 

manorial demesne estate should have survived as a chunk of  freehold land. Copyhold land could 

be converted to freehold, but it was rare for it to go the other way: (Hodsdon explains this a little 

in his MCB Introduction). I can only point out that the block of  freehold land at Arle Court, even 

in 1831, was very small. Arle Court then stood in just four acres of  freehold ground (which 

included the former Chapel site), plus a further adjoining three acres which surrounded Arle Mill. 

All the land surrounding that seven acres was copyhold, owned and farmed by the peasant 

villagers. 



  It’s possible that a good chunk of  copyhold land nearby was linked to Arle Court by tradition:- 

in 1617 a Thomas Lygon owned 40.5 acres and 6 dwellings copyhold, probably around the 

Village Road area. But this, being copyhold, could not be described as a demesne estate. 

  Of  course, for practical purposes a demesne estate didn’t have to adjoin its manor house. I 

assume - but don’t know - that it was normal for a lord’s demesne estate to surround his manor-

house. But this 7 acres seems a tiny property [AAI plots 122-124 & 128, and for the mill 132 & 

133]. And the remainder of  the demesne land which was documented in Arle belonged to the 

manor of  Cheltenham in all the records.  

  In the 1600s, any important estate was called a manor, whatever its history. But technically and 

officially, Arle was defined as a hamlet and a tithing, but not a manor. There were stages in the 

time of  the Grevells and Lygons when the Steward of  the Manor of  Cheltenham lived at Arle: I 

suppose during that stage Arle Court could have been considered to be ‘the manor-house,’ (but of  

the Manor and Hundred of  Cheltenham, not of  Arle). But I don’t know if  the Manor Court ever 

met here. 

  Trapp provided a quote, that in 1554 “Queen Mary leased the Royal Manor of  Cheltenham to 

Catherine Buckler and Roger Lygon for their joint lives. They resided at the very ancient Manor 

of  Arle Court.” Without knowing the source of  this quote, I’d be reluctant to conclude that the 

name ‘Arle Court’ was already ancient in 1554: indeed I believe the house was brand-new at that 
date. (A.M. Welch in TBGAS Vol.36 said more about Catherine Buckler). 

  I did briefly consider this idea: that if  Arle ever had equated to a manor in Saxon times, then the 

big house and demesne estate could have been at the south end of  the tithing, that is, at 

Grovefield. This could have been the estate that the Earl of  Hereford gave away to Llanthony 

Priory at its founding in the 1100s. (Certainly that area of  land was freehold). This could be so, 

even though the place-name Arle itself  probably first applied to the Mill area [3.2.1], since in the 

Saxon era communities could migrate within their own boundaries. But the issue of  Grovefield’s 

status is covered in chapter 13, (see also 8.2.6 for the limited archaeological evidence of  early-

Saxon occupation at Grovefield). All in all, such a theory would create more problems than 

answers, I think. 

 

12.1.5 POSSIBLE MOATS AND OTHER MOOT POINTS 
 

  The idea that the Arle Court of  the mid-1500s was built on a slightly different site to Arle’s 

earlier ‘Big House’ seems rooted in the local legend, even though it’s not clear where the earlier 

property had been. A.M. Welch hinted at the idea of  an early moated property (like Moat House 

at Uckington). See TBGAS Vol.36 pp.289 & 308, suggesting that a moat here characteristically 

could have been fed by the millsteam. As such, A.M. Welch might have had in mind that the 

original Big House’s earlier site was some 200 metres or yards east of  the present site - now 

occupied by Baylis’s car showroom [3.2.2]. 
  An article by G. Arthur Cardew in TBGAS (1898 Vol.21) suggested that these moated sites were 

all pre-Norman. There were many of  them locally, Uckington being the most obvious survivor. 

Defensive moats were usually rectangular, 250 x 200 ft, enclosing about one acre. (I would suggest 

that moats were also made in post-Norman times, but largely as an ornamental feature to 

impress). See also W.G. Hoskins “Fieldwork in Local History” (1967/1982 pp.54,55) who said that 

remnants of  such sites may be discovered by significant “dog-leg” fragments of  wet ditch. The 

early maps did indeed show such large ponds on the north side of  Kingsmead Road, and also a 

row of  smaller ponds on the south side of  the main highway. Thus if  all these ponds are remnants 

of  one moat, then the highway must have run across the island so formed. I assume Kingsmead 

Road must surely be an ancient highway. (A.M. Welch recalled the ponds being filled in, which 
would be maybe around 1885-1900? Some research into ancient fish-ponds might also be useful). 

   This is a nice theory. But, the plots in which the supposed moat lay were all copyhold in 1831. 

[Inclosure Act plot 121 called Fore Orchard Meadow, and opposite, plot 117 called Barn Croft]. 



Again, I think it’s unlikely that a former site of  a very important dwelling would be copyhold. 

Could it have become copyhold? It’s not impossible. I wonder if, when Arnold Lygon in 1597 

inclosed Grovefield at the south end of  the tithing, presumably for his own use, he compensated 

the people of  Arle by giving them some of  his own land nearer the village? I don’t know how 

likely that is. I’d have thought he’d have wanted to retain a plot so close to his own house. 

  Of  course, other permutations are possible. Maybe around the Norman Conquest there could 

have been a peasant farmstead here which had a moat. Leckhampton is certainly reputed to have 

moated farmsteads that weren’t manor-houses. Such a building could have fallen out of  use when 

the grander house went up nearby. 

  Anyway, it’s simpler to conjecture that the Big House, that is, the one inherited by the Grevells 

from the Arle family, was within the four-acre freehold plot in which the Chapel also stood. After 

the Reformation Arle Court still stood within these four acres, but now occupied a larger portion 

of  it than the old Big House had. The later Arle Court was reputedly built on top of  the Chapel, 

but since it was a large building it could at the same time have been built on top of  the earlier Big 

House, (which had logically therefore stood just to the west or north of  the Chapel). The four 

acres now corresponds roughly with Kingsmead Close. See further in 12.2.2, 12.2.4. 

 

12.1.6 ARMED TO THE TEETH 

 

  You may have read of  the ignoble families of  Arle, but what of  the noble families? It may seem 

unlikely in this day and age that such aristocratic families had ever lived in this area, but indeed if  

we go back to the 13th to 15th centuries, evidence shows that it was a noble family who lived here, 

and who bore their Coat of  Arms with pride. 

  Such families through the ages served their monarchs in one capacity or another and were 

rewarded for their loyalty to the Crown. Some went into battle, others served as Justices of  the 

Peace, but all received great honours in the form of  land and great houses, along with which 

usually went the right to Armorial Bearings. Here, perhaps a brief  explanation of  the granting of  

‘arms’ won’t come amiss. 

  In that medieval period when knights went into battle, encased from head to foot in armour, 

they had to be recognisable - otherwise friends as well as foe would be inadvertently slain. So the 

practice of  Heraldry grew up, and Coats of  Arms or badges would be worn that were easily 

recognisable. Through the diligent research and artistry of  the College of  Heralds a suitable 

armorial badge would be drawn up, which usually displayed some feature pertaining to that 

particular family. From these early beginnings the custom of  the granting of  arms grew up: at first 

to individuals, and later to towns and cities and then to Colleges, the Church and so on. And so 

today, even the most modest football team or school can sport its own particular badge.  

  The possession of  such a device was, of  course, something to be proud of, and the granting of  

arms was a long and expensive process. By the 19th century however, up-and-coming merchants in 

the Cotswolds, conscious of  their own importance, sought to obtain such armorial splendour for 

themselves which they jealously guarded. 

  In the language of  heraldry, the arms of  the de Arle family were: “Or, a Bird rising Vert, within 

a Tressure Sable.” Their shield would have been a striking sight: a green bird on a gold 

background. A ‘tressure’ was a narrow border, decorated at intervals with a fleur de lis, in this 

case coloured black. Since the de Arle family themselves have vanished long ago, the exact 

appearance of  the design is now only in the archives of  the College of  Heralds. The illustration of   
the arms of  de Arle shown in HHW Vol.5 p.32 was copied from the tomb of  a descendant of  the 

de Arles called Richard Harewell (or Harwell, from the village of  Besford in Worcestershire). 
 

 

 



 

The actual engraving: 

 
 

  The crest: 



 

  The crest is not the same as the arms. “Fairbairn’s Crests” shows the crest of  the Arle family, 

which was a boar’s head, erect (i.e. facing upwards) between two ostrich feathers. See no.7 on 

Plate 60 in Volume 2 (version in Cheltenham Library, copied in HHW Vol.5 p.32). This record is 

useful as it at least recognises in a national document the existence of  a family called Arle. 

 

12.1.7 THE HERALDRY OF ARLE 

 

  I did start to conjecture that the Arle (or de Arle) family, whose existence was recorded or 

implied by 1220, (see 12.1.8) were merely medieval villeins: they could have adopted the surname 

merely because they happened to live in the farmstead which stood closest to Arle’s historic sites - 

the Chapel and the Mill. 

  But the memorial monument to Katherine Dormer in Cheltenham Parish Church proves that 

the Arle family were aristocratic enough to have their own coat of  arms. The inscription is copied 

out in full in various publications, see below 12.2.11. The description of  the arms on the 
memorial are in TBGAS Vol.36 p.311, Samuel Rudder’s A New History of  Gloucestershire (1779) 

p.337, and also Ralph Bigland’s Historical, Monumental and Genealogical Collections - County of  

Gloucester Vol.1 (c.1792) [publ. BGAS] p.330. 

  On the upper part of  the monument were these arms: 

  Per pale:- 1. Azure, 10 Billets Or, 4, 3, 2 & 1; on a Chief  of  the 2nd a Demi-Lion rampant 

issuant Sable, for Dormer; Impaling: 2. Argent, two Lions passant guardant in pale Gules, for 

Lygon. 

  The arms alluded to in the memorial’s inscription were described (1781) as “emblazoned on an 

escutcheon” in fifteen quarterings, of  the following families:- 

  1. Lygon, as described above; 

  2. Gules, a Fess Or, in chief  two Mulletts Argent, for Bracey; 

  3. Azure, on a Bend Or, three Bars dancette Gules, for Madersfield; 

  4. Argent, fretty Gules, for Harfleet; 

  5. Or, a Cross pierced Azure, for Decors; 

  6. Gules, three Lions passant Argent, for Gifford; 

  7. Gules, a Fess between six Martlets Or, for Beauchamp; 

  8. Parti per Pale Or and Gules, three Roundlets conterchanged, for Abtot; 

  9. Argent, on a Fess Azure, three Fleurs de lis Or, for Uffleet; 

  10. Argent, a Bend between six Martlets Gules, a Crescent for Difference, for Furneval; 

  11. Or, a Lion rampant, per Fess Gules and Sable, for Luftot; 

  12. Or, a Frett Gules, for Verdon; 

  13. Sable, on a Cross within a Bordure engrailed Or, five Pellets, for Grevil; 

  14. Or, a Bird rising Vert, within a Tressure Sable, for Arle; 

  15. Argent, a Chevron Azure, between three Garbs Or, banded and stalked Vert, for Southey. 

  Four of  the arms as described above - those for Dormer, Liggon, Beauchamp and Ab[e]tot - can 

be seen in black-and-white in the opening pages of  Atkyns (1712), or in a better quality in 
“Gloucester Heraldry” (1792, publ. J. Good, plates 1,5,17 & 32). The arms of  Furnival are in “The 

Banner Displayed, or Guillim Abridged” (1726) p.508. (See also p.600 which explains the “billet” in 

Dormer’s arms). 
 



 

  The Grevil arms (as copied into HHW Vol.5 p.35) described above are here copied from the 

ancestry.com website: check Gyles Greville [born in 1468 at Rushborrow, Glos]. The arms there 

are also described as of  Margery Arrell Greville 1468-1513. I’m not sure of  the significance of  her 

middle name. 

 



  In the description of  the arms of  Arle given above, ‘Or’ means a gold background, on which the 

bird of  prey is green. A ‘tressure’ is a narrow double-border of  a different colour, decorated at 

intervals with a fleur de lis, in this case coloured black.   

  A similar 'quartering' of  arms is part of  a tomb in Besford church near Pershore, Worcs. “On the 

north side of  the chancel are two remarkable memorials, one to Richard son of  Edmund 

Harewell and Elizabeth (Bury) his wife…. The monument of  Richard, who died unmarried in his 

father's lifetime, aged fifteen, is a stone altar tomb with panelled sides having the crest (a hare's 

head razed) at the west end.... On the slab is the recumbent figure in alabaster of  a youth in ruff  

and puffed trunks with a shield on either side the head. [The first bears] Harewell quartering nine 

other coats. These are Dicleston (brings in) Besford, Corbett (brings in) Cowley, Vampage (brings 

in) Walshall, Greville, Arle and Sorell. [The second bears] Vert a crosslet or for Bury, quartering a 

horn between three trefoils for Pincepole.” [From British History Online (british-history.ac) 

website entry for Besford village]. Short of  applying to the College of  Heralds, this is the best 

chance of  seeing the arms of  Arle. 

  Richard Harewell or Harwell died in 1576; sort of  the last of  the line for the Arle family, 

perhaps! His tomb was made in 1578. The shield showing nine coats of  arms is actually there 

twice: once in stone below the figurine, once painted on wood above it: both are rather worn, but 

visible. Arle’s coat of  arms occupies the central position in the bottom row. (Note the inclusion of  

Grevell there also, and Vampage which also had a connection to our locality). They are 

approximations: the bird of  prey in the painted version looks a bit different to the carved version – 

its wings are raised higher and its tail is visible. Besford church also has a rare painted triptych 

near the main door which is also painted with a large number of  local coats of  arms: another 

version of  Arle may well be on there somewhere, although many have faded. 

 

12.1.8 THE EARLIEST MENTIONS OF THE De ARLE FAMILY 

 

  Although it could not compare with the great palaces and mansions to be found in other 

counties, nevertheless there was a medieval mansion nestled in the tiny hamlet of  Arle. It was the 

only substantial residence in the area, standing on a site now beside Kingsmead Road. 

  It was at the time when surnames were first coming into use that the local gentry became known 

as the de Arle family. Of  them (alas!) we know so little, but they took their name from the 

property. 

  Maybe by 1220 our local resident was styled as ‘de Arle,’ which could by then be considered a 

surname rather than a title. In 1255 Robert of  Evington petitioned John de Alre about the latter's 

tenancy of  one ploughland in Evington; (Abstract of  Feet of  Fines 1199-1299 BGAS). 

  The only reference I can find where a person was named “Arle” as if  this were a title was in 

1513, when the will of  William Grevell mentions “John Arle and Alson.” (See 12.3.1). I don’t 

think John Arle ever had any authority over the adjoining village of  Alstone, but in William 

Grevell’s mind the two places were linked, and therefore if  John was lord of  one, he was lord of  

both. (Or conceivably, the reason why Grevell formulated the surname as if  it were a title, was to 

avoid the possibility of  confusion with another family elsewhere also called Arle). 
  The 1522 Military Survey records Margery Grevell as head householder in Arle. It's true that 

Lord Beauchamp is also listed, but his taxable value is lower: the suggestion is that he was not (of  

course) resident, but that his technical rights and duties to the property and to Cheltenham were 

not entirely extinguished. (Some other Gloucestershire parishes in the Survey included the entry 

'Heirs of  Lord Beauchamp,' which suggests the headship of  that family line was in flux at that 

date). 

  Some of  the later aristocratic owners of  Arle Court seem to have been largely itinerant: only 

occasional visitors. How true this was of  the Grevells I don’t know. In the earlier times of  the de 

Arle family, perhaps the surname was only used by people who were actually resident there 



(hence the lack of  other de Arle claimants when John de Arle died?). 

   Those of  you who have followed the TV series ‘Downton Abbey’ will recall in the opening 

episode how the mansion and estate in that story were inherited by a distant cousin. There was a 

law called 'primogeniture,' which meant that if  an aristocrat died without a son, the grand estates 

would be inherited by the nearest male relative. As a result of  this law, Britain's history tends to be 

male-dominated. But that was not the case at Arle, which at several dates was inherited by either 

a widow or a daughter. 

 

12.1.9 FIRST LADY: MARGARET & ROBERT GREVELL 

 

  John de Arle was recorded as the local aristocrat in 1457, when he was a witness to a transfer of  

land. Ancestry.com suggests there was a Sir John Arle born 1443 in Arle, died 1468 probably in 

Gloucestershire. (There were earlier de Arles. Incidentally I don’t believe they were ever stated to 

be ‘lords of  the manor.’ I don't know how this squares with Thomas of  Arle being the 

householder in 1453, see Anthea Jones p.75). I have John de Arle’s daughter Margaret Grevell 
recorded as having been born c.1468 (in Worcestershire according to one source, but it's more likely that’s 

where she died). John Arle, gent, was also recorded in 1473 - see Calendar of  the Records of  the 

Corporation of  Gloucester para.1164. 

  John de Arle was the last in the line in the late-1400s. The de Arles, as important as they were, 

could not produce a male heir to inherit the estate. John de Arle’s daughter Margaret was married 

to Robert Grevell (a descendant of  William Grevell of  Chipping Campden, who had purchased 

the manor at Charlton Kings in 1387). 
  M.J. Greet in CKLHS Vol.8 pp.8,10 mentions the Grevill pedigree compiled by F.B. Welch 

(making use of  Visitations  and Fosbrooke) in TBGAS Vol.54 (1932) pp.145-165. [The latter, 

p.148,159, explains why - or if  – the independent manor at Charlton Kings became known as 

Ashley]. Further information found by M.J. Greet begins with John Grevill the elder in 1432/4, 

who had Charlton Kings (Ashley) manor. He died in 1444. Apparently John Grevill the younger 

had been knighted by 1470 and already had lands in Arle. 
  Vol.54 p.158 explains that John de Arle’s daughter and heir Margaret married Robert Grevill of  

Charlton Kings, who thereby acquired the mansion at Arle. Robert lived at Charlton Kings whilst 

his younger brother William, the judge of  Common Pleas, lived at Arle. Robert in due course sold 

the mansion at Arle to William, who died in 1513, and whose brass memorial is in Cheltenham 
Parish Church. CKLHS Vol.37 p.21 indicates that Robert was buried at Charlton Kings in 1548/9. 

(I suspect his wife Margaret nee Arle died about the same time). Robert’s other brother was Giles 

“of  Rushborow” (see above regarding his coat of  arms). TBGAS Vol.36 p.307 has a Lygon family-

tree. 

  And so it was through the Grevell family that the future of  the mansion at Arle continued. 

(Their surname is usually spelled Greville these days, but in most of  the documents relating to our 

area, it was recorded as Grevell). 

  The Grevells were a Charlton Kings family, who had substantial property throughout the county, 

and who already owned land around the village of  Arle. They were rich wool merchants owning 

many thousands of  sheep in the Cotswolds. Their other homes were probably far superior to the 

mansion at Arle. Robert Grevell did not need Arle as a home - he preferred to live at Charlton 

Kings - so he sold it to his younger brother William, who was already living there anyway. 

  William Grevell became a serjeant-at-law in 1504 and a Judge of  Common Pleas in 1509. As 

such, he was stinking rich – see Anthea Jones p.79. He was also steward of  the manor of  

Cheltenham. However, p.80, he didn't necessarily own outright all the estates mentioned in his 

will below: some may have been on a lengthy lease, continued to his wife. His memorial brass is 

in the Parish Church (or Minster, as they call it from 2013). For more about this, see The 

Monumental Brasses of  Gloucestershire by Cecil T. Davis (1899/1969) pp.114,115. 



  Since William’s wife outlived him by nearly 30 years, and his older brother outlived him by 35 

years, it might be thought William died rather young: but he did already have grandchildren 

according to his will. His widow Margery seems to have been more than capable of  taking on his 
estates. The Military Survey of  1522 (BGAS Vol.6) records her as head of  the household and 

responsible for lands in Arle (p.46), in Cheltenham (pp.44,47), in Staverton and Evington 

(p.173,181) and in Lemington (p.171). (The surname is here spelled Grevell three times, Grevile 

twice and Grevyll once). The Lay Subsidy (BGAS Vol.23) p.7 records the names in 1523 as Marg’ia 

Grevile de Arle, (that is Margeria Grevile of  Arle; other local leaders are recorded in the same 
way e.g. Ric’us Wellys de Swyndon). See also Men and Armour. Margery apparently died in 1542.  

  It has been remarked upon how often the grand house here descended through the female line - 

hence the changes of  surname from Arle through Grevell and Lygon to Dormer. In addition 

might be noted the frequent times when a woman was in charge of  the house between her 
husband’s death and her own - three decades in the case of  Margery Grevell for example. (Check 

dates). 

  William Grevell’s daughter Margaret Grevell married Sir Richard Lygon, from the important 

family based at Madresfield, Worcestershire. The Lygon family built Arle Court and passed it 

down the family. As detailed below, when John Lygon died in 1644, his eldest daughter Katherine 

inherited the Court. She married Sir Fleetwood Dormer. The significance of  the modern road-

names Dormer Road, Grevil Road and Lygon Walk can be seen from this account, “Grevil” 
being an alternative spelling. (See History of  Hester’s Way Vol.3 p.17, etc). Compare Greville Court 

in Benhall, Greville House & Villa in Gratton Road (Leckhampton) and Grevill House old 
people’s home in London Road, Charlton Kings, etc. See also the Visitation of  Gloucester 1623, 

1682, etc for family trees of  the Grevills of  Charlton Kings from 1550.  

 

12.1.10 WASN'T BORN YESTERDAY: WILLIAM GREVELL 

 

  Studying wills is hardly the obvious way to research a building's history, but they do throw up 

some useful information, and illuminate parts of  the story rather well. Unfortunately, as will be 

seen, these aristocrats tended to take their main residence for granted, so they sometimes did not 

describe it (or sometimes even mention it) in their wills. Note that Arle Court and ‘maner’ of  Arle 

are not terms used in William Grevell’s will here, and it shouldn’t be assumed without other 

evidence that such terms existed in 1513. For the full text of  his will, see 12.3.1. 

  William Grevell died on 7th March 1513. His will was extensive, leaving his estates in the care of  

his wife Margery. His request that Masses for his soul should be held in several churches in the 

county shows how much such things meant to the people of  those days. As well as those requests 

he made several bequests – some for the repair of  churches, and a large sum was set aside to 

repair the highway between Cheltenham and Gloucester: “My executors shall sell 1000 of  my 

shepe at Lemynton, and dispose the money therof  coming, upon the highe wayes betwene 

Cheltenham and Gloucester.” (Lemington was his other main estate, just outside Moreton-in-

Marsh). 

  Richard Pate also left a substantial amount in his will for the same purpose in the same century. 

Would that we had such generous benefactors today! The state of  Cheltenham's Old Gloucester 

Road was an ongoing issue: a 1753 petition stated that the entire main road from Puesdown (via 

Whittington, Cheltenham and Arle) to Gloucester was “very deep and founderous.” Even after 

the Turnpike Act had improved things, a description of  “scarcely fit” in 1789 was applied to the 

entire route from Arle as far as Wotton in Gloucester. Exactly five hundred years on from William 

Grevell's bequest, there is still recurrent subsidence of  the highway beyond Hayden Hill – it seems 

to be a drainage problem. 

  William's will referred briefly to his sister-in-law and her parents: “John Arle and Alson, his 

wife, and Margarete their daughter.” William’s will also referred to his brothers: “To my broder 



Robert, my best horse….  To my broder Gyles, my secunde best hors.” And also to his sisters and 

their husbands: “To John Goodryge, that maried Isabell my sister, John Palmer that maried 

another of  my sisters, and to Thomas Tame that maried my thirde sister, the residew of  all my 

horses that my servantes be used to ride with in my company; and my sisters Mary Palmer and 

Jane Tame shall have my 2 best garmentes or habites.” And he referred to his surviving daughters: 

“All my goodes that bee in Arle, or elleswhere in the parisshe of  Cheltinham, shall be divided in 3 

partes among my wife and 2 elder daughters.” And he referred to his sons-in-law: “Robert Wye, 

Robert Vampage and Richard Lygon, my sonnes in lawe.” Here was named the first member of  

the Lygon family (pronounced Liggon) to be associated with the mansion at Arle. 

 

12.1.11 THE LADY OF THE HOUSE 

  As with the de Arle family, the Grevells experienced problems of  inheritance. William’s 

memorial is in St Mary’s, the Minster Church of  Cheltenham, in the form of  a brass, sadly much 

damaged: it shows him in his Judge’s gowns alongside his wife Margery, with their 10 children 

which included 3 sons. For all his wealth, however, his sons did not out-live him, so once again 

the mansion at Arle was passed down through the female line. 

  Documents show that William's widow Margery stayed very much in charge of  the household at 

Arle, and also of  William's other estates around Gloucestershire, which he had owned or 

tenanted. This included the tenancy of  some monastic lands a couple of  miles south, at Redgrove. 

  When Margery Grevell died in 1542 [check] the medieval mansion at Arle was left in charge of  

her daughter Margaret, who was married to one of  the heirs of  another noble house, namely 

Richard Lygon of  Madresfield, Worcestershire. 

 

12.2 TUDOR ARLE COURT 
12.2.1 THE LYGONS OF MADRESFIELD 

 
  Richard Lygon was born c.1491 of  an extensive family, the Earls of  Beauchamp who, at least, 

were not short of  male heirs. As it was always the eldest Lygon son who inherited Madresfield 

itself, younger sons married landed heiresses or received other estates which the Lygon family 

owned. 

  The Lygons of  Madresfield can trace their lineage back over many, many years - having a very 

interesting family history. And the imposing family home there is still held by the Lygon family. It 

has, of  course been altered and extended over the years. It lies near the Malvern Hills, fairly 

secluded. Those of  you have watched the television adaptation of  ‘Brideshead Revisited’ will have 

seen it as the author and playwright Evelyn Waugh saw it. He was a great friend of  the family and 

actually based his characters on his friends there. (That wasn’t its only claim to fame: though this 

is not generally known, Madresfield was selected during World War II as a safe retreat for our 

Royal Family in the event of  a German invasion. Fortunately, it was never called on for this 

purpose). 

  It was probably within a couple of  years either side of  1550 that the Lygons replaced the 

medieval mansion at Arle. The old mansion would perhaps have been a two-storey stone hall, 

whereas the new one was built in a timber-frame with brick, in the latest fashion, henceforth 

dubbed Arle Court. This building was probably the work of  Sir Richard's son William Lygon, 

who had acquired the land at Redgrove in 1540 (see below chapter 13 on Redgrove) and was 
living in Arle in 1554 (see The History of  Hester's Way Vol.2 p.11). Roger Lygon of  Fairford could 

also have been involved in the rebuilding, since he in 1554 became steward of  the manor of  

Cheltenham. 

  The religious sentiment - and the royal order - of  the time was to do away with aristocratic 

chapels or ‘chantries.’ This new Arle Court was built within the historic four-acre plot upon 

which had stood the medieval Chapel and graveyard. 



 

 

 



 

  Picture below: similar architecture: Tredington Court near Tewkesbury (14th Feb 2014 DNE). 
 

  There is no specific record of  the fact that the medieval building was replaced with a completely 

new one, but the tradition seems to be that Tudor Arle Court was built right on top of  the old 

Chapel. This action was apparently considered neither preservation nor desecration – it was 

merely an act of  de-consecration, and a re-using of  substantial foundations. The earlier medieval 

mansion must have stood within the same four-acre plot, but some yards further to the northwest 

of  the Chapel. (The four acres is now mostly occupied by Kingsmead Close). Tudor Arle Court 

had a massive doorway, set in a stone arch of  Norman-style: maybe this doorway was a survival 

of  either the Chapel or of  the medieval hall. (If  it was, then maybe the west door of  the chapel 

became the west door of  the house, which could be why Arle Court faced west?). 

  The various junior members of  the Lygon family who went on to live at Arle Court retained 

strong interest in Madresfield, where many of  the Lygons were buried. Mrs Eleanor Lygon, 

whose dower was Arle Court, lived in the house after she was widowed, and promoted the 

enclosure of  fields in Arle in 1580. 

  Madresfield was where John Lygon spent some time after his marriage. Being a younger son he 

could not hope to inherit Madresfield itself. So it was that John Lygon came to own Arle Court in 

1584. Unlike the others he became a permanent resident, and over the years sought to make the 

Arle estate profitable. 

  However, we now have some idea that the owners of  Arle Court were all people of  renown, 

owning splendid homes and a great deal of  land not just in Arle itself, but in other places in 

Gloucestershire and other counties. Whilst Arle Court, as it was then, was not quite in the same 

class as Madresfield, nevertheless, it was an imposing residence. The historian Anne Manooch 

Welch wrote in detail of  it, and was fortunate to be able to see it before it was demolished. It was 

an attractive residence, rather rambling, partly timber-framed but mostly brick-built, of  a typically 



Elizabethan style of  architecture. The house could be approached along a carriage-drive from the 

Tewkesbury Road, through an avenue of  elms. The interior was furnished with oak panels, with 

an oak fireplace, and there was an impressive oak staircase. However, there were no conventional 

handles on the doors, just a hole through which one inserted a finger to open the latch. The floors 

were somewhat uneven with occasional steps and the windows were small with lozenge-shaped 

panes of  glass. Outside, ivy covered the walls. 

  The surviving drawings made by A.B. Welch, apparently dating from August 1857, give some 

idea of  what old Arle Court once looked like. It's a shame there are no known photographs. It is 

surprisingly difficult to name a surviving property of  similar style which might give a feel for how 

it looked: most medium-sized Tudor country houses were demolished or substantially altered in 

the Georgian era. Tredington Court towards Tewkesbury gives some idea of  the feel of  the 

architecture. 

 

12.2.2 THE END OF THE CHAPEL 

 

  It has been remarked that brick buildings are rare in the western half  of  England before 1550. It 

was around this date that the Lygon family built their new house in timber-frame and brick, 

presumably in the latest fashion, calling it Arle Court. (Bear this in mind when interpreting any 

old documents that might turn up: the Lygons were magistrates, so, whilst they were living at the 

medieval big house, conceivably they may have already been referring to it as “Arle Court” - in a 

legal sense – in the years before the Tudor rebuilding took place). 

  So, around 1550, the new Arle Court seems to have been built right on top of  the Chapel and 

graveyard. Would this have been considered as an act of  preservation or of  desecration? Compare 

the ‘Time Team’ TV programme on Syon Abbey (Middlesex), [as it happens they were former 

lords of  Cheltenham]. That abbey was deconsecrated in 1539 (under Henry VIII), but not 

demolished until 1547 (under Edward VI) to make way for Syon House, which was built in 1548 

on top of  (part of) the church’s foundations. This was apparently considered neither preservation 

nor desecration, but rather merely an act of  de-consecration, and a reusing of  substantial 

stonework. I would conjecture the same time-scale for Arle Chapel/ Arle Court, and probably for 

other large houses throughout western England. 

  The religious sentiment - and the royal order - of  the time was to do away with aristocratic 

chapels or ‘chantries.’ King Edward VI did away with proprietary chapels in 1548, I think. Try 

TBGAS Vol.8 (1883) p.229, ‘returns of  chantries and free chapels,’ and p.283 in particular for 

Cheltenham, where Arle may have a mention. 

  Rudge’s “History of  Gloucestershire” (Vol.1) p.100 published in 1803 states: “The date of  ‘1250’, 

found on a beam, is supposed to have belonged to a chapel here” – i.e. at Arle Court, where T.P. 

Butt “occasionally resides”! This would have been the rood-beam of  the Chapel. (If  the claim is 

authentic then the date 1250 should have been in Roman numerals). 

  [Note that it is Rudge’s book, not the discovery itself, that dates to 1803. Phyllis White would 
have made this mistake in History of  Hester’s Way Vol.3 p.17 if  I had not subtly altered her text. She 

repeated this error from Douglas Trapp, he repeating it from A.M. Welch and she in turn quite 
possibly [check] repeating it from Goding in 1853/63). But in fact this discovery is mentioned in a 

book still further back, c.1792 by Bigland (p.325)]. 

  Artefacts and tombstones from the time of  the consecration – the Crusader period – were dug up 

here in the 1800s. A.M. Welch also said in 1913 that there was then still a beam in the house big 
enough to be a complete tree. (TBGAS Vol.36 pp.290-293). See however the quote from the late-

1600s in History of  Hester’s Way Vol.1 p.12. 

  Also, before 1880, lead and coloured glass were found in the cellar: (see Welch p.292 and our 
History of  Hester’s Way Vol.3 p.18). Phyllis White and Margery Hyett both say the cellar had an 

altar, as if  it had been a crypt or something similar. The owners used it for growing mushrooms. 



(See also “Ghost Story” 3.1.11). 

  A very old stone barn, used as a potato store, was recalled in the grounds of  Arle Court by A.M. 

Welch (p.291). The stone from this was possibly incorporated into some rebuilding in the 1920s, 
accounting for the stonework and mullioned window still clearly visible in the east wall of  no.23 Kingsmead 

Road. (This suggestion is from Trapp I think). The stone could well have originated from the Chapel. 

It would be interesting if  ecclesiastical stonework had also been carried away and made its way 

down Village Road to end up at Whitehorne’s Homestead - see 2.1.8. 

  As for 'Time Team' TV programmes, it's also worth looking at the episode (Series 9?) on High 
Ercall Hall, Shropshire. Here too the medieval stone mansion was built very close to the church; 

whilst the later Tudor mansion was built next door, in brick with some timber framing. In this 

case, with the church still standing, the Tudor building was placed a little further from it (further 

west I think). In Arle's case, with the Chapel removed, the rebuilding instead moved onto the 

graveyard (to the east?). 

  An east-west relationship between manor-house and church has been noticed as usual, 

nationally - perhaps this could be checked and confirmed for our area. [This, along with the moat 

principle below, might also give a clue to the elusive site of  Cheltenham’s original medieval 

manor-house and its priory, both sometimes reputed to have been on Rodney Road. This theory 
would require the Rectory Farm, see Anthea Jones Cheltenham: A New History p.97, to represent 

the site of  the manor, the church, or indeed both]. 
 

12.2.3 THE APPEARANCE OF ARLE COURT 

 
  The earliest mention I have found of  “Arle Court” by name is in the Hockaday Abstracts (of  the 

Consistory Court) [D3439 in the volume Cheltenham Up To 1649] in 1554, the time of  William 

Lygon. Essentially as far as I’m aware, all details about the building and its location dated before 

1554 are conjectural. 
  The article “Old Arle Court” by A.M. Welch (1913, TBGAS Vol.36 pp.288-314) included two 

illustrations made in about 1857. Compare the picture of  the northwest frontage in History of  

Hester’s Way Vol.1 p.12, whilst the rear view I copied into Vol.4 p.21. Front and rear views can be 

seen in Anthea Jones’s book Cheltenham: A New History p.123 (with comment on pp.125-6). It 

wasn’t a massive building: three storeys including the gabled attic (plus a basement). The rear 

view shows tall diamond-shaped chimney-stacks typical of  Elizabethan style (but could be 

earlier). With trees all around, and little post-Elizabethan alteration, a guide-book of  1813 
described the building as having an “air of  antiquity.” (Vol.36 p.290). 

  The front of  the house faced west - away from Cheltenham - and was half-timbered (probably in 

oak) infilled with brick, and had leaded windows. The central doorway was framed in a stone 

arch (Norman-style) and raised by steps. It would be interesting to conjecture that the doorway 

had been retained either from the earlier Chapel or from the medieval mansion.  
  [I have a note, perhaps taken from Trapp, that Atkyns said in 1712 that in Cheltenham “the only good seat 

was at Arle.” Looking at the illustrations I’m not sure you could call it a “good seat.” Maybe by the standards 

of  1550 it was, but not by those of  1712. But checking Atkyns, I seem to have misquoted him. Try the earlier 

historian Prinn?] 

  I assumed the picture of  the front (northwest) face of  Arle Court which we published in History 

of  Hester’s Way Vol.1 p.12 was copied direct from the one in TBGAS Vol.36. However, when I 

noticed some differences, I then assumed the one we used was enhanced somewhat by Phyllis 

White to make it a bit clearer (like the facing picture of  Arle Mill). However, it’s apparent that 

Phyllis had gained access to the original drawings by A.B. Welch. First of  all, there is added a 
small window in the top of  the left-hand gable. Also, what might appear in TBGAS Vol.36 to be 

about eight steps leading gently up to the front door are clearly defined in Phyllis’s version as four 

more substantial steps, of  which both the risers and the treads are visible. Phyllis also found a 



date, August 1857, whereas TBGAS Vol.36 merely says “About 1860.” The Genuki website about 

'Tobacco growing in the Cotswolds' has these 1857 drawings: the rear views of  the building are 

essentially the same but the front views are not. The 1857 one has a less grand aura, very like 

Tredington Court, whereas the TBGAS picture somehow has added stature.  

  The Genuki website address (mentioned also in 12.2.8 below) is genuki.org.uk/ big/ Colin/ 

Misc/ Tobacco/ Tobacco06.html. 
 

12.2.4 THE REMNANT OF ARLE COURT  (See 3.1.8). 
 

  The current building at 23 Kingsmead Road is listed. This is an adaptation of  the full description 

in C.B.C's heritage listing: “Arle Court House, Kingsmead Road, incorporates part of  the 

Elizabethan Arle Manor (aka Arle Court) (dismantled 1880). Present front probably 1600s or 

early-1700s, with earlier 1500s origins to rear, and later alterations including 1800s fenestration. 

Red brick in English bond with hipped slate roof, extension to rear partly ashlar, rear right stucco 

stack; iron porch. EXTERIOR: 3 storeys, 5 first-floor windows with single-storey, 2-bay extension 

at left. 3rd and 5th openings are blocked to first floor with cambered arches and to second floor 

with soldier arch; 5th ground-floor opening is blind with cambered arch. First bay has 2/2 sashes, 

otherwise tripartite windows with 1/1 sashes, these in eared stucco architraves. Central entrance: 

a 4-flush-panel door with transom light. Rear extension: 2 pairs of  1500s mullion and transom 

windows with rebated chamfers, panel between and a string over. Left return has casement 

windows and blocked opening under cambered arches. Left extension has two casement windows 

under elliptical arches and with tall front internal stack. INTERIOR: noted as retaining some 

earlier fabric though much altered. SUBSIDIARY FEATURES: porch has scroll motif  with 

scrolls to frieze and lead roof. (Sources: Sampson A. and Blake S., A Cheltenham Companion, 

1993; Welch A.M., Bristol and Glos. Archaeological Society: 'Old Arle Court': 1913).”  

  The heritage listing makes it clear that the surviving building is not merely a reconstruction, but 

is a survival of  a whole wing: perhaps not the oldest part however. The original building had a 

north-south axis, as is apparent on the Inclosure Act map. The surviving part has an east-west 

axis, being just that one-third of  the original building which is immediately adjacent to 

Kingsmead Road. 

  The house itself  was up for auction in September 1951, described as: “Georgian Farmhouse 

Residence known as Arle Court Farm, 293 Arle Road…. This interesting Detached Freehold 

Property is built on the site of  the original Arle Court and some of  the original stonework has 

been incorporated in the structure. An old stable and stone Store House….” 

  [Some records that should be checked especially regarding the estates are at Gloucestershire 

Archives, especially D2025, from Ticehurst Wyatt & Co of  Cheltenham, including deeds for Butt 

of  Arle Court 1726-1849, Welch of  Arle Court 1600-1851, estate correspondence and papers 
1800-1857. Also includes inclosure papers 1834-5 and maps and plans of  Cheltenham c.1800-

1870]. 

 

12.2.5 MOUTHING OFF 

 

  The following court case for slander is reasonably self-explanatory. The following is pretty 
exactly how Hockaday copied the case notes. (My italics here are for words I can’t read clearly). 

We published a shorter and slightly modernised version in our History of  Hester’s Way Vol.2 pp.10-

12. This case was heard in the Gloucester Consistory Court, as were all cases of  slander in the 

county. 

  By the date of  this in 1554, the clerks had taken to writing witnesses’ statements in English 

rather than Latin, which in cases of  slander inevitably included colourful language, verbatim. The 

passing reference to ‘the Englisshe service’ reflects a deep political and religious problem. It’s 

hard to believe that whilst this court case was proceeding, John Hooper, former Bishop of  



Gloucester, and until recently frequent attender of  the Consistory Court, was being burned at the 

stake just round the corner (9th February 1555). 

1554/5 Cheltenham 
  Eliz. Yarryngton wife of  John Y. of  Arle, Cheltenham v. Mal Sherford wife of  Thos. S. of  

Cheltn. defamation and cross suit. 

  Sharford called Yarrington “a bostinge, lyinge, & an arrant hore & also Henry Lyttes hore 

for he kepith the[e] at his pleasure.” 

  Yarryngton called Sharford “hoore, stronge hoore, & arrand hoore,” according to the 

libels. 

  Witnesses for Yarryngton. 14 Jan 1554/5 

  Katherine Sturmye wife of  Tho. Sturmye, aged 43, of  Cheltenham deposed “betwixt 

mydsomer & corne harvest 3 or 4 yeres past upon a Sonnedaye cummynge from 

Cheltenham parisshe churche from Evensonge” with Sherford & one Eleanor Tailer 

“talkyng together of  many thyngs concernynge the Englisshe Service,” Sherford then said 

of  Yarryngton “that she was a naughtie, lienge, & bostyng drabbe & whoore.” 

  Sturmeye defended Yarryngton as “a verie honest woman” whereupon Sherford said “No 

I wys woman she is an errant whoore for Henrie Lytull kepithe her up & down the howse, 

for if  he will not come to her she will go to hym” and at a later time she added “well I care 

not for her. I will bring sixe men that shall say as I do say” & said that she went with the 

said Yarryngton to a sheepe sheeryng at Henrie Lytuls’ house at Heydon & when they 

“were downe at the tabull to drynck Lytull came & took Yarryngton by the hand saying 

  “Come on dame ye must goe with me,” 

  & took her into a chamber for the space of  an houre”. 

  One Jone aMounte was with deponent. 

  Joanna aMounte wife of  John aMounte, aged 35 of  Cheltenham confirmed previous 

witness. 

  Willm Mappe, aged 28, of  Cheltenham was a siefigare syttyng at his work when 

Yarryngton came & told him about the slander. Just then Sherford came ‘from Wm Lygon’s 

place & accused Yarryngton of  lying there adding “thou camest lyke a queane to Arle & so 

thow doyst continue.”’ Wm Mappe & Alice Piers were present. Alice Piers, widow, aged 

26, of  Cheltenham, heard Sherford call Yarryngton “Whoore” & say “that all the men in 

Arle were not able to make a breakfast for them that did call Yarryngton a whoore.” Willm 

& Marg Mappe (his wife) were present. This witness was servant to Wm Mappe. 

  Witness for Sherford in cross suit. 

  Tho. Mylton, aged 40, of  Cheltenham, deposed that “upon holy rode even called the Even 

of  the Exaltation of  the Crosse” Mr Lygon sent for Sherford & Yarryngton to come to Arle 

but overhearing the two women quarreling when “by his stabull” he rode away perceiving 

that he could do no good & deponent then heard Yarryngton call Sherford “great whoore, 

fowle whoore & lame whoore.” Eleanor Tailer, John Gieles & Ann Gieles were present. 

  Eleanor Tailer, aged nearly 50, of  Cheltenham also heard Yarryngton’s words as above, 

adding “& my ladye Lygon wold have cut thy nose savying that she, the said Sherford, did 

wayte upon her husband at the Plough up & downe.” 

  Alicia Lane, aged 26, of  Cheltenham, with ____  Eliz Mylton were standing in Myltons 

Closse about 2 o’clock on Thursday sennight after holy rode daye last past, heard 

Yarryngton in ____ Mappe’s closse call Sherford, who “was coming in the highe way from 

Arle Court with a pot of  barme in her hand, a naughtie whoore, great whoore, & 

yllfavoured whoore.” Mylton being present. 

  Eliz. Mylton, aged 42, of  Cheltenham, confirmed the above. 

  Further relevant entries in the Gloucester Consistory Court notes are as follows. Note that Evans 

was proctor or attorney for Yarryngton, as Lewis was for Sherford. (They appear in another cross-



suit from 1554 in Hockaday of  Butler vs Mayowe). The case appears to have concluded against 

Sherford, though it shouldn’t be assumed that Yarryngton got off  free. 

1554/5 

7th  Dec Lewis produced Mylton, Lane, Tailer & Eliz. Mylton, to be examined before next 

Tuesday. Evannce to administer interrogatories before that day. Evans produced Mappe, 

Sturmeye, Mounte, & Piers to be examined & Lewis has to administer interrogatories 

before next Tuesday. 

7th  Feb Judge published evidence & decreed copies, etc. 

21st Mar Evans & Lewis propounded everything & judge assigned. Conclusion to this day 

between 1 & 2 o’clk afternoon. 

4th Apr Judge appointed tomorrow morning between 8 & 9 o’clk for sentence. 

Cause postponed on 3 occasions. 

28th June Evans gave sentence & prayed on which judge promulgated in presence of  Mr 

Lewis said Sherford. Mr Walter Jonys, Thomas Bowland & Richard Fulford, witnesses. 

  Regarding the year, which was usually indicated by the reign of  the monarch: the case must have 

been heard in January 1555. The details at the end date from December 1554 through to June 

1555. The date referred to as 'Holy Rode' was September 14th. The reference to the church service 

being in English is quite a rarity perhaps, especially since it referred to an occasion 3 or 4 years 

earlier. (Gwen Hart mentions this p.60). 

  Also worth noting is the reference to the Plough (Gwen Hart mentions this p.65) which was still 

the leading hotel in Cheltenham until the beginning of  the 1970s. Also note the reference to 'Arle 

Court,' apparently the new building which could hardly have been built before 1548. Note also 

the reference to William Lygon who was an important man and a magistrate who lived at Arle 

Court. Presumably it wasn't appropriate to call William Lygon as a witness. (Anyway, he might 

have felt biased towards Yarryngton who was from Arle!) 

  (It's just possible that William Lygon made judicial decisions and kept records in his own house, 

in which case it's conceivable that people were already using the term 'Arle Court' earlier than the 

date of  the mansion's rebuilding).  

  The remark about “All the men in Arle” is lovely! See my picture in History of  Hester's Way Vol.3 

p.4. The actual population of  male adults would I guess be around 30-40, depending maybe on 

how many servants there were. (Notice that Alice Piers was a servant of  William Mappe). 

  As long as you’re used to old-fashioned phraseology, it’s amazing how clear the language is. 

Legal English of  1554 was plainly more consistent than Shakespeare’s in its spelling – unless 

Hockaday has corrected some of  it – notwithstanding the wonderful variations on 'whore'! 
  My published translation (HHW Vol.2 p.11) of  'I wys' = 'I wist' = 'I know that' seems undeniable, 

although I cheated a bit. 'I wist' does mean 'I know (I am familiar with the fact),' but really there 

should have been another 'that' as well to make proper grammatical sense. (It's possible there was, 

but that Hockaday left it out accidentally. So it would mean: “I know that that woman, she is an 

arrant whore”). 

  Henry Little 'keeps her up and down....' I suppose 'keeps' means 'supports financially,' as a 

prostitute, but I'm not sure what 'up and down' means here. 

  I think Gwen Hart misunderstood Eleanor Tailor's remark by reading 'savying' as 'saying' rather 

than 'saving.' Also by interpreting Yarryngton's accusation 'did wayte upon her husband up and 

down' as signifying that Sherford was having an affair with William Lygon. This might be hinted 

at with the phrase 'camest lyke a queane … and so thou dost continue,' i.e. acting like the lady of  

the manor. I don't know what Lygon would have made of  that. Maybe both women habitually 

accused each other of  affairs with a variety of  men - in which case neither Lygon nor Little were 

perhaps overly concerned. 

  But I think rather that Yarryngton in her temper claimed that Lady Lygon would have cut 

Sherford's nose, as punishment, except that she respected Sherford's work at The Plough, where 

she 'waited upon' - that is, was waitress for - William Lygon. “Would have cut thy nose” is 



perhaps related to the old saying “you would cut off  your nose to spite your face.” 

  Although Hockaday seems to have been familiar with the word 'siefigare,' which is spelled out 

carefully by a double-checker: replacing 'possibly siesgare = scissor-grinder.' I have been unable to 

find out what the word siefigare might mean. It would be meaningless in Latin I think. It might 

approximately mean 'six-figure' in Italian, signifying an 'accountant,' which (like 'scissor-grinder') 

would fit the context reasonably well. 
  In another case in 1545 (cross-referenced by Hockaday to Twyning parish) was mentioned 

Thomas Sherforth of  Arle. On the names, note that Men and Armour of  1608 for Arle listed 

Walter Sharford and Robert Yarrington. (Trapp transcribed it as Shabford which would be a very 

different name, comparable with Shab Hill, Birdlip). Mrs Hyett's researches in the Manor Court 

Books find other variations: Walter Sharford in 1617, 1620, Robert Yarnton and Joanna Sharford 
in 1623. And Margaret Sharfutte in Oct. 1624 apparently: see M855/M9 p.55. Men and Armour 

also listed Walter Lane and Walter Mylton. 

 

12.2.6 HOCKADAY ABSTRACTS 
 

  Just to explain the above record; as best I know a Mr Hockaday set in motion an enormous 

research project, I don’t know when. This consisted of  transcribing all the records of  the 

Gloucester Consistory Court, the remit of  which covered the whole county for matters relating to 

morality rather than criminality. Mr Hockaday no doubt enlisted the help of  a large number of  

students for the task. Each record was summarised onto scrap paper, headed at the top with the 

name of  the parish to which it most applied, and the year. These were then filed in date order by 

parish, resulting in a fair-sized volume for each parish, and three volumes for a largish parish like 

Cheltenham. The combined edifice is generally known as the Hockaday Abstracts. 

  The thoroughness of  each entry varies of  course, and so does the legibility of  some 

transcriptions. But I think they stand as incredibly accurate and useful, and in cases like the above 

extremely interesting. 

  The lack of  information in the main text above about the chief  characters, e.g. Mal Sherford's 

age, is probably because the accounts in the court books start off  in Latin “in a crabbed and 

heavily contracted hand. The depositions of  witnesses are easier to use because they were written 

almost verbatim in English.” (Quote from Rural Life: Guide to Local Records by Peter Edwards 

(1993) p.16). 

  A book on the shelves (indexed GAL/E5) at Gloucestershire Archives explains how the legal 
processes worked. The spine is labelled Gloucester Consistory Court. The full title is Consistory Court 

Practice of  the 16th-18th Centuries complete with Precedents, being the unpublished notes of  the late F.S. 

Hockaday. This would be the best guide to both Hockaday and to the Gloucester Consistory 

Court. 

 
  These are the further entries from Hockaday (D3439) in the two volumes Cheltenham up to 1649 

and Cheltenham 1650 onwards relating to Arle (and Alstone) families: 

  In 1452 the appointment of  John Greyvill. 

  In 1505/6 the will of  Walter Denys, knight, of  Alston. 

  An entry for 1537 in the volume for the Parish of  Tortworth is also relevant. Referring to the 1532 

will of  William Throkmorton of  Torteworth, it says: “stand seised... of  lands in Trylley [Tirley], 

Stauerton, Heydon, Bodynton and Lelye [The Leigh], co Gloucester, and also Santehurste 

[Sandhurst], Wallesworth and Twygworth..., my corn of  John Ven of  Starton and Christopher 

Litell....” It also mentions Bengrove. The Lygons had estates in most of  the same places. 

Christopher Litell, probably of  Staverton, was no doubt related to the Henry in the Cheltenham 

text. 

  In 1545 the will of  Thomas Curleyse? mentions Thomas White of  Auston, and it is witnessed by 



Syr Thomas Austen, curate, perhaps the same person? Also in 1545, the 'will of  Thomas Lane off  

Allstone in paryshe of  Cheltenham.' In 1546 the will of  Thomas Ffrenche of  Auston mentions 

Thomas Whyte of  Auston. 

  In 1545/6 the will of  Thomas Yend? mentions Richard Lytyll or Leytyll. C.f. Hockaday's 

Boddington parish entry of  1543, the will of  Cristofer Lyttyll of  Bodynton which also mentions 

Richard Lyttyll. 

  In 1547 is mentioned William Bycke of  Ayrell (apparently Arle?). 

  In 1548 is the chantry certificate for Cheltenham which gives Cheltenham parish as having 1500 

'houseling people' (communicants). The assessment of  foundations mentions “one William 
Grevell.” It would be worth checking Hockaday’s Gloucester volumes for more on chantry lands. 

  In 1548 are recorded lands belonging to St. Mary's. Rent of  a messuage or tenement in Aulston 

alias Alveston. A close of  pasture called Bayes Hill in Aulston alias Alveston, now in the tenure 

of  William Pate. A close... next to the water-mill there called Busshe Mylle, alias Packers Mylle... 

in the occupation of  Thomas Packer. 

  In 1552/3 a tithe dispute in Charlton Kings gives Thomas Packer as a witness and Wm. Lygon, 

knight, as judge. A further record in 1554 mentions John Gregorie (altered to Grenewaye). 

  In 1553 was a grant of  a tenement and lands lying in Auston (perhaps Awston) and the farm of  

Walter Lane of  Westall. 

  In 1554, would be worth checking the Cromhall volume regarding William Ligon of  Arle: it 

seems he owned an estate there, and also there in 1576 regarding “Tho. Lygon of  Arle, gent.” 

  In 1558, the will of  Thomas Packer of  Cheltenham refers to William Ligon of  Arle, and various 

field-names including Foster's lands, Wa[l]ter Frenche the younger of  Austone, “one house in 

Westall caler Mylers house,” and so on. 

  In 1570, the will of  John Sturmey, goods granted to Thomas his brother. 

  In 1577, the will of  M. Shepperd of  Alstone. 
  In 1637, see the Parish of  Staverton volume regarding Elinor Gregory, and the Parish of  

Cirencester volume regarding Kath Sturmy. 

  In 1638, statement announcing the intended marriage of  William Gregory of  Cheltenham, 

glover, to Elinor Lippiatt. Sworn by his father William Gregory the elder of  Uckington, yeoman. 

  In 1641, the marriage of  Thomas Gregorie and Jane Wager of  Charlton Kings. 

  In 1642, the will of  Reynold Lane otherwise Reynold French of  Arle. 

  In 1645 the wills of  Thomas Nichols of  Alston and John Ecklie of  Alston. 

  In 1646 the wills of  Henry Bicke of  Alston and John Sturmy (goods to Alice). 

  In 1647, the will of  Francis Kent of  Arle. 

  In 1648, the will of  John Stephens of  Alstone. 
  In 1655 is a cross-reference to refer to the section on hospitals in Gloucester volumes. 

  In 1662,1666 is the marriage of  Rebecca Finch of  Alston to Ric. Hiett of  Alston, with a cross-

reference also to the Bishops Cleeve volume. 

  In 1725, Thomas Nettleship is mentioned. 

 

12.2.7 LYGON & DORMER 

 

  As mentioned (12.1.11, 12.2.1), William Grevell’s daughter Margaret Grevell had married Sir 

Richard Lygon, from the important family based at Madresfield, Worcestershire. Their son was 

Henry c.1536-1577, who married Elizabeth Berkeley. (Anthea Jones p.82 suggests that Richard 

and Margaret would have lived at Arle Court between the death of  her mother Margery and the 

death of  his mother, after which they ‘presumably’ moved to Madresfield. I don’t know). 

  The Lygon family built Arle Court and passed it down the family, often lent or leased to younger 

members such as Roger (otherwise of  Fairford), and brothers Thomas and John Henry Lygon. 

But they’re a complex family which I haven’t gone into.  



  The main line of  descent relevant to Arle was Richard and Margaret's fourth child (and third 

son) William (TBGAS Vol.36 p.307, born 1512 at Madresfield according to familysearch.org – see 

12.2.1). He married Eleanor Dennis (born 1513 at Dyrham, Glos, according to the same), and 

their children were Elizabeth and Richard. 

  This Sir Richard Lygon jnr. (born 1537, probably at Arle Court) married twice. His first wife was 

Mary Russell, daughter of  Sir Thomas Russell of  Strensham, but she died in 1576/8. 

Familysearch.org suggests that there were 14 children by this marriage. Their eldest son was 

William, who succeeded to the Madresfield estates in 1584. He was later a J.P. and M.P. and a 

knight. He married Elizabeth Harwell, daughter of  Edward Harwell of  Besford in around 1590 

and had three sons and two daughters. But he had to sell off  or mortgage much property over the 

years, as did his son William. (Info from Wikipedia). 

  Sir Richard Lygon jnr.’s second marriage was to Margaret Talbott of  Salwarp, Staffs, circa April 

1579: she died 1631/2 (familysearch.org). This second wife Margaret Talbott gave him five 

children. The fifth child (and second son) was John (as in 12.2.8).  

  Eleanor Lygon was at Arle Court in 1580 (see Anthea Jones). Hockaday’s Abstracts contain the 

following entry dated March 2nd 1586: 

  “Letter of  administration with nunenpative? will assessed? of  the goods of  Elenor Ligon, late of  

Arle, were granted to Thomas, Hugh & Francis Ligon, her sons, who were bound in £300 ?. 

Inventory to be exhibited by F. of  St. John.” (This last name must be the Consistory Court 

official). 

  When his father Sir Richard Lygon jnr. died in 1584, John Lygon inherited Arle Court, at about 

the age of  3. Query: did Sir Richard really produce 5 children between 1579 and 1581? Arle Court 

appears to have been his only residence owned outright. He married his cousin, and their six 

children were Arnold, William, Katherine, Elizabeth, Diana and Margaret. 

  Anthea Jones’s book (p.126) states “John Lygon owned Arle Court in 1617, and had to pay a 

large fine on admission to the property.” But John Lygon seems to have inherited here in 1584. I 

don’t know who such a fine would be to - not the Manor Court I think. Perhaps he paid his 

Inheritance Tax on reaching the age of  21, which sounds reasonable. There were other fines, i.e. a 

property tax in 1617 associated with Norden's survey. [The size of  the fine there associated with 

Arle Court might give a clue to the value of  the un-named but doubtless incorporated Redgrove 

estates]. 

  As detailed below, when John Lygon died in 1644, his eldest daughter Katherine inherited the 

Court. She married Sir Fleetwood Dormer. (Their nephew Robert Dormer left Arle Court to his 

daughter Catherine who never married. On her death, the whole estate was inherited by the 

Honourable John Yorke). The significance of  the modern road-names Dormer Road and Lygon 
Walk can be seen from this account. (See History of  Hester’s Way Vol.3 p.17, etc). 

  Outline family trees for the Lygons appear in TBGAS Vol.36 p.307 and in Trapp. Some 

explanations of  the Lygon line are in TBGAS Vol.42 (1920) pp.28,29. The Lygon and Beauchamp 

aristocracy were active in much more recent times in Worcestershire - for example opening the 

Worcester Library & Museum building of  1899 – and may be still active. 

 
12.2.8 THE TOBACCO EPISODE 

 

  This story highlights the interference by government upon agriculture – still very much evident. 

The growing of  tobacco in England, centred around Winchcombe, had a short turbulent history. 

It was first introduced in 1619 when, out of  the 100 acres cultivated nationally, twelve acres were 

grown by John Stratford on land leased from John Lygon of  Arle Court. 

  The 16th and 17th centuries were times of  great exploration. You learnt of  Drake and Raleigh, no 

doubt, at school - their exploits tempted other adventurers to try their luck in the New World. 

And it was from this New World that new discoveries, brought back to England, made a great 



impact, even in Gloucestershire. Sir Walter Raleigh had discovered a plant which, it was said, had 

medicinal qualities when smoked. Nothing, of  course, was then known of  this plant – tobacco, 

but it caught on and very soon pipe smoking became very popular. This crop held out the 

prospects of  profits, were it to be grown in England. 

  It was with this in mind that one gentleman of  fortune decided to embark on growing this crop 

in Gloucestershire. So it was that John Stratford, gentleman and salter of  London, approached 

John Lygon with the intention of  renting land in Arle for this venture. Stratford no doubt hoped 

to make his fortune, for this particular crop, tobacco, had already got a hold on the nation – a 

hold which turned out to be addictive, and thus steady sales were ensured. Locally, John 

Stratford, a salt trader from London, rented 10 or 12 acres of  land and a house from John Lygon.  

  On February 16th, 1619 at Beauchamp Court in Worcestershire, Lygon and Stratford agreed that 

Stratford should rent 10 acres of  land and some housing in Arle for the planting and curing of  

tobacco. 

  The first year’s crop was sown in February and March 1619 and planted out in May. It was 

successful and valuable.  At first the high rent seemed reasonable and no doubt Stratford was 

rubbing his hands at the thought of  the profit he would make. The two men signed a contract for 

a 4-year lease, starting from the Feast of  Annunciation in 1620, at a high yearly rent of  £80 to be 

paid in six-monthly installments: at the Feast of  St Michael the Archangel and Annunciation [29th 

September and 25th March] in equal portions. 

  But right from the start the crop was liable to be declared illegal. James I’s parliament intended 

to protect the interests of  the Virginia and Bermuda growers – and the Bristol importers – by 

granting them the monopoly. King James in fact detested smoking, and he taxed the imports at 

one shilling per pound weight. In December, Prohibition was issued by the Crown: growing 

tobacco in England had been banned. So the two men were subsequently in 1622 squabbling in 

court. 

  In December 1619, Prohibition was issued by the Crown, which had become aware of  the 

pernicious effect of  this ‘noxious weed.' Growing tobacco in England had been banned. 

[However, as people had developed the skill in growing a profitable crop, it was not easily 

stamped out. Many efforts were made to enforce the law by uprooting the crop, from 1627 up to 

1666, by which time Virginia tobacco had dropped in price, making cultivation here unprofitable 

(though it continued until 1690)]. 

  So Stratford could no longer plant any more tobacco. The next year he sowed barley. Stratford, 

having agreed to pay an inflated rent for land which he hoped would produce a very profitable 

crop, found himself  considerably out of  pocket and refused to pay the rental. Lygon stated that 

landlords could hardly be held responsible if  their tenants were unable to produce a profitable 

crop. 

  So the two men were subsequently in 1622 squabbling: a protracted legal case, which lined the 

pockets of  the lawyers, but did nothing to ease the relationship between these two gentlemen. (If  

the case was the first of  its kind, it may have been of  some national interest!) 

  Stratford argued that Lygon had not tried hard enough to get special permission for him to 

continue growing tobacco, so he’d had to resort to growing valueless barley on expensive land. 

Lygon (described as of  Beauchamp Court, Worcs.) seems fairly to have stated that he did try to 

get permission to protect the interests of  his tenant, but had never guaranteed being able to get it, 

nor had he encouraged Stratford to speculate in that way. 

  Lygon said that originally he had been approached by Ralph Wood, the previous tenant of  the 

house and land, with the suggestion to allow John Stratford to grow tobacco there. Lygon had 

been reluctant, because the land was close to his Arle Court home, and he owned very little 

pasture ground near the house, so he didn’t want it ploughed up unless for some advantage. 

Lygon went on to say that Stratford had damaged the land (by removing trees and ploughing up 

good pasture) and that the only reason he hadn’t objected to this was because of  the high rent to 

which Stratford had agreed. 



  The witness statement of  Edward Attwood implies that the house included in the rental, which 

for 6 or 7 years had been let to Ralph Wood, was actually Arle Court itself. John Lygon said he 

would “let Arle Court” (whilst reserving for his own use there a dovehouse, “conventional 
housing,” an orchard, and land worth £13). Edward Attwood (possibly Ralph Wood’s brother?) said 

that John Lygon had been his school-fellow at Cheltenham. 

  Another witness was the man who kept Stratford’s accounts, George Clarke - described as a 

yeoman “of  Arle Court.” Another witness William Carpenter, when describing the land involved, 

said he “guesses Arle Court to be eleven acres.” 

  The final result seems to have been that the magistrate didn’t see any reason to intervene in a 

straightforward rental agreement. Lygon won his case. So ended the one and only attempt to 

grow tobacco in Arle. 

  Tobacco, despite James I’s attempts to outlaw it, has proved addictive. No doubt today, other 

illegal crops are still being grown surreptitiously in the area - probably just as if  not more harmful. 

But this particular venture in Arle was doomed to failure. So Arle returned to more convention 

arable farming. 

  Most of  this info is from website genuki.org.uk/ big/ Colin/ Misc/ Tobacco/ Tobacco06.html. 

[Thanks to Margery Hyett for finding this]. 

  The Cheltenham Manor Court Book of  1749 records a field of  two acres by the name of  

Tobacco Close. The field adjoined the new home of  John Gregory in Arle, which was presumably 

Arle Farm (2.1.4). This adjoining field, doubtless part of  Stratford’s experiment, might therefore 

be the field in which came to be located either Arle House (2.1.6) or maybe Arle Villa (3.1.5). 

  [The “100 acres” is according to a note in Douglas Trapp’s file. The general story is told well by 
Goding, pp.231-3. For more information, including on John Stratford, see Essays in Bristol & 

Gloucestershire History (1976) chapter 7 p.167 by Joan Thirsk. There is some info in Hart (1981) 

p.103 and Pakenham (1971) p.47 – one of  these also mentions teasels as a major crop in the 
Tewkesbury Road area. Katherine Dormer spent some time in Virginia: this could perhaps (check 

dates here) have been in connection with the tobacco industry. See also ‘Gloucestershire’ by Newth 

(1927) chapter 4 pp.70-72 regarding the 1675 crop. There might be more info in TBGAS Vol.36 

p.78 regarding the 1634 Report to Privy Council. Further potential sources at Cheltenham Local 
Studies are G633.71 R31160 The Early English Tobacco Trade (1926) by C.M. MacInnes; and G679 

R24361 Introduction and early use of  tobacco in England (1826) in Asiatic Journal. Check also “Tudor 

Foundation” by Bell]. 

 

12.2.9 THE DORMERS 

 
  John Lygon inherited Arle Court in 1584 and died in 1644. However, like his predecessors, John 

Lygon had no male heirs to inherit his estate, only two daughters – Katherine and Elizabeth. To 

ensure their future prosperity an Indenture had been drawn up in 1636, which was his way of  

making a will, in which he made more than adequate provision for Katherine and Elizabeth 

(12.3.2). Indeed, he may have already set afoot arrangements for suitable marriages. The choice 

of  a husband, particularly for his eldest daughter, was of  great importance, if  his estate of  

Redgrove and Arle Court was to survive. Of  the other daughter, Elizabeth, little is known except 

that she married a gentleman of  Worcestershire. Katherine married in to another noble family – 

the Dormers of  Buckinghamshire. 

 

12.2.10 KATHERINE & SIR FLEETWOOD DORMER 

 

  The Dormers’ country estate, Lee Grange at Quainton, Buckinghamshire, was perhaps not so 

grand as Madresfield (and in later years became dilapidated). The ownership of  Arle Court 

passed, on their marriage, from Katherine Lygon into the hands of  her husband Sir Fleetwood 



Dormer. He was the youngest son of  Sir Fleetwood Dormer snr. of  Lee Grange, 

Buckinghamshire. The monuments of  his family can be seen in Quainton Church, but he became 

for a time a resident of  Arle Court. 

  Sir Fleetwood Dormer was at that time a fervent Royalist: at the outbreak of  the Civil War he 

deemed it wiser, as did many others, to absent himself  from the country. Like many other 

gentlemen of  the time, in 1649 he took himself  off  to Virginia. Whether he intended to grow 

tobacco there is not known. Presumably he left his wife Katherine back in England to care for 

Arle Court. 

  Records of  Virginia (according to Margery Hyett) state that one John Meane, on December 26th 

1649, witnessed a deed from John White of  Jamestown to Sir Fleetwood Dormer, a recent arrival 

in Virginia from Gloucestershire. The deed referred to the lease of  1,000 acres of  land near The 
Falls, on the James River. Compare also in 1656, William Dormer’s 600 acres in the same 

vicinity, as recorded in GNQ Vol.2 (1884) note DLXVII (p.104).Whether this venture failed or not, 

we do not know. But after the Civil War and with the Royalists finally in control again, he 

returned to end his days at Arle Court and was well respected in Cheltenham. 

  Katherine died in 1678. Her husband made a colourful elaborate memorial stone for her, with a 

Latin inscription detailing her illustrious family connections. The colourful part of  the memorial 

showing her ancestors' coats of  arms has not survived, but the long inscription has (12.2.11 

below), and it can still be read (by anyone who knows Latin) in St. Mary's Parish Church, where 

it is now next to the Rose Window. 
  Hockaday (Cheltenham: 1650 onwards) says more about Fleetwood Dormer’s second marriage. 

There’s a story here! I don’t know why the Consistory Court was involved: maybe because of  

Fleetwood titled status, maybe because a divorce was involved, or maybe it was only because the 

marriage was to be outside the county. (Source quoted by Hockaday is given as Harl. Soc. Vol ? 

p.197): 

  April 17th 1685 (also June 9th): “Allegation for a marriage licence to be issued by the vicar-

general of  the archbishop of  Canterbury. Sir Fleetwood Dormer of  Arle Court, Co. Glouc., knt., 

widower, about 50, & Mrs Mary Eyre, of  Corsham, Wilts., wid[ow], about 50. To marry at 

Corsham.” (Written in margin: not attested). 

  July 21st 1685: “Allegation for a marriage licence to be issued by the vicar-general of  the 

archbishop of  Canterbury. Sir Fleetwood Dormer of  Arle Court, Co. Glouc., knt., widower, 

about 50, & Mrs. Elizabeth Palgrave, of  St. Bride’s London, spin[ster], aged 30, at own disposal. 

To marry at Gray’s Inn Chapel, M’sex [i.e. London].” [Mrs should presumably read Miss].  
  See also the BGAS publication by A. Sale “Cheltenham Probate Records.” Margery Hyett’s 

researches into him brought up two versions of  his will, a Latin one in 1695 and an English one 

in 1697. He died in 1696, so the latter must be a probate version: it mentions his wife but does not 

name her. His first wife Katherine had died in 1678, his second wife was presumably Elizabeth, as 

suggested by the Consistory Court record. He presumably still died childless. The estate was 

inherited by his nephew, Robert Dormer. In 12.3.  is Margery Hyett’s transcription of  his will 

(with some punctuation added). 

  Evidently, Sir Fleetwood Dormer was not a poor man by any means, judging by his will – 

perhaps his venture in Virginia paid off. But sadly, like previous owners of  Arle Court before him, 

his wealth could not buy the male heirs so badly needed. Indeed, he did not father any children 

on his wife Katherine. The problem arose once again on the descent of  Arle Court. This he 

overcame, for according to his will he had made a: 

  “Deed indented tripartite bearing the date the ffifteenth of  July in the year of  our Lord one 

thousand six hundred and eighty and seven: I have settled my manor of  Redgrove, Capital 

Messuage called Arle Court, and all other my messuages,” [i.e. dwellings] “ffarms, lands, 

tenements and hereditaments in the said county of  Glouc., to the use of  myself  for life, with 

remainder to my nephew Robert Dormer of  Lyncolns Inn and the heirs male of  his body. And for 



default of  such issue then unto his brother my said nephew Fleetwood Dormer and the heirs male 

of  his body.” 
 

12.2.11 MEMORIAL INSCRIPTION TO KATHERINE DORMER 1678 

 
  The following monument in Cheltenham Parish Church is transcribed in Monumental Inscriptions 

in the Parish Church of  Cheltenham by Revd B.H. Blacker (1877) p.8. This inscription is also 

recorded with varying accuracy in Samuel Rudder’s A New History of  Gloucestershire (1779) p.337, 

in The Cheltenham Guide (1781) pp.20-22, and also Ralph Bigland’s Historical, Monumental and 

Genealogical Collections - County of  Gloucester Vol.1 (c.1792) [publ. BGAS] p.330. Also in TBGAS 

Vol.36 p.311, BGAS Vol.19 p.362 and in GNQ Vol.2 (1884) p.103. 

  The inscription to Katherine Dormer is in Latin. The memorial is still in the Parish Church now, 

to the right of  the rose window in the north aisle; and there is an explanatory attempt at 

translation on an adjoining display. The inscription is quite informative about the Dormer and 
Lygon families. TBGAS Vol.36, Rudder and Bigland described coats of  arms shown on the 

monument, but the part of  the monument emblazoned with the coats of  arms is not there now: 

(“swept away” as A.M. Welch put it. See 12.1.7). This is how it now reads, although the 

punctuation is a bit uncertain; [superscript letters are implied]: 

  “Hic juxta sita est CATHARINA, Fleetwoodi Dormer, Equitis Aurati, Sponsa; Johannis Lygon, 

de Arle-Court, Armigeri, Ex Elizabethae Uxore Filia; Utriusque Parentis Haeres unica; Cujus 

Familia in Agro Wigorniensi Per trecentos et amplius annos Floruit, et adhuc foeliciter floret. A 

tanto licet Genere oriunda, Nobilique; nupta, Stirpem tamen et Conjugem; Utrosque antea 

Illustres; Morum Sanctitate Illustriores reddidit. Maritum, si non Patrem, Haeredem Scripsit: 

Haec, illum, moriens amplo Patrimonio; ille hanc amissam hoc monumento decoravit. Decessit 

Febru. 3, Aetatis 72, Anno Domini 1678. 

  “Johannes Lygon supradictus obiit 1644. Filius unicus Ricardi Lygon, de Maddersfeild, Arm., 

ex secundis nuptiis cum Margarettâ, Filia Joh. Talbott, Militis, exstirpe Comitum Salopiae; 

Affinis etiam suit Baronibus de Berkly Castro, aliisque, Proceribus, et per Uxores suas 

Haeredibus, quorum insignia superne depinguntur.” 

  Unfortunately, I’m no Latin expert, and the translation at the Parish Church is very approximate 

indeed. It should read something like this, but this needs checking: 

  “Near this place lies Katherine, the golden bride of  Fleetwood Dormer; the daughter of  John 

Lygon of  Arle Court, arms-bearer, and of  his wife Elizabeth. Sole heir of  both parents. Her own 

family were Worcestershire estate-owners who flourished for 300 and more years and are still 

flourishing. Having arisen from such noble stock, as a wife she became a sprouting tree and 

bound together both sides. Above her fame, she expressed a quality of  piety even more notable. 

Her husband, not being a father, here inscribes: This person who died had great parentage, but 

she leaves behind the message displayed on this monument. Died Feb. 3, aged 72, in the year of  

the Lord 1678. 

  “John Lygon above mentioned died 1644: only son of  Richard Lygon of  Madresfield, arms-

bearer, from his second marriage with Margaret daughter of  John Talbot, soldier of  the 

Shropshire regiment. Related still to those great nobles the Barons of  Berkeley Castle. Through 

their wives, they are heirs to the crests displayed above.” 
  (I did wonder if  secundis = second should read fecundis = fruitful. But TBGAS Vol.36 p.307 

confirms that John Lygon was a child of  Richard's second marriage, and this seems to have been 

a very important fact, not too trivial to put on a tombstone). 

 

12.2.12 ROBERT DORMER (summary by Margery Hyett) 
 

  In his will (12.3.3) Sir Fleetwood Dormer left his possessions in Buckinghamshire to various 



members of  his family…. But Arle Court he left to his nephew Judge Robert Dormer - who spent 

much of  his time in London, where he had a spacious home. 

  Robert Dormer had been born in 1650, the second son of  John Dormer, who was a brother of  

Sir Fleetwood Dormer. He attended Christ Church, Oxford in 1667, and Lincoln's Inn in 1669, 

and was called to the Bar in 1675. 

  He succeeded his uncle at Arle Court in 1696. He had a brilliant career in Law as a Justice of  

the Common Pleas at Westminster. But he had no desire to retire to the backwater of  Arle in 

Gloucestershire. The Judge, no doubt tied up with his affairs in the capital, would hardly have 

heard of  Arle Court, which was after all somewhat distant from the family’s other estates. But he 

came here, with his possessions, his wife Mary and four daughters. 

  After a brilliant career in Law as one of  HM’s Justices of  the Common Pleas at Westminster and 

aware of  his mortality he made his will (12.3.4) in 1726 whereby he requested to be buried 

decently, without any pomp and ceremony, amongst his ancestors in the chancel of  the parish 

church of  Quainton, in the County of  Buckinghamshire. His properties in London, in 

Buckinghamshire, and in Ripple, Worcestershire, he left to his wife Mary Dormer; likewise a 

property in Northampton, which he had purchased from his brother Fleetwood jnr. His coach 

and four horses, jewels, plate, furniture and implements also were to go to his wife Mary, whom 

he appointed with his youngest daughter Katherine as executors of  his will. Of  Redgrove and 

Arle Court there was no mention; however, these fell to his widow Mary. It was through her will 

that the ongoing fate of  Arle Court rested. 

 

12.2.13 MARY DORMER 

 

  Now at least, the problem of  a male heir seemed as if  it would not arise. But fate stepped in once 

again. Mary and Robert’s only son, sadly, lost his life whilst visiting Holland. His tomb in 

Quainton Church testifies to this. 

  Unfortunately, it was not clear from Fleetwood’s Deed quoted above 12.2.10 whether Arle Court 

should therefore pass instead to Robert’s brother, or whether Robert should be allowed to 

determine who his own successor should be. Robert Dormer was a judge, and no doubt had the 

legal expertise to influence matters to his advantage. But it wasn’t to be straightforward. 

  On Robert’s death in 1726, the estates were run at first by his widow Mary for about three years. 

The eldest two daughters had married well and moved away by the time their mother Mary 

Dormer died. 

  Mary's lengthy will (12.3.5) listed many possessions: she mentioned family portraits, tapestries, 

some of  which she herself  had made – there was even a reference to a portrait by Van Dyck, and 

a Burling Coach (Berlin Coach). Of  her home Arle Court there was no mention in her will, only 

the phrase – “I do hereby recommend that my daughter Mary may have the first refusal of  the 

estate called Redgrove in the County of  Gloucestershire if  she will give as much for the same as 

another purchaser….” This suggests Robert's family were in dispute with other Dormers, and at 

some point had to buy the Arle estates back from them. 

  Mary Dormer (the mother) also referred to their house at Ripple, Worcestershire, which was to 

be available to any of  her daughters who were able to look after the estate, which had come down 

to the family from her grandmother.  

  So the Arle estates were passed to the third daughter Mary; and then when she died without 

children in 1749, they passed to Robert Dormer’s fourth daughter Katherine. No doubt the Berlin 

Coach helped to transport them to Ripple. (Both are buried not far away from there at Spetchley 

in Worcestershire). 

  (There was a further female intervention in the ownership, which still needs research. During the 

time of  Mary Dormer jnr. and Katherine Dormer jnr., Arle Court was half-owned by one 

Margaret Becket: she was perhaps a second-cousin. See the documents below 12.3.9, 12.3.10). 



 

12.2.14 LONG AND TROUBLESOME SUITS 

 

  And so Arle Court and Redgrove remained for a time still in the Dormer family. The full cause 

of  the friction in the Dormer family still lies in the archives of  the Public Record Office, but 

evidently, this friction led to on-going court cases which lasted many years. 

  Regarding the “long and troublesome suits,” I can only quote from website http:// 

oxoniensia.org/ volumes/ 1946-7/ maclagan. pdf. This perhaps referred to a different dispute. In 

the final paragraph and footnote, Mr Maclagan queried “… the pedigree of  Dormer who 

contested the claim of  the Fortescue-Alands (after 1746 Lords Fortescue of  Credan) to some of  

the Bucks. estates of  Sir Robert Dormer of  Lee Grange (1649-1726), Justice of  the Common 

Pleas and heir of  his nephew Sir William Dormer of  Lee Grange who died unmarried and insane 

in 1726. The judge’s daughter Elizabeth married Sir John Fortescue-Aland in December 1721, but 

their claim as heirs of  the line was contested by a member of  the Dormer family. I suspect he [the 

disputant] is to be sought for among the descendants of  either Peter Dormer or Euseby [or 

Eusebius] Dormer, uncles of  the judge.” 

  The main problem seems to have been a John Dormer – plainly not her grandfather. He claimed 

an ongoing income or annuity from the income of  Lee Grange, based on the will of  Fleetwood 

Dormer (the one who died in 1696, see above). Mary and then Katherine claimed that the Lee 

Grange estate was producing no profit, and submitted detailed accounts to prove it. If  this was so, 

then it may be that Arle Court itself  was not in dispute. 

  Mrs Hyett did note the existence of  a court case Dormer v Lygon, but has not pursued the 

details, as it may not be relevant. In any case it seems that Katherine was not (as Anthea Jones 

says in Cheltenham: A New History p.126) defending Arle Court for the Dormers against the 

Lygons. Rather, she was defending Arle Court for the Lygons (at least by marriage) against the 

Dormers, since John Yorke’s wife was a Lygon (as the above will states). 

  In Cheltenham Manor Court Book, it was Sir John Fortescue-Aland (Lord of  Credan), the 

husband and heir of  sister Elizabeth, who gained Arle Court as the rightful heir according to the 

traditional custom of  the manor in 1767. But he showed no hesitation at the next meeting of  the 

Cheltenham Manor Court in immediately passing Arle Court to Hon. John Yorke, in accordance 

with Katherine’s will. See 12.3.12. 

  [The above article has a family tree about halfway through, showing the four children of  

Fleetwood Dormer of  Quainton, Bucks. (knighted 1603, died 1639). These in order were John, 

Peter, Eusebius and Fleetwood. It was the latter Fleetwood who held Arle Court (knighted 1678, 

died 1696). It was John who was father of  Robert and grandfather of  Katherine]. 

  I think the main dispute was about the interpretation of  Sir Fleetwood Dormer's will. A John 

Dormer claimed entitlement to a fixed annual income from the profits of  the Dormer estate at 

Lee Grange, but Mary and then Katherine had to send detailed accounts to prove that the estate 

was not making a profit. So, neither Mary nor Katherine were able to enjoy their occupation of  

Arle Court in peace, and were obliged from time to time to justify themselves to notaries sent to 

take their sworn statements. 

  So troublesome did all this prove to be, that Katherine’s will indicates this (12.3.11); and the 

effect it had on her was to shun the Dormer side of  the family with whom she appears to have 

been at loggerheads. She left Arle Court to the relatives of  its former owners who were helping 

her out – namely the Lygons. So it was it passed down to the Hon. John Yorke, who had married 

a Lygon girl. 

 

12.2.15 ELIZABETH & JOHN YORKE 

 

  In Katherine’s lengthy will (12.3.11) she asked to be buried in the same vault as her sister Mary. 



More significantly she wrote of: “the true ffriendship, esteem and regard I have long retained for 

the late Earl and Lady Hardwick and their ffamily, in consequence of  the great ffriendship shown 

by them to me, and the constant assistance I received from his lordship in the course of  many 

long and troublesome suits, in which I have been unhappily engaged for the support and in 

defence of  my just rights, and in respect to which I should have been a much greater sufferer....”  

  She wished to show her appreciation of  such help by leaving Arle Court to the Hon. John Yorke, 

the 4th son of  the Earl of  Hardwicke, and to his daughter Jemima Yorke by his wife, formerly 

Elizabeth Lygon, daughter of  Reginald Lygon. And so, by rather roundabout means, Arle Court 

renewed its ownership with the Lygon family - at least through a female member of  that family. 

  Her generous bequest to the Hon. John Yorke in recognition of  his family’s aid was no doubt 

appreciated. However, Arle Court must by then have become somewhat ancient and dilapidated. 

It’s difficult to know how appealing it was to be owner of  the old pile by this stage. Whatever 

others thought of  Arle Court at the time – 1767 – in Katherine Dormer's final wishes, she was 

most adamant that the house should not be “... demised to any person or persons who shall use 

or exercise the trade or business of  a vintner, innkeeper, coffee house man or victualler, and that 

the said house shall not be made use of  as a place for any publick entertainment or resort 

whatsoever.” (It was this Katherine Dormer that we quoted in The History of  Hester's Way Vol.3 

p.28). 

  Thus Arle Court and its long history was not demeaned, and continued to serve as a mysterious 

half-timbered Elizabethan mansion-house nestling in the quiet backwater of  Arle for future 

owners. 

 

12.2.16 THE DECLINE OF OLD ARLE COURT 

 

  It’s not clear how much enjoyment John Yorke had in owning the old pile, but he held on to it 

for about 28 years. 

  In 1795 John Yorke and his daughter sought to dispose of  Arle Court to a suitable buyer, and so 

the aristocratic chain was broken. 

  Fortunately, at that time, a number of  up-and-coming wool merchants in the Cotswolds were 

seeking to enhance their status. So when one, Thomas Packer Butt, came along, he found Arle 

Court to be just what he wanted. In 1795, Arle Court was purchased by Thomas Packer Butt 

(who was from Minchinhampton near Stroud; he also had a big estate at Purton in Wiltshire). 

  On viewing the extent of  his newly acquired estate, Thomas Packer Butt must have been 

extremely satisfied at his acquisition of  an important part of  Cheltenham’s history. Mr Butt built 

the lodge houses on Tewkesbury Road – see chapter 1.1.2. He also bought, from the Welch 
family, the right to appropriate the tithes of  Arle and (most of) Alstone. Check CLHS Journal 27 

p.44 which I think is where I got this fact. Alternatively, these might be a type of  tithe rather than a 

geographical split off  from Cheltenham (or Alstone). He also bought up a lot of  land locally [possibly 

including Redgrove Wood, if  that had not already been part of  Arle Court’s Grovefield Estate]. 

See my study in Chapter 13 of  just how much land he ended up with. In about 1826, he sold off  

an estate in the Grovefield area to Mr Pritchitt. 

 

12.2.17 THOMAS PACKER BUTT 

 

  If  as it seems this is the T.P. Butt whose first marriage took place in 1784, he was getting on a bit 

and must have been desperate for an heir. 

  At this stage Thomas, a widower in advancing years, must have felt that the time was long 

overdue for him to acquire heirs to carry on his name and inherit his new-found property. 

Thomas Packer Butt’s first wife was Anne Sheppard, but she had died. With that in mind he 

courted a Cheltenham lady by the name of  Anne Coulston with a view to marriage. Whether this 



courtship was based on mutual affection or haste because of  his advancing years, we shall never 

know. But evidently the courtship proceeded rapidly, and Thomas sought to obtain a Special 

Licence without delay. The Licence was granted on 5th April 1823; but apparently their 

calculations were somewhat astray because their first son William Coulston Butt arrived a few 

days before the wedding itself. 

  Both parents were delighted - Thomas, more so, because by then he was rapidly approaching his 

seventies. Nevertheless, they were to go on to have two daughters, and another son.  

  Thomas and his growing family continued to reside at the old Arle Court. His status in 

Cheltenham society was becoming known, and his sons evidently shared his ambitions. Thomas, 

to give him his due, acknowledged William Coulston Butt, his illegitimate son, in his lengthy will. 

  Thomas Packer Butt passed away in 1828 and is buried at Minchinhampton. See 12.3.13 for his 

will. It was up to his eldest son to apply for a family Coat of  Arms. This was duly granted in 1845 

to Willliam Coulston Butt, then at Oxford, who had applied for himself, his heirs and heirs of  his 

father. William Coulston Butt purchased a house near Arle Court called Arle Villa from one Mrs 

Fagg, and there his family lived for a time. Sadly he did not live long enough to enjoy his new-

found status for he died of  tuberculosis at Arle Villa in 1848. 

  Arle Court was still occupied by Thomas’s widow who, shortly after, married Samuel Sadler, 

friend and executor for Thomas. The estate was actually owned by the widow's son Thomas 

Walter Packer Butt. After Sadler’s death the widow and her daughters moved to Arle Villa (now 

called The White House) nearby. Of  the two daughters, Lydia the eldest died an old maid and 

was buried at the family grave in Wiltshire, whilst Matilda had married the Revd Fisher and 

produced four children. After the Revd Fisher died, she married one James Sadler a son of  the 

Samuel Sadler, who, after the death of  Thomas Packer Butt, had married Thomas’s widow Anne 

Butt. Thereby hangs another tale! 
 

12.2.18 ARLE COURT, ARLE COURT: SO GOOD THEY NAMED IT TWICE 

 

  It was left to Thomas Walter Packer Butt, the surviving son, to further the family’s fortunes, and 

this he proceeded to do. Through purchases, and also through the passing of  the local Inclosure 

Act, he now owned a great deal of  land around Arle and the farm at nearby Grovefield. He 

decided that the old Arle Court was no longer in keeping with his status. After residing at 

Grovefield for some years, where he settled with his first wife, Anna Maria Lutener, eldest 

daughter of  Dr William Lutener, he proceeded to better himself. Walter’s ambitions extended to 

demolishing Grovefield and using parts of  it to build a splendid new mansion on the same site to 

be called the New Arle Court. He also incorporated parts of  the Old Arle Court - an oak staircase 

and fireplace - into the New Arle Court. Here he planned to raise a family. 

  So the Butt family continued to reside in the New Arle Court, whilst regrettably about two-thirds 

of  the Old Arle Court was demolished in 1880/81, and all that is left is one wing of  the Tudor 

building, facing on to the road - what is now no.23 Kingsmead Road. Like Arle Villa (or The 

White House) nearby, it is now a listed building. 

 

12.2.19 OUT STANDING IN HIS FIELD 

 

  Thomas Packer Butt’s first purchase of  land in Cheltenham was in 1791, when he bought Lower 
Alstone Mill, although he sold it on in 1802. The MCB entries (para.3236,3750) described that 

property as “a dwelling house and grist mill together with backside and garden, and the portion 

of  the north part of  the adjacent orchard now marked out with stakes, lying in Alstone, having 

the millpond north, and lands of  Jesus College Oxford south; also the orchard or piece of  

inclosed ground – 1 acre – near the millpond, having the pond south, the road to Arle west, and a 

by-road from Alstone to Cheltenham north and east….” 

  T.P. Butt went on to purchase and sell various properties in Arle from 1795. 



 

12.2.20 THE BUTT FAMILY 

 

  The 1831-4 Inclosure Act indicated about half  of  T.P. Butt’s lands up for redistribution: some of  

these ended up in other people’s hands. Because the Act includes the provision to do away with 

tithes, the Butt estate was rewarded with compensation from the other locals - either in money or 

land. This meant that some lands the Butts would have lost in the process ended up still in their 

hands, along with a large area which had previously been common open fields. 

  T.P. Butt’s widow Ann went on to marry Samuel Sadler, one of  the trustees. Hence for example 

the 1844 directory gave the resident at Arle Court as Samuel Sadler, although it was actually his 

stepson W.P.C. Butt who owned the place. In the 1841 census, the only resident listed was Jane 

Hollidge, age 20, servant. The gentry didn’t always live at home, so directories are usually better 

than censuses at indicating who owned a place. 

  In 1844, W.P.C. Butt wrote his will. Aged only about 24, did he know he was ill? He willed his 

possessions to his brother and mother. Note that between writing his will and his death, W.P.C. 

Butt had (re)purchased the Grovefield Estate. 

  After the death of  W.P.C. Butt, his brother T.P.W. Butt owned Arle Court, whilst his mother 

Ann went to live at Arle Villa nearby. Samuel Sadler had died in 1845. So Mrs Sadler was listed 

there in the 1853 directory and in the 1861 census (as ‘house proprietor’). The 1851 census also 

listed Walter Wm Butt, age 1, living at Arle Villa: hinting at a complication. 

  In 1856/7, T.P.W. Butt moved to Grovefield and renamed it Arle Court: the 1861 census listed 

him there (as ‘landed proprietor’ - birthplace Arle). The original Arle Court became downgraded 

to a farmhouse. In 1880 it was disposed of  and partly demolished. The Brown family later 

occupied it. 

 

  For the closing history of  the Arle Court site, see chapter 3.1.8 onwards. 
 

12.3 LEGAL DOCUMENTS 
 

12.3.1 THE WILL OF WILLIAM GREVELL, 1513 

 
  The following is taken from Hockaday's abstracts (see 12.2.6) of  the Gloucester Consistory 

Court dated April 28th 1513: D3439 Cheltenham Up To 1649. The spellings may not be exactly as 

in his original will, in particular I have written doughter as daughter. (It may be worth checking if  

Hockaday made other copies, filed in other parish volumes). My comments are in square brackets, and I 

have created paragraph divisions, as in the other wills and old documents transcribed below. 

  “Abstract of  the will of  William Grevell, oon [one] of  the kynges justices of  his common place 

[pleas], dated 19 Oct. 4HenryVIII [1512]. 

  I geve my body to be buried in such holy church or churchyard, where Almighty God best shall 

please too provide.” [His memorial brass is in Cheltenham parish church]. 

  “My mynede [mind] is, there shall be about my wretched body after I be dede, in the tyme of  

saying of  dirige and masse [mass] unto [until] I be buried: 8 tapers, 8 torches brennyng [burning], 

and 8 poore men to hold the saide torches, every of  them to have a blak gowne lined redy made, 

and 12d for his laboure. Every preest at my dirige and on the morrow at masse the tyme of  my 

interment shall have 12d, every clerke 4d, and children that doo helpe 2d apece. 

  I will that 10 markes shall be geven in penys of  2d to poore men, women and childern, to pray 

for my soule; and 15 frentalls? of  masses shall be said, every preest having 10 s[hillings]. At the 

time of  my interment I will ther be vitayll [victuals] provided for poore men plenteous, and for 

other as litell as convenyent may be. 

  My monethes mynde shall be kepte for half  a yere whereas my simple body shall be buried, and 



my twelfmonethes mynde there also with as litell spences [expense] as convenient may be. 

  I give to the moder [mother] church of  Worceter 20 s[hillings]. To the use of  each of  the 

churches here folowyng 6s 8d, and to every of  their parissh preestes, 8d to pray for my soule, viz. 

Cheltinham, Swyndon, Lekehampton, Charleton, Preestbury, Hardewyke, Durest, Starton, the 

Lye, Bodynton, Sennaunton, Bodynton, Whetindon, Charleton Abbates, Bysley, Brimesfeld, 

Myserden, Tepull Getyng, Gytyng Power,”... [all these are near Arle:— Cheltenham 1mSE, 

Swindon 1mNE, Leckhampton 3mS, Charlton Kings 3mSE, Prestbury 2mE, Elmstone 

Hardwicke 2mN, Deerhurst 5mNW, Staverton 2mW, The Leigh 4mW, Boddington 2mNW, 

Sevenhampton 6mE, Whittington 5mSE, Charlton Abbots 6mE, Bisley 11mS, Brimpsfield 7mS, 

Miserden 10mS, Temple Guiting 10mNE, Guiting Power 10mE] 

  …“Lymynton, Todenham, Cheping Campden, Battissore, Burton, Morton, Longbarolles, 

Stowe, Slowghtyr, Brodwell, Borton, Resendon, Clopton, Enlode, Bladington, Wolfore and 

Eburton.” [All these are near Moreton-inMarsh (which is itself  18mNE of  Arle):— Lower 

Lemington 1mNE, Todenham 3mNE, Chipping Campden 5mNW, Batsford 1mNW, Bourton-on-

the-Hill 2mW, Moreton-in-Marsh, Longborough 2mSW, Stow-on-the-Wold 4mS, Slaughter 

6mSW, Broadwell 3mS, Bourton-on-the-Water 7mSW, Rissington 8mS, Clapton-on-the-Hill 

9mSW, Evenlode 3mSE, Bledington 6mSE, Wolford 3mNE and Ebrington 5mN] . 

  “I geve 20s apece to the abbots and priours of  Wynchecombe, Brewerne, Lanthony, Osney, 

Tewkysbery, Susceter, Einsham, Hayles, and St Austyns at Bristowe, to pray for my soule." [The 

abbeys of  Winchcombe, Bruern (near Bledington), Llanthony, Osney (Oxford), Tewkesbury, 

Cirencester, Eynsham (near Oxford), Hailes, and St Austins at Bristol]. 

   [The two village-names following are Dorn, 1mN of  Moreton-in-Marsh, and 'Kinging Aston.' 

2mN of  Moreton-in-Marsh. Anthea Jones (p.80) reads the latter place-name as Hanging Aston, 

and other authorities give that spelling too, as being equivalent to or adjacent to Aston Magna. Be 

that as it may, I think Hockaday read it as Kinging Aston, reflecting an Anglo-Saxon style of  

adjective, which did indeed survive in place-names at that date. Admittedly, the estate there 

doesn’t seem to have been royal property; although briefly “certain lands in Aston Magna were 

leased in 1587 to the Crown by Edmund Freke, Bishop of  Worcester,” according to the British 

History Online website (for Blockley)]. 

  “My feoffes of  my londes [lands] etc in Dorne and K/Henyngaston, co. Worceter, shall make an 

estate thereof  to the valewe [value] of  10 marks yerely (the ferme [farm] place of  Dorne being 

parcel thereof) to the abbot of  Wynchecombe for 20 yeres after my decesse, to fynde [fund] a 

preest daily to say masse in the churche where I shall be buried; praying for the soules of  me and 

of  my wife, my moder, my godfaders and goddmoder, Thomas Wetinton and Margaret his wife, 

John Vampage of  Barinton and Johane his wife, John Arle and Alson, his wife, and Margarete 

their daughter; and when he goeth to the lavatory he shall say de profundis for the soules afore 

rehersid, namyng all the saide persones by name.” 

  [Anthea Jones (p.81) reads Alson as Alison, which is logical, but I don't think so. I gather that 

the name Alison existed then: Alicia or Alice certainly occurred locally. But it isn't unusual in 

these contexts to name the daughter but not the wife. Sir Fleetwood Dormer in his will, see below, 

didn't even name his own wife!] 

  “The said preest to have for his labour £5 13s 4d, and he to have wex [wax] and wyne. And for 

the residew the abbot and covent shall yerely during the said yeres say dirige on the day of  myn 

interment, and on the morow masse of  requiem. 

  My feoffez of  a mese [i.e. dwelling] in Cheltynham, wherin oon John Awoods Taylour now 

dwelleth, shall make an estate therof  to 12 persons, the moost honest of  the parisshe, to the use of  

fyndyng [funding] the holy loffe [loaf] every Sunday yerely for ever. And he of  the said parisshe 

that hath the cantell of  the holy lofe delivered to hym by the clerke of  the said churche shall geve 

the said cantell to the tenaunt of  the said mese, who shall delyver to him that so bringeth it and 

that oweth to geve the holy lofe the Sunday next ensuyng 5d, and this use and maner to contynew 

for ever.” [See Anthea Jones p.80 for an explanation of  this]. 



  “Where Robert Brewdenell, oon of  the kynges justice of  his benche, Lewes Polarde, oon of  the 

kynges servantes atthe lawe, and other have recovered ayenst me the maner of  Overlemynton, co. 

Gloucester,” [Anthea Jones p.80 reads this place-name as Overhampton, interpreted as Hampton 

near Evesham, but the county name denies this possibility. Grevell is simply distinguishing 

between two estates in the village of  Lemington, Upper (or Over) and Lower (or Nether). The 

name Nether Lemynton occurs below, and survives as Lower Lemington on the O.S. Map. There 

is a Greville Hall Farm above the village of  Hampton, but I don't know its origins]; “…to the use 

of  me and my heires, I will they stand seised thereof  to the use of  me and myn heires male (of  my 

body); failyng whom, after the dethe of  me and my wife, to the use of  the abbot of  Wynchecombe 

for 12 yeres, by the oversight of  Robert Wye, Robert Vampage and Richard Lygon, my sonnes in 

lawe, to aploie [apply] and bestowe the issue in bielding [building] of  the south ylle [aisle] of  the 

parisshe church of  Toddinham [Todenham], that is to saye, the same Ile to be taken downe and to 

be made in brede [breadth] and height like to the chapell of  the Trynitie that I have caused to be 

newe made of  the same south side, and to be ledyd [leaded] and enbatelled like to the said 

chapell; and that doon [i.e. having been done], they shall cause to be made a litell towre, of  stone 

of  the quarre of  Bourton, at the ende of  the churche of  Nether Lemynton, the rouff  therof  to be 

covered with lede and enbatelled with frestone [freestone], and three litell belles, mete [i.e. 

suitable] for that churche, to be purveyed to hange in the same towre to the prayes [praise] of  

Almighty God and St. Leonarde; and those things doon to bestowe the said profites in mendynge 

of  the high weyes betweene Cheltinham and Gloucester, the abbot for the tyme being havyng for 

his labour 20 s[hillings], and the said overseers likewise 20 s[hillings]. 

  And if  I die without issue male, the said manor shall remain (after the death of  me and my wife 

and) after the terme aforesaid in tail [entail] male successively to my broders Robert, Gyles, and 

Edmond, to my brother John, parson of  Oldenham, for life, and my right heires. 

  And if  my wife be interrupted or lett peasably to take the profittes of  the said maner, or my will 

be broken of  the said 12 yeres, by any of  my said brethern, then my feoffez shall stande seised of  

the same to the use of  Alice Wye, Elynor Vampage and Margaret Lygon, my three daughters, for 

terme of  their lyves, with remainder in fourme abovesaid to the heires male of  my said brethern, 

etc. 

  I geve to my wife for terme of  her life my maner of  Elmiston in the parisshe of  Hardewyke, and 

all my landes in Stratton, Lie and Heydon, [i.e. Staverton, The Leigh, and Hayden 2mW of  Arle] 

co. Gloucester, and Sturmes lesewe [Sturmeys Leasow] in Cheltinham with the orchard 

adjoining. 

  To Alice Wye, myn eldest daughter, my best bason and ewer of  silver parcell gilte, to remayne 

after her decesse to her heyre, and soo from heyre to heyre, to th’intent to pray for my soule. To 

Elinor Vampage, my secunde daughter, my secunde best bason; and my third bason to my thirde 

daughter Margaret Lygon (after my wife's decesse) in like maner [manner]. 

  All my goodes that bee in Arle, or elleswhere in the parisshe of  Cheltinham, shall be divided in 3 

partes among my wife and 2 elder daughters. 

  My executors shall sell 1000 of  my shepe at Lemynton, and dispose the money therof  coming, 

upon the highe wayes betwene Cheltenham and Gloucester. 

  I bequethe to myn eldest daughter my crosse of  golde; to my seconde daughter, my signett of  

golde that is ungraven; to my thirde daughter, my next best ringe of  golde; to descende after their 

decesse to their heyres to pray for me. To my daughter Margarete, my stuff  of  household that is at 

Leminton, except the setylles, bourdes, fourmes, stolys, cupbordes and bedstedes [i.e. settles, 

boards, forms, stools, cupboards and bedsteads]. 

  I give to Robert Goodriche for terme of  his life 40 s[hillings] yerely and of  my londes in 

Cheltenham. To Margaret Goodriche, to her mariage, £10. 

  To eche [each] of  my brother Robertes two daughters that have not maried, 100 s[hillings]. To 

my broder Robert, my best horse, yf  [only if] he be no letter [i.e. disputer] of  my will. To my 

broder Gyles, my secunde best hors.” [See Anthea Jones p.79]. 



  “To John Goodryge, that maried Isabell my sister, John Palmer that maried another of  my 

sisters, and to Thomas Tame that maried my thirde sister, the residew of  all my horses that my 

servantes be used to ride with in my company; and my sisters Mary Palmer and Jane Tame shall 

have my 2 best garmentes or habites. The residew of  my apparell to be devyded among the 

children of  my broder Robert and my said brothers in law. 

  The profites of  all my shepe that bee upon my farmes of  Dicheford, Calcote and Pukcome, and 

of  my shepe at Brodechampden”… [These are near Moreton-in-Marsh: Ditchford 3mN, Calcote 

is probably Condicote 4mSW rather than Calcot near Cirencester, and Broad Campden 4mNW. 

Pukcome is probably Puckham 4mE of  Arle: Anthea Jones p.80 agrees] …“shall be given for the 

first yere after my decesse to the bielding of  the church of  Lanthony, and for the secunde yere to 

the helpe of  the makyng of  the vawte [vault] in the cloyster at Wynchecombe. After that terme, I 
give the said stocke equally betwene my daughters, Alice and Elynor. My cloke [cloak rather than 

clock I think, Anthea Jones p.82 agrees] at Arle I give to Robert Vampage, and that at Lemynton to 

Robert Wye.” [Note that Robert Wye was at that time Steward of  Llanthony Priory at Gloucester 

- see chapter 13. ]. 

  “All my bokes [books], as well of  the lawe as other, shal be eqally divided betwene the sonnes of  

my three daughters, to th’intent that they shuld have corage to lerne [should have courage to 

learn] the better, and to pray for my soule. 

  My said maner of  Dorne, and all my lands in Dorne and K/Hengyngaston [see above], co. 

Worcester, and my landes in Cheltinham, Aston and Charleton, and a burgage in the towne of  

Morton, shall be devided into 2 partes, one part whereof  (after performance of  my will) I give to 

my daughter Alice Wye, the other to my daughter Elynor Vampage, in tail. 

  I ordeyne my broder Brudenall aforesaid myn executor, being well assured he woll take it upon 

hym for the olde acqueyntaunce and love that hathe long endured betwene hym and me; and he 

shall have for his labour 100s. And I also make Robert Wye and Robert Vampage, my sonnes in 

lawe, my executors, and they to take the advise of  myn other executor. 

  By schedule dated 23 March 4 Henry VIII the testator added his wife Margerye to the executors 

abovenamed. 

  Witnesses: Edmonde Tame, gent., Richard Lucy. Proved: 28 Apr. 1513 by the executors named, 

in the prerogative court.” 

 

12.3.2 INDENTURE OF JOHN LYGON, 1636. 

 

  Margery Hyett's family have now deposited her original photocopy of  this, along with other 

wills, at Gloucestershire Archives: D12146 Acc.12735. 

  “This Indenture, made the one and twentieth day of  June in the twelveth yeare of  the Kinges of  

our soveragne Lord Kinge Charles, by the grace of  God Kinge of  England, Scotland, ffraunce 

and Ireland, Defender of  the faith &c. 

  Betweene John Lygon of  Arle Court in the Countie of  Glouc, Esq, on the one parte. And 

Katherine Lygon and Elizabeth Lygon, two of  the daughters of  the said John Lygon, on the one 

parte. WITNESSETH that the said John Lygon: As well for and in consideration of  the natural 

love and affection which he hath and beareth unto the said Katherine and Elizabeth, and for the 

raising of  portions for them for their better preferment in marriage: And for divers other uses and 

reasonable considerations him the said John Lygon in their behalf  especially moveing: HATH 

given, graunted, bargained and sould - and by these present doth fully, freely and absolutely give, 

graunt, bargayne and sell - unto them the said Katherine and Elizabeth, their executors and 

Assigns: 

  All his plate, jewelles, household stuffe and utensils of  the household, goods, Cattle and Chattels 

mentioned, contegned and comprised in a renten Schedule hereunto annexed. And also all other 

his goods, Chattels and Cattle whatsoever: As well quicke and dead of  what nature or quality 



soever (his _ and his wives wearing apparrel only excepted and forprized). TO HAVE AND TO 

HOLD All and singular the said plate, Jewells, household stuffe, goods and Chattells, Cattells and 

all other the premises? whatsoever (except before excepted) unto them the said Katherine and 

Elizabeth, their executors and Assigns, to and for the proper use and behoofe of  them the said 

Katherine and Elizabeth, their executors and assignes forever. 

  AND the said John Lygon for himself, his executors and Administrators doth by these present 

Covenant promise and graunt to and with the said Katherine and Elizabeth, their executors and 

assigns, that it shall and may be lawful to and for them the said Katherine and Elizabeth, their 

executors and assigns, from tyme to tyme and at all tymes hereafter peaceably and quietly to have, 

hold, use, possess and enjoy all and singular the sayd goods, chattels and premises to and for their 

owne proper use and behoofe; free and clear of  and from all or any claim or demands whatsoever 

of  him the said John Lygon, his executor or Administrator. 

  And no cause or name of  seizin and possession thereof  and of  all other the said bargayned 

premises the sayd John Lygon hath affixed or fastened unto on or in the Seale or Labell of  one 

parte of  these present remayning with or delivered unto them the sayd Katherine and Elizabeth 

one piece of  silver of  six pence. 

  IN WITNESS whereof  the said parties to these present interchangeably have put their hands 

and seales the day and yeare ffirst above written. __ John Lygon; executed and delivered in the 

presence of  Edm Rick, John Swillim, Gyles Towle, Timothy Alwood, __ John English, Johannes 

__ ??” 

  John Lygon’s burial is in the Cheltenham parish register 22/9/1644. An entry in Hockaday 

dated Oct. 9th 1644 states: “Letters of  administration of  the goods of  John Ligon, deceased, late 

of  Arle, parish of  Cheltenham, were granted to his daughter.” 

 

12.3.3 PCC WILL OF SIR FLEETWOOD DORMER OF ARLE COURT – 1695 

 

  “In the name of  God, Amen. I Fleetwood Dormer of  Arle Court in the County of  Glos, Knight, 

being aged and infirm of  body, but of  sound mind and memory praised be to God, therefore doe 

make and ordaine this my last Will and Testament in manner as followeth. First I commend my 

soul into the hands of  Almighty God my Creator relying upon and ___ only to the merits of  his 

son Jesus Christ my Redeemer for the Eternall welfare and Salvation thereof. And as for my body 

I leave that to be interred by my executor but without any other pomp or ceremony than what an 

ordinary funeral decently may require. Then next as to my worldly estate both real and personal 

which God of  his goodness hath been pleased to entrust me with, I do hereby dispose thereof  in 

manner as followeth: 

  and first I give and bequeath to my dear wife fourtie pounds to buy mourning for her and her 

servants William Mayhor and Martha Walthall if  they shall be living with her at the time of  my 

decease, and likewise I give her coach and his coach mare with harness; 

  and my will is that she shall have the full and free disposal of  all her own personal estate now in 

her possession or in the possession of  any other person or persons in trust for her or for her use, 

according to the covenants and agreements formerly had or made between me and her trustees in 

her behalf. 

  Item: I give and bequeath unto my nephew Fleetwood Dormer of  Lyncolns Inn, Esq, the sum of  

three hundred pounds of  lawful English money, to be paid within twelve months next after my 

decease, and the further sum of  three hundred pound to be paid within twelve months next after 

the birth of  his first son lawfully to be begotten and not before. 

  Item: I give unto my sister the widow of  my deceased brother Doctor Peter Dormer ten pounds 

to buy her mourning, and I give to her son my nephew Gabriel Dormer ffifty pounds, and to the 

four nieces - daughters viz my niece Sandys my niece Dawes my niece Paine and my niece Paddy. 

To each of  them ffifty pounds. 

  Item: I give unto my nephew the Reverend Thomas Dawes ffifty pounds, the better to enable 



him to maintain his son at the University of  Cambridge. 

  Item: I give unto my nephews Sir Fleetwood Sheppard and Dormer Sheppard to each of  them a 

medal of  gold or a piece of  plate to the value of  tenn pounds. 

  Item: I give unto Sir ___ Fleetwood Dormer eldest son of  my nephew Eusaby Dormer of  great 

Applebee eighty pounds, to be disposed of  as my executor shall think best for his advantage or 

preferment. And to my five nieces (sisters of  the said Eusaby Dormer) to each of  them ffifty 

pounds. 

  Item: I give to my niece Armorer ffourty pounds and to her daughters Anne Armorer fforty 

pounds, to be paid at the age of  one and twenty years or day of  marriage if  she marry with the 

consent of  her mother and my executor hereinafter named. 

  Item: I give unto my God daughter Susannah Busby ffourty pounds, to be paid at her age of  one 

and twenty years or day of  marriage which shall first happen, and to her sister Abigail Busby 

Tenn pounds. 

  And I do will and appoint that all and every of  the legacies aforesaid whereof  noe time of  

payment is before prefixed or appended shall be paid within six months next after my decease. 

  Item: I give unto my nephew William Dormer Bart, to Sir Robert Barthan Bart, to Sir John 

Busby Knight, to Sir James Astry Knight, to Sir Thomas Powys Knight, to Sir Robert Sheppard 

Knight, and to my nephews John Parkhurst Esq and to John Duncombe Esq, and to my honble 

friend William Dobbins of  Lyncolns Inn, and to my loving friend George Roberts of  Cheltenham 

gent, to each of  them a mourning ring of  gold to the value of  twenty shillings. 

  And my will further is that if  any or either of  the persons to whom I have herein given any sum 

of  money shall happen to dye before the time appointed for payment thereof: That then such 

sume of  money shall not be paid, but my executor shall have the benefit thereof. 

  And whereas by Deed indented tripartite bearing date the ffifteenth of  July in the year of  our 

Lord God one thousand six hundred and eighty and seven: I have settled my manor of  Redgrove, 

Capital Messuage called Arle Court, and all other my messuages, ffarms, lands, tenements and 

hereditaments in the said County of  Glouc, to the use of  myself  for life with remainder to my 

nephew Robert Dormer of  Lyncolns Inn and the heirs male of  his body. And for default of  such 

issue then unto his brother my said nephew Fleetwood Dormer and the heirs male of  his body. 

And for default of  such issue to the right heirs of  the said Robert Dormer for ever, with power to 

revoke the same uses or appoint any new or other uses thereof. 

  And now for as much as upon mature consideration of  the many and great legacies hereby 

charged upon my executor, and that he may not be able to raise and pay the same legacies out of  

my estate as it stands thus intailed, I doe therefore hereby revoke and make void the said estate 

entaile, and all the uses in and by the said Deed Limited or appointed. 

  And the better to enable him my said nephew Robert Dormer my Executor hereinafter named to 

perform this my last Will and Testament, I doe hereby limit and appoint, give, devise and 

bequeath: All that my said named Capital messuage, and all other my messuages, ffarmes, lands 

and tenements, rents, reversions and hereditaments whatsoever in the said county of  Glos, unto 

my said nephew Robert Dormer, his heirs and assigns for ever. And I doe likewise give and 

bequeath all my debts, rents, good chattels and all other my personal estate whatsoever not herein 

or hereby disposed of, unto the said Robert Dormer, whom I doe make, constitute and appoint 

full and sole executor of  this my last Will and Testament. 

  And I doe allsoe will and desire that my said executor shall and doe pay all and every such small 

gratuities or legacies as I shall at any time hereafter by any writing under my hand direct or 

appoint. 

  And I doe hereby revoke and make void all other wills by me at any time heretofore made AND 

IN WITNESS and for confirmation of  this my last Will and Testament I have hereunto putt my 

hand and seale the first day of  March in the yeare of  our Lord God according to the 

computatione of  the Church of  England one thousand six hundred ninety and four: FLEET. 

DORMER  



  — Signed sealed and published by the said Fleetwood Dormer the day of  the date above written 

in the presence of  us and our names as witnesses hereunto subscribed in his presence, and this 

parchment stampt according to the Act of  Parliament — Kinard Delabere, Giles Harvey, Joseph 

Ludlow, Yeo Roberts, Thomas Packer, Sam Drinkwater. 

  Memorial All these six witnesses did subscribe their names and attest this my will in my 

presence. Witness my hand — Fleet Dormer 

  [CODICIL:] 

  WHEREAS I, Sr Fleetwood Dormer by my last Will and Testament, in writing by me executed 

in due form of  law on the first day of  March last past, did thereby give and bequeath to 

Fleetwood Dormer son of  my nephew Eusaby Dormer the sume of  eighty pounds, to be applied 

for his benefit in such manner as thereby is directed; AND whereas since the making and 

publishing my said last Will I have advanced and paid the said summe of  eighty pounds towards 

the binding and placing out the said Fleetwood Dormer to and with Mr George Downes an 

attorney; I doe therefore hereby make null the said legacy of  eighty pounds given by the said 

Will, and discharge my executor therein named from the payment thereof. 

  Hereby ratifying and confirming all and every other Article and Clause of  the said Will to which 

I desire this writing may be annexed as a Codicill only. IN WITNESS whereof  I have hereunto 

sett my hand and seale this nine and twentieth day of  June in the yeare of  our Lord one thousand 

six hundred ninety five FLEET DORMER 

  signed SEALED AND PUBLISHED AS A codicil only in the presence of  Wm Varnell Row: 

Beresford, Phineas Robins.” 

 

12.3.4 WILL OF ROBERT DORMER 1726 

 

  The following will doesn’t mention Arle Court at all. Maybe Robert had already sold or given 

the property to his daughter Mary, although there was a mysterious character Margaret Becket 

also involved. Could it have been a tax-avoidance technique? 

 

  “In the name of  God, Amen. I Robert Dormer Esq, one of  His Majesty’s Justices of  the Court 

of  Common Pleas at Westminster, considering the certainty of  my dissolution, and the 

uncertainty of  the time when it shall please God to call me, do with all humility and resignation 

of  my self  make this my last Will and Testament in manner following. 

  I surrender my Soul into the hands of  God that gave it, hoping for Jesus Christ my Saviour’s 

sake that he will accept thereof, notwithstanding my many ffrailties and infirmaties. 

  I bequeath my Body to the earth of  which it was composed, to be decently interred without 

pomp, by my Executors hereinafter named, amongst my Ancestors in the Chancell or the parish 

Church of  Quainton in the County of  Bucks. 

  As to my Temporal Estate which God of  his Goodness hath been pleased to intrust me with, I 

do hereby dispose thereof  in manner as followeth. My will and mind is that: 

  Whereas I am possessed of  divers messuages for Terme of  years held of  the Earl of  Exeter by 

several leases to my self, made and executed by the said Earle or his trustees: of  the said 

Messuages situate in Catharine Street, Exeter Street and the Strand:- in the parishes of  St Mary 

Savoy als Strand and in the parish of  St Martin in the ffields in the County of  Middlesex. I do 

give, devise and bequeath all my said messuages and houses with their appurtenances to my 

executors hereinafter named for the residue of  the several Terms of  yeares yet to come and 

unexpired. 

  The Capitall Messuage in the Strand with the appurtenances late in the possession of  Samuel 

Watkinson, and that messuage or tenement in Blakes Court now or late in the occupation of  

William Soley Gent onely excepted:- which last mentioned Capital Messuage and tenement were 

devised to my dear wife Mary Dormer by the last Will and Testament of  her late ffather Sr 

Richard Blake, deceased; 



  subject and lyable to the payment of  my just debts whether secured by mortgage or otherwise. 

And for that end to be sold by my said executors or the survivors of  them, at their or her 

discretion. And the Moneys thereby arising, together with all other my personal Estate to be 

applied towards the payment of  my said true and just debts. 

  I give, devise and bequeath to my said dear wife Mary Dormer, Lands and Tenements in the 

parish of  Quainton in the County of  Bucks, of  the clear and real value of  three hundred pounds 

per annum to be taken, elected and ascertained(?) by my said wife out of  my whole estate in the 

said parish of  Quainton for the term of  her natural Life. 

  I give, devise and bequeath my manor of  Ripple in the county of  Worcester, with all the rights, 

members and appurtenances thereunto belonging - which I hold by lease for Lives of  the Lord 

Bishop and See of  Worcester - to my said wife Mary Dormer for her life. And it is my desire that 

the said Church Lease may be renewed and kept on foot from time to time and as often as 

occasion shall require. 

  I do give, devise and bequeath all that my Capital Messuage in Purston? and all my lands, 

tenements and hereditaments situate, lying and being in the Parish of  Newbottle and Kings 

Sutton in the County of  Northampton (one moyety thereof  I purchased of  my brother Fleetwood 

Dormer deceased for the sume of  fifteen hundred pounds to him payd) to Mary my dear wife for 

and during the Terme of  her natural life. 

  I give and bequeath my coach and four horses, jewells and plate, and so much of  my furniture 

and implements of  household as my said wife shall think fitt to accept, to my said wife for her 

owne proper use. 

  Lastly I do hereby nominate, direct and appoint my said dear and well beloved wife and my 

daughter Katherine Dormer executrixes of  this my last Will and Testament. My will and mind is 

that what is particularly devised to my said wife shall not be impeached by appointing her 

executrix. Neither shall any Trust, Estate or Limitation to her jointure by Deed heretofore made 

be hereby discharged, revoked or annulled, but shall continue and remain to her as to her said 

joynture, as if  this my said Will had never been by me made or executed. 

  I doe hereby absolutely revoke all other former Wills by me at any time heretofore made; and I 

do hereby recommend my family to the care and protection of  Almighty, and my children and 

every of  them to the Indulgance and favour of  their said mother. 

  In witness and for confirmation of  this my last Will and Testament I have hereunto sett my hand 

and seal this fifteenth day of  July in the yeare of  our Lord one thousand seven hundred twenty-

six: Robert Dormer. 

  Signed, Sealed and published by the said Robert Dormer the day of  the date above, written in 

the presence of  us, and our names as witnesses hereunto subscribed in the presence of  the 

Testator: Robt Jones, Richd Edgerly, Saml Reeve. Probatum in Latin.” 

 

12.3.5 WILL OF MARY DORMER (snr.) 1728/9 

 

  Extracts from the Will of  Mary Dormer, wife of  Robert Dormer, 1728:- 

  “I Mary Dormer, widow and relict of  Robert Dormer Esq. - late of  His Majesty’s Justices of  the 

Court of  Common Pleas in Westminster deceased - … bequeath unto Thomas Burnet Dr in 

Divinity and my executrixes hereinafter named the principal money and interest due on bond 

from my said late dear husband to Thomas Wylde Esq in trust, to be found to be by them paid 

and applyed and distributed to such poor, aged and sick persons as they in their discretion think 

fit …. 

  I do hereby direct that all the household goods, pictures and furniture mentioned in a schedule 

or inventory signed by me, and which are now in the house at Lee Grange in the parish of  

Q[u]ainton in the county of  Bucks wherein I now dwell, and the outhouses thereto belonging, 

shall go along and be enjoyed with such house and heirlooms for the benefit of  my daughter 



Dame Elizabeth Ffortescue and my daughter Richarda Parkhurst … [provided they] shall live in 

the said house three or two months at least in every year, to preserve the memory of  my said late 

dear husband and son … [otherwise] the said household goods, pictures and furniture -- except 

the pictures, marble tables and furniture of  the great parlor and the ____ bed and furniture of  the 

room that was formerly Sr. William Dormer’s and the furniture of  my own room … which in 

such case I give unto my daught. Richarda the wife of  John Parkhurst Esq. -- shall be sold, and 

the money arising from such a sale shall go and be distributed to the poor of  the parish of  

Quainton …. 

  I give unto my daughter Mary Dormer my pearl necklace, which she has had the use of, my 

diamond buckle; and I do give the use but not the property of  the following goods, furniture and 

family pictures, that is to say … the pictures of  Sr. Ffleetwood Dormer and his lady, the Judge’s 

grandfather and grandmother; of  Mr John Dormer, his ffather; of  Mrs Catherine Dormer, his 

mother, of  Sr. Ffleetwood Dormer, his unkle; of  Mary Dormer, his wife; of  Ffleetwood Dormer, 

his son; of  a Lady Dormer by Vandyke; of  the Duchess of  Fferrier; of  Lord Carnarvon; of  Sr. 

Ffleetwood Sheppard; a little piece of  the Carnarvon family; of  Sr. John Dormer, the Judge’s 

brother; of  the lord keeper Coventry, his great unkle; of  the Lady Coventry, the lord keeper’s 

mother; of  Catherine Dormer; a very antient picture of  Sr. Michael Dormer …. 

  Also of  my own painting and which I much value and some little pictures of  my own drawing, 

unto my daughter Dame Elizabeth Ffortescue, wife of  Sr. John Ffortescue, late one of  the bailiffs? 

of  his majesty’s Court of  King’s Bench at Westminster during her life only, and after her decease 

to her son Dormer Ffortescue; … or if  such son shall happen to dye … unto my daughter 

Richarda Parkhurst for her life until, and after her decease to her son Dormer Parkhurst; … or if  

such son shall happen to dye … unto my daughter Catherine Dormer for her life, and after … to 

my eldest grand-daughter by my said daught. Elizabeth and Richarda …. 

  I do hereby further will and direct that the goods in the house at Ripple in Worcestershire shall 

remain in the same house for the use of  my children which shall have occasion to go down there 

to look after that estate. 

  … this sixteenth day of  October in the second year of  the reign of  His Majesty George the 

second King of  Great Britain &c anno Dom 1728. M. Dormer. Signed, sealed, published and 

declared by the said Mary Dormer, as and for for her last will and testament, in the presence of  us 

who have hereunto subscribed our names as witnesses in the presence of  the testator - Robt Jones, 

Richd Edgerly, John Markham. Exrs. 

  [Codicil:] 

  … And my desire is - and I do hereby recommend it - that my daughter Mary Dormer may have 

the refusal of  the estate called Redgrove in the County of  Gloucester, if  she will give as much for 

the same as another purchaser. And I hope Sr. John Ffortescue and his Lady, John Parkhurst Esq 

and the said Richarda his wife, and the said Catherine Dormer my daughters will consent to it. 

  … my hand and seal this twenty-eighth day of  January anno Dom 1728 [presumably actually 

1729?], and in the second year of  the reign of  our sovereign lord George the second, King of  

Great Britain etc. M. Dormer…. 

  [Codicil:] 

  … I do hereby desire and appoint that this codicil be taken as part of  my last will. In witness 

whereof  I have hereunto set my hand and seal the first day of  Ffebruary in the second year of  the 

reign of  King George the second over Great Britain etc anno Dom 1728. M. Dormer ….” 

 

  The main inheritance seems to have travelled from Robert Dormer to his wife Mary, from there 

to their daughter Mary, and from there to Mary’s youngest sister Katherine. Her will is at 12.3.11. 

She must not be confused with another - earlier - Katherine Dormer (the wife of  Fleetwood 

Dormer: this is her nephew’s younger daughter). 

  It is curious that Mary jnr inherited Redgrove (including Arle Court??) not outright but rather 

the first refusal to purchase it. Unfortunately, we haven’t yet traced the will of  Robert and Mary’s 



daughter Mary, [even though MCB is clear that she did make one]. Again, the following extract 

from the MCB doesn’t actually name the properties, but plainly they reflect the status at that time 

of  Arle Court and Redgrove. 

 

 

12.3.6 CASE AGAINST MARY & KATHERINE DORMER, 1742 

 

  Transcript of  C11/1578/34 dated 20th October 1742 – National Archives. 

  “George the _, by the Grace of  God of  Great Britain France and Ireland Defender of  the Faith 

and so forth; to Francis Welles Clerk John Prince Clark John Trevanion and Walter de la Bere 

gentlemen: Greetings. 

  Whereas John Dormer Esq … complainant hath lately exhibited his Bill of  Complaint before us 

in our Court of  Chancery ... against Mary Dormer and Katherine Dormer … defendants; and 

whereas we have by  our writt lately commanded the said defendants to appear before us in our 

said chancery at a certain day now past to answer the said Bill: 

  Know ye that we have given unto you any three or two of  you full power and authority to have 

the answers of  the said defendants to the said Bill; and therefore we command you any three or 

two of  you that at such a certain day and place as you shall think fitt, go to the said defendants if  

they cannot come to you, and take their answers to the said Bill, on their corporal oaths upon the 

holy Evangelist to be determined by you or any three or two of  you, the said answers being 

distinctly and plainly wrote upon parchment. And when you shall have so taken them, you are to 

send the same closed up under the seal of  you or any three or two of  you unto us in our said 

chancery without delay, and wheresoever it shall be shown then    ?   with 6 months. Witness our 

sealing at Westminster the 18th day of  June in the 16th year of  our reign: 

  Ffortescue Bridges.” 

 

12.3.7 MARY DORMER (jnr.) TO KATHERINE DORMER (jnr.), 1746 

 

  Manor Court Book D855/M1, transcription by M. Hyett. Purchaser’s index 27/10/1746. 

  “To this court came Walter Delabere, one of  the customary tenants of  this manor, and being 

sworn according to the customs thereupon his oath presented? the 25th day of  October , _, before 

him and William Holder a like customary tenant. 

  Mary Dormer, spinster, another customary tenant, did surrender into the hands of  the lord of  

the said manor, to the use of  her sister Katherine Dormer her heirs and assigns for ever: all that 

parcel so much of  her the said Mary Dormer’s pasture ground as is lying and enclosed in the 

orchard of  the said Katherine Dormer in Arle in the parish of  Cheltenham aforesaid, reputed 

about one acre; 

  and also that parcel and so much of  the said Mary Dormer’s pasture ground with the little 

Grossum or the Butcher’s Ground as is adjoining to the said orchard west, or some other part and 

divided or so intended to be from the other part of  the same ground by mearstone and being 

about 2 acres intended to be added to the same orchard to enlarge the same; 

  which premises are of  the same manor with the appurtenances; whereby fell to the lord for an 

heriot sixpence, and proclamation thereof  was made if  anyone… & nobody… upon which the 

said Katherine present in Court prayed to be admitted tenant to the premises; to whom the lord 

by his steward the premises aforesaid with the appurtanences did grant to be had and holden to 

her heirs and assigns for ever according to the custom of  the said manor as settled by Act of  

Parliament; rendring therefore yearly 3 pence, and for an heriot when it shall happen six pence, 

and all other costs, burthens, customs and services therefore due and of  right accustomed for such 

estate in the premises. 

  The said Katherine gave to the lord for an heriot 6d, being the full rent of  the premises doubled 



according to the tenor of  the said Act. and is therefore admitted tenant, and did to the lord 

fealty.” 

 

 

 

 

12.3.8 TRANSFER FROM MARY TO HER SISTER KATHERINE DORMER 1749 

 
MCB: D855/M15, dated 7/4/1749. (Summarised in Hodsdon's MCB). 

  “Claim of  Katherine Dormer of  Arle Court in the Co. of  Glos spinster, sister and heir of  Mary 

Dormer spinster, deceased. By Thomas Benfield the younger, her attorney lawfully authorised. 

Claimed all and singular the customary messuages, lands, tenements and hereditaments 

whatsoever of  which the said Mary Dormer dyed seized, parcel of  this manor, whereby fell to the 

lord an heriot of  £4.4.6; & proclamation thereof  was made if  anybody etc & nobody etc. Upon 

which the said Katherine Dormer by her attorney present in court prayed to be admitted tenant to 

the premises: to whom the lord by his steward the premises aforesaid with the appurtenances did 

grant to be had and holden to her heirs and assigns for ever, according to the custom of  the said 

manor as settled by Act of  Parliament, rendering therefor yearly eleven shillings ten pence at the 

usual days, and for worksilver yearly and for an heriot when it shall happen £4.4.6, and all other 

rents, burthens, customs and services therefor due and of  right accustomed. And for such estate in 

the premises, the said Katherine Dormer gave to the lord for a fine £1.3.8 being the full rent of  the 

premises doubled, according to the tenet of  the said Act, and is therefore admitted tenant, and her 

fealty is respited.” 
 

12.3.9 WILL OF MARGARET BECKET 1758 (DIED 1767). 

 

Transliteration of  PCC. PROB/ll/932 by Margery Hyett 

  “In the name of  God, Amen. 

  I Margaret Beckett of  Arle in the County of  Gloucester, spinster, do hereby make and ordain 

this my last will and testament in writing in manner and form following; that is to say: 

  I desire to be buried at Spetchley in the County of  Worcester near the vault where the late Mrs 

Mary Dormer was interred there as close as possible, and as touching my temporal estate 

wherewith it hath pleased God to bless me I dispose thereof  as follows: 

  I do hereby give and devise all those my two customary houses or cottages, gardens and 

orchards with their and every of  their appurt[enance]s situate in Arle aforesaid and held of  the 

mannor of  Cheltenham and now in the respective tenancies or possessions of  William Morgan 

and Thomas Harris (and which premises I have surrendered to the use of  my will) - to Mrs 

Katherine Dormer of  Arle aforesaid, spinster, and her heirs and assigns for ever. 

  I give and devise all that my copyhold lands situate in the parish of  Ripple in the County of  

Worcester and now in the occupation of  Samuel Cartridge - and all my right and interest therein - 

to the said Katherine Dormer for and during the term of  her natural life. And from and after her 

decease I do give and devise the said last mentioned estate to my sister Mary Beckett of  Eccleshall 

in Cheshire, spinster, for and during the term of  her natural life. And from and after her decease I 

give and devise the same to the said Katherine Dormer and her heirs and assigns for ever. 

  I give devise all those my two other copyhold estates in Ripple aforesaid in the respective tenures 

of  Thomas Ffowler and Henry Thols ?, and all my [right] and interest therein, to my said sister 

Mary Beckett for and during the term of  her natural life only. And from and after her decease I do 

hereby give and devise the said estates? last mentioned to the said Katherine Dormer and her 

heirs and assigns for ever; and from and after all my just debts and ffuneral expenses are paid and 

satisfied. 



  I do hereby give and bequeath to my said sister Mary Beckett all my personal estate, goods, 

chattels and effects whatsoever and wheresoever in trust; Nevertheless as soon as conveniently 

may be after my decease to invest and layout the same in the purchase of  an estate or estates of  

inheritance as near as may be to Arle aforesaid; which estate or estates when purchased I do 

hereby give and devise to my sister Mary Beckett during her life only. And from and after her 

decease I give and devise the same and every part thereof  to the aforesaid Katherine Dormer, her 

heirs and assigns for ever. And in the meantime and until such purchase can? be made I do direct 

that the interest and produce of  the said personal estate and effects shall be received by the person 

and persons who for the time being would be entitled to receive the rents and profits of  the said 

real estates in case the same were purchased for her, his-, or their own use and benefit. And my 

will and I do hereby direct that my said sister Mary Beckett and after her decease the said 

Katherine Dormer, her heirs or assigns, shall pay to my sister Elizabeth wife of  Stephen Ffarrall 

of  Whitchurch in Shropshire, Glover?, one annuity or yearly sum of  ten pounds - for and during 

the life of  the said Elizabeth, by equal half-yearly payments, the first payment to commence and 

be made within [six?] months next after my decease: which annuity I give to the said Elizabeth for 

her sole use and separate use without the control or intrudeship? of  her said husband. 

  And I do direct that her receipt alone, notwithstanding her coverture, shall be a proper discharge 

for the same. 

  And I do hereby charge all and singular the said estates, both real and personal, given to my said 

sister Mary Beckett for her life as aforesaid, with the payment of  the said annuity accordingly. 

  And lastly I do hereby constitute and appoint my said sister Mary Beckett full and sole executrix 

of  this my last Will and Testament. And I do hereby revoke all former will and wills by me at any 

time heretofore made and do declare this alone to be my last Will and Testament. And witness 

whereof  I have to this my last will and testament contained in one sheet of  paper, set my hand 

and seal this the ffifteenth day of  September in the year of  our Lord one thousand seven hundred 

and fifty eight MARG BECKET. 

  Signed, sealed, published and declared by the said Margaret Beckett as and for her last will and 

Testament in the presence of  us who at her request and in her presence have published our names 

as witnesses hereto: 

  Peter, Provost, Thomas? Inn, London; 

  Amos Webb, James Cartridge servants to Mrs Dormer. 

 

  On the twelfth day of  September in the year of  our Lord One thousand seven hundred and sixty 

seven. Administration with the will annexed of  the goods, chattells and credits? of  Margaret 

Becket late of  Earle in the parish of  Cheltenham in the County of  Gloucester, spinster, deceased, 

was granted to Katherine Dormer spinster the residually legatee subscribed in the will for that 

Mary Becket, spinster, the sister sole executrix and residually legatee for life mentioned in the said 

Will dyed in the lifetime of  the testatrix having been first sworn duly to administrate &c.” 

 

12.3.10 REINTERMENT OF MARGARET BECKET 1767 

 

  There is still no indication as to why it was that a member of  another family, Margaret Becket, 

had an equal share in Ar1e Court with the Dormer sisters (though only for her lifetime it seems). 

The following piece makes it clear that they were very close to each other, but not why. Since they 

were all spinsters, if  related, the closest they could be was cousins. 

  From Gloucester Consistory Court. Nov.17th 1767 (Hockaday Abstracts). (Source is quoted as 

GDR 292a p.109). 

  “Faculty to Remove the Body of  Margaret Becket. 

  James Benson Doctor of  Laws Vicar General in Spirituals, of  the Right Reverend Father in God 

William by Divine permission Lord Bishop of  the Diocese of  Gloucester, and of  his Episcopal 

Consistory Official principal lawfully constituted; 



  to the Minister, Churchwardens and inhabitants of  the parish and parish Church of  Cheltenham 

in the County and Diocese of  Gloucester. Greeting. 

  Whereas it hath been alledged before us by and on the part and behalf  of  the Honourable John 

York (sole executor named in the last Will and Testament of  Katherine Dormer late of  Earl Court 

in the parish of  Cheltenham aforesaid, spinster, deceased, which said Katherine Dormer was the 

administratrix with the will annexed of  Margaret Becket, late of  Earl Court aforesaid, deceased) 

that the said Margaret Becket did in and by her last will and testament in writing - bearing date 

the Fifteenth Day of  September One Thousand Seven Hundred and Fifty Eight - desire that her 

body might be buried at Spetchley in the County of  Worcester near the remain of  Mary Dormer, 

spinster, deceased; 

  And further that the said Margaret Becket departed this life some time in or about the month of  

January last, and was interred in the Church Yard of  the said parish Church of  Cheltenham; 

  And whereas a request hath been made to us by the said John Yorke to grant our Faculty or 

Licence for taking up and removing the body of  her the said Margaret Becket, deceased - which 

we the said Chancellor have accordingly granted. 

  And we do by these presents (as far as by the Ecclesiastical and Temporal Laws of  this Realm 

we mayor can do) - give and grant to the said John Yorke full power, leave, licence and authority 

to dig or cause the body of  the said Margaret Becket, deceased, to be taken or digged up - and to 

remove or cause the same to be removed out of  the Church Yard of  the parish Church of  

Cheltenham aforesaid, in order to be deposited agreeable to her said will; provided always that 

the said John Yorke or his agents do and shall leave the place where the said body now lieth 

interred, in as good condition as it was before the interment of  the same. 

  In witness whereof  we have caused the Seal of  our Office (which we use for this purpose) to be 

affixed to these presents. Dated the Seventeenth Day of  November in the Year of  our Lord One 

Thousand Seven Hundred and Sixty Seven. 

  Wm Mount, Regr.” 

 

12.3.11 WILL OF KATHERINE DORMER (JNR.), 1767 

 

  “In the name of  God, Amen. I Katherine Dormer of  Arle Court in the parish of  Cheltenham in 

the county of  Gloucester spinster … my body I commit to the earth to be decently but very 

privately without pomp buried at Spetchley in the county of  Worcester in the same vault where 

my late sister Mary Dormer was buried …. 

  … Out of  the true? Ffriendship, esteem and regard I have long retained for the late Earl and 

Lady Hardwick and their ffamily, in consequence of  the great ffriendship shown by them to me, 

and the constant assistance I received from his lordship in the course of  many long and 

troublesome suits, in which I have been unhappily engaged for the support and in defence of  my 

just rights, and in respect to which I should have been a much greater sufferer than I am, but for 

the assistance so kindly and seasonably given me by his lordship, and in due sense of  the favours 

so received, and as a grateful return for the same, and with a view moreover of  restoring again - 

so far as this devise imports - of  my estate and lands of  Arle Court, and such other lands and 

tenements hereinafter devised as formerly belonged to the Lygons of  Madresfield:- into that 

worthy ffamily I do give and devise unto the Honorable John Yorke, fourth son of  the said Earl of  

Hardwick, (subject and chargeable as hereinafter is mentioned):- all that my capital messuage or 

mansion house called Arle Court, with the ffarm lands, tenements and hereditaments … in the 

parish of  Cheltenham or elsewhere in the county of  Gloucester …. 

  And after his decease … unto Miss Jemima Yorke daughter of  the said John Yorke by his wife 

formerly [Elizabeth] Lygon, daughter of  Reginald Lygon of  Madresfield in the county of 

Worcester esqr., and her heirs for ever; but in case she shall happen to die before the age of  twenty 

one years … unto the said Reginald Lygon, his heirs and assigns for ever. 

  Item. I give and devise unto each of  my two great nephews John Parkhurst and Charles George 



Parkhurst, sons of  my late nephew Robert Parkhurst, an annuity or yearly rent charge of  ten 

pounds apiece, payable half-yearly to their parents or guardians, for their use on the twenty-fifth 

day of  March and the twenty-ninth day of  September, by equal portions, clear of  all taxes … 

  … And my will and desire is that the said house shall not be lost?, let or demised to any person 

or persons who shall use or exercise the trade or business of  a vintner, innkeeper, coffee house 

man or victualler, and that the said house shall not be made use of  as a place for any publick 

entertainment or resort whatsoever. And I also desire that the ways in, through and about my said 

estates in the county of  Gloucester be always kept up and preserved, and that the name? be not 

lost, given up or parted with - on any account whatever. 

  And I give and devise all that my undivided fourth part or share of  the manor of  Purston in the 

county of  Northampton … unto my sister Richarda, the widow of  John Parkhurst, late of  

Catesby in the said county of  Northampton Esq deceased. [And then]… unto her son and my 

nephew the Reverend John Parkhurst of  Epsom in Surrey…. 

  … my hand and seal this sixth day of  August in the year of  our Lord one thousand seven 

hundred and sixty seven. Kath. Dormer. 

  This Will was proved at London on the twenty-seventh day of  November in the year of  our Lord 

1767.…” 

 

12.3.12 FORTESCUE’S TRANSFER OF ARLE COURT TO JOHN YORKE, 1768 

 

  Copied by Margery from MCB D855/M16: Purchaser’s index: John Yorke from Lord 
Ffortescue. See also Hodsdon’s MCB summary. Note that this doesn’t mention Arle Court by 

name: the Manor Court was primarily concerned with copyhold properties. The mention of  

Margaret Beckett (spinster) is still confusing: she seems to have had half-ownership of  Arle Court 

and its lands, somehow. Nobody seems subsequently to have questioned Yorke’s ownership. 

  “To this court came Thomas Hughes of  Cheltenham aforesaid, gent his attorney for such 

purpose lawfully authorised by The Rt Hon. Dormer Lord Ffortescue Baron of  Credan in the 

Kingdom of  Ireland, a customary tenant of  the said manor, and in full and open court did 

surrender unto the hands of  the lord of the said manor to the use of  the Hon. John Yorke of  

Berkeley Square in the Co of  Mx his heirs and assigns:- all messuages, lands, tenements and 

hereditaments then parcel of  the said manor, with the appurtenances, which at this court were 

granted to the said Dormer Lord Ffortescue and his heirs of  his claim - as the customary heir of  

Katherine Dormer of  Arle in the parish of  Cheltenham aforesaid, spinster, late a customary 

tenant of  the said manor, deceased; which said Katherine Dormer was devisee of  the last will and 

testament of  Margaret Beckett, late of  Arle aforesaid, spinster. 

  Whereby fell to the lord for an heriot deceased 7/-. Proclamation was made: if  anyone &c, and 

nobody &c: upon which the said John Yorke - by Edward Timbrell his attorney for such purpose 

lawfully authorised present in court - prayed to be admitted tenant to the premises. 

  To whom the lord, by the steward aforesaid, the premises aforesaid with the appurtenances did 

grant to be had and holden to him his heirs and assigns for ever, according to the custom of  the 

said manor as settled by Act of  Parliament. Rendering therefore Yearly 5d at the days usual by 

equal portions, and for an heriot when it shall happen 7/-, and all other rent, burthens, customs 

and services therefore before due and by right accustomed and for such estate in the premises. 

The said John Yorke gave to the lord for a fine 10d being the full rent of  the premises doubled 

according to the tenor of  the said Act; and is therefore admitted tenant?. Fealty is respited only, 

&c.” 

 

12.3.13 WILL OF THOMAS PACKER BUTT 1828 

 

  T.P. Butt’s will is very long. Here follows the final section. 

  “This is a fourth codicil to the last will and testament of  Thomas Packer Butt, of  Arle Court in 



the parish of  Cheltenham in the County of  Gloucester, Esquire. 

  I give and bequeath to Devereux Bowly, William Smith and Samuel Sadler, the Trustees 

appointed by the second codicil to my said will, the sum of  one thousand and seven hundred 

pounds upon trust, to lay out and invest the same in the purchase of  such lands and 

hereditaments, adjoining or lying near to the Purt Farm referred to in the said codicil, as they 

shall consider it expedient to annex to the said farm; and in the mean time, to lay out and invest 

the same or such part thereof  as from time to time shall not be applied in [the] manner aforesaid, 

at interest upon Government or real security to accumulate at compound interest. 

  And when and as often as such purchases shall be effected, I direct that the lands so purchased 

shall be conveyed to my said Trustees to the same uses, upon the same trusts in every respect as 

are in my said will declared and expressed as to my estate situate at Lodiard Millicent and 

Swindon in the County of  Wilts. 

  And I hereby direct my said Trustees to stand possessed of  any portion of  such fund, or of  the 

accumulations thereof, as may not be applied for the purposes aforesaid, for the exclusive benefit 

of  my illegitimate son William Packer Colston Butt, to be paid over to him on his attaining the 

age of  twenty one years. And in the event of  his not attaining the said age, I give and bequeath 

the same equally between my daughters, to be paid over to them at the like age or day of  marriage 

whichever shall first happen; or in case of  the death of  either of  them without attaining a vested 

interest, then I give the whole of  the said fund to the survivor of  them, her executors or 

administrators. 
  In witness whereof  I have hereunto my hand and seal the eigth [check] day of  July in the year of  

our Lord one thousand eight hundred and twenty eight. _ The mark and seal of  Thomas Packer 

X Butt LS. 

  Signed, sealed, published and declared by the said Thomas Packer Butt as and for a codicil to his 

last will and testament, in the presence of  us who at his request and in his presence and in the 

presence of  each other have hereunto subscribed our names as witness. G. Newmarch, 

Cirencester. Jane Packer Dadge. Esther Grenville. 

  Proved at London with 4 codls 3rd Nove. 1828 before the Judge by the ___? of  William Smith the 

Executor named in the will, Samuel Sadler the Executor named in the 1st  codl & Devereux Bowly 

the Exor. named in the 2nd codl to whom aduron? was granted, having been first sworn by Canon? 

duly to aduir?.” 
 

12.3.14 WILL OF W.P.C. BUTT 1848 

 

  Summary [most] of  the will (made 1844, proved 1848).  

  “WILLIAM PACKER COLSTON BUTT now or lately residing at Arle Court in the Parish of  

Cheltenham in the County of  Gloucester Esquire. 

  I give and devise all that my farm or estate called The Purt? Farm situate in the Parish of  Purton 

in the County of  Wilts and now in the occupation of  Thomas Miflin; and also all those my fields 

or pieces of  land situate in or near the Parish of  Purton and being near to or adjoining the said 

farm or estate called Purt Farm and now or late in the occupation of  Elisha Kinnett?; and also all 

those my fields or pieces of  land now in the occupation of  Mrs King and situate and being in the 

Parish of  Swindon in the said County of  Wilts and being part of  a farm called Northlaynes? 

Farm; with the appurtenances to the above mentioned premises respectively belonging; and also 

all moneys which I may have in the County of  Gloucester Bank at Cirencester, or in any Bank 

whatsoever at the time of  my decease - unto and to the use of  my brother Thomas Packer Walter 

Butt, his heirs, executors, administrators and assigns respectively, but subject and charged with the 

payment of  all my just debts and my funeral and testamentary expenses, and with the payment of  

the several legacies and annuities next hereinafter mentioned:- 

  that is to say, a legacy of  one hundred pounds to my Goddaughter Ellen Fanny Jarvis Sadler, 

daughter of  Samuel Champernown Sadler of  Purton aforesaid Esquire; a legacy of  fifty pounds 



to Richard Colston of  Cheltenham aforesaid, carpenter - the same legacies to be paid free of 

legacy duty or any deduction whatsoever; an annuity of  forty pounds to John Colston of  

Cheltenham aforesaid, the father of  the said Richard Colston for the term of  his natural life; and 

an annuity of  forty pounds to Richard Colston of  Staverton in the County of  Gloucester, brother 

of  the said John Colston for the term of  his natural life:- the same annuities to be paid by ___ ___ 

quarterly portion in each year, and the first quarterly portion theretofore _______ to be paid at the 

end of  a quarter of  a year next after my decease. 

  I give and devise all that my farm or estate called Rudgeway? [now Ridgeway], situate at or ___ to 

the parish of  Purton aforesaid, and now in the occupation of  Mrs Parker; and also all those my 

fields or pieces of  land and quarries now in the occupation of  John Templer?, and situate and 

being in or near to the Parish of  Purton aforesaid; also all my Mill and lands held therewith now 

in the occupation of  Philip Nash and situate and being in or near to the Parish of  Purton 

aforesaid with the appurtenances to the above mentioned premises respectively belonging; 
  but subject to the payment of  the legacy of  on [check] hundred pounds to Samuel Sadler of  Arle 

Court aforesaid Esquire, free of  legacy duty or any deduction whatsoever; 

  with and to the use of  my said brother Thomas Packer Walter Butt, his heirs or assigns; and 

shall from time to time during the life of  my mother Ann Sadler the wife of  the said Samuel 

Sadler … independently of  her present or any future husband …; that after the decease of  my said 

mother Ann Sadler, the said heriditaments and premises lastly above given shall be had and held 

by the said brother Thomas Packer Walter Butt, his heirs and assigns, for his and their use. 

  I give and devise all my farm or estate called Calcot situate and being in the Parish of  Cricklade 

in the County of  Wilts and now in the occupation of  Henry Hains?, with the appurtenances 

thereto belonging; 

  but subject to the payment of  a legacy of  one hundred pounds to William James Sadler, a son of  

the said Samuel Sadler; and to the payment of  a legacy of  fifty pounds to the said Samuel 

Champernown Sadler, another son of  the said Samuel Sadler:- the same legacies to be paid free 

of  legacy duty or of  any deduction whatsoever; 

  with and to the use of  my said brother Thomas Packer Walter Butt, his heirs or assigns; and 
shall from time to time during the life of  my oldest sister Lydia B___ Butt pay into or …. [etc. see 

note below] 

  … My farm or estate called Shaw Farm. I give and devise all my farm or estate called Shaw 

Farm situate and being in the Parish of  Liddiard Millicent in the County of  Wilts, and now in the 

occupation of  Thomas Sadler the younger, with the appurtenances thereto belonging; 

  but subject to the payment of  a legacy of  fifty pounds to each of  these? Caroline Sadler and 

Elizabeth Ann Sadler, sisters of  the said Samuel Champernown Sadler, free of  legacy duty or any 

deduction whatsoever; 

  unto and to the use of  my said brother Thomas Packer Walter Butt …; and shall from time to 

time during the life of  my youngest sister Ann Matilda Butt pay unto or permit and suffer her to 

have and receive the rents and profits of  the heriditaments and premises lastly above given …. 
  [I have missed the sections which go into some length to describe how or whether these legacies are 

transferable to the families of  the ladies concerned] 

  … and I give all the residue of  my property, both real and personal, unto and to the use of  my 

said brother Thomas Packer Walter Butt, his heirs, executors, administrators and assigns 

respectively. And I appoint my same brother sole Executor of  this my will. In witness thereto I 

have hereunto subscribed my hand, this sixteenth day of  July, in the year of  our Lord one 

thousand eight hundred and forty four: Wm. P. C. Butt. 

  [witnesses E. S? Newman; Revd J. Ticehurst Solrs Cheltenham] 

  Proved at London 8th April 1848.” 

 

 



CHAPTER 13: REDGROVE – MEDIEVAL & MODERN 
 

 RESURRECTING REDGROVE 

   

Picture: Manor by the Lake. (12th May 2008 D.E.) 
 

  A summary of  this story (and a version of  the above picture) is published in HHW Volume 5 

pp.47-58. 

  The building now called the Manor By The Lake was until recently called Arle Court. Further 

back still, it was known as Grovefield, when owned by a Mr Pritchitt. I note that Pigot’s 1830 

directory gives the address of  Captain Pritchard [sic] here as Redgrove. There is earlier evidence 
of  these two names Grovefield and Redgrove being used interchangeably. In 1612 (PNG) was 

documented the name “Redgrove alias Grove field” (referring in those days to an estate, not 

necessarily to a building). 

  The distinction between Grovefield and Redgrove will become apparent as we go on. But neither 

of  them should be confused with the Corporation of  Gloucester’s estate further west at 

Harthurstfield. (The study of  that estate, in Chapter 14.1, will lead towards a study of  its 

neighbours around Fiddlers Green. And then, since I’ll have introduced here the complicated 

story of  field-names, the northern half  of  Arle and of  Alstone will deserve further in-depth 

chapters on that subject). 

  Redgrove was the name of  an extended estate which in the 1100s was owned by the Priory of 
Llanthony (just beyond Gloucester), as mentioned briefly in History of  Hester’s Way Vol.3 p.16. 

Chapter 13 will clear up two big questions: 

What was the Redgrove estate? 

Where was the Redgrove estate? 

Bear with me on this long investigation! (It will also throw light on the question of  “Where and 

what was Arle?”) 

  Originally believing this area to be outside the ancient estate of  Arle, I first researched only a bit 

about it in order it to find the source of  the name Redgrove Road. (See chapter 3.1.3 & 3.1.10). 
But Barbara Rawes in her geographical history (CLHS Journal 6 pp.19-22) was wrong to consider 

that Harthurstfield should be thought of  as a separate manor from Arle. 

  With Redgrove, compare the Bedlam estate in Swindon parish (chapter 1.2.5), which had 

similarly been granted in the 13th century to an ecclesiastical institution some miles away in 

Gloucester. It would have been impossible for that property to operate independently of  the rest 



of  Swindon because its lands were interspersed amongst the open fields of  the peasants there. But 

Redgrove might have been slightly different. Bedlam contained only around 15 acres (half  a 

virgate) and was a private donation, whereas Redgrove was quite a bit larger, and had once been 

subject to Royal interference. 

  Nevertheless, Redgrove did not (as Rawes suggested) contain the whole hamlet of  Harthurstfield 

– i.e. that part of  Arle south of  the Hatherley Brook - which itself  totalled approximately 210 

acres or 7 virgates. In this district, care should therefore be taken to distinguish between the 

geographical status and administrative status. “Harthurstfield” was a group of  fields and 

dwellings which were never independent of  Arle in the way implied by Rawes. [Compare J. 
Rhodes’s “Llanthony Priory Registers” p.75 footnote, which clearly describes Harthurst as a hamlet 

within Arle]. Whereas Redgrove was an estate centred in the Harthurstfield area, but not of  the 

same geographical limits, and containing at most half  to three-quarters of  the hamlet of  

Harthurstfield. 

  It appears anyway that Llanthony’s Manor of  Redgrove included a scattering of  pieces of  land - 

some across the neighbouring parishes. Of  these pieces of  land, Redgrove Wood was the largest, 

most central, and perhaps the most conspicuous and most valuable. What these Redgrove 

properties did have to unify them was a bailiff. The bailiff  of  Redgrove in 1535 was called Giles 

Roberts. [Rhodes p.xxviii]. Unlike a traditional manorial reeve, the bailiff  may not have been a 

resident. 

  The earliest date I can find at which the phrase “Manor of  Redgrove” recorded is 1540 

(Hockaday Abstracts), and the latest date is in 1697 (Fleetwood Dormer’s will) unless you count 

the reference in 1813 to ‘the manor or reputed manor of  Redgrove.’ Mary Dormer called it an 

‘estate’ in 1729. This minor distinction may seem pedantic, even obsessive. But the question does 

provide me a framework or context to list and explain what is known (by me) about the area. It 

will also display the limits of  my research, as well as the limits of  my knowledge of  the traditions 

of  land ownership. 

 

13.1: MEDIEVAL REDGROVE & GROVEFIELD 
 

13.1.1 THE EARLS OF HEREFORD 

 

  Following on from the story of  the de Arle family in Chapter 12: they were the first of  the two 

Norman aristocratic families who altered the development of  Arle. 

  The second Norman family to influence Arle’s history was much more powerful in 

Gloucestershire terms. The character who is most often mentioned in relation to Cheltenham was 
Milo (or Miles), who was the Constable of  Gloucester Castle or Sherriff  of  Gloucester [V.C.H. 

Vol.2 p.87 and check V.C.H. Vol.4 pp.353-4, and see TBGAS Volumes]. This was only one of  his 

many titles. He was of  a lineage which held the title of  Earl of  Hereford. (Also perhaps briefly Earl 

of  Gloucester?). The family owned a huge scattering of  estates, manors and parishes all around 

Gloucestershire, Herefordshire and into South Wales. 

  The Wikipedia entry describes him as Miles de Gloucester 1100-1143, 1st Earl of  Hereford, Lord 

of  Brecknock, Constable of  England, hereditary Sheriff  of  Gloucester, local justicier for 

Gloucestershire; he was also Sheriff  of  Staffordshire 1128-30 and Sheriff  of  Herefordshire 1128-

35. He was rewarded with the Earldom of  Hereford in 1141 under Matilda. His father had been 

Walter de Gloucester, who had held the hereditary title Sheriff  of  Gloucester during 1104-c.1121. 

Miles was succeeded by his eldest son Roger, who died childless. Miles's daughter Margaret 

married Humphrey II de Bohun, and the title Earl of  Hereford was re-created for their son. 

  [It's worth noting how important Gloucester was, a city within walking distance of  us. It's often 

mentioned that William the Conqueror was there on Christmas Day 1086 when he commissioned 

the Domesday Book. It's less often mentioned that the tomb of  William's eldest son is in 



Gloucester Cathedral. Also, I think, his cousin installed himself  at Tewkesbury and founded the 

abbey there]. 

  Under William the Conqueror's feudal system, the whole of  England belonged to the king. But 

in practice the various manors were under the control of  their respective lords. However, in a few 

places the king was himself  lord of  the manor, and Cheltenham was an example of  this. That is, 

Cheltenham was a Crown Estate, as we might call it now. 

  The manor and parish of  Cheltenham was a large area – it extended west to east from Hester's 

Way to Charlton Kings inclusive. But the king was hardly in a position to deal with the year-by-

year administration of  all his manors. He deputised the decision-making to a local official (“the 

king's reeve” or king's bailiff  as Domesday Book called him). So, in those days it was Milo and his 

ancestors and descendants who were entrusted with making the decisions about Cheltenham. 

  Which king would it be? Check the dates: earlier than 1136 I think, which is when Llanthony-

by-Gloucester was founded, and probably by 1118, which was when the hermitage at Llanthony 

became a priory (Rhodes p.xiv). This should make it Henry I, unless the process commenced 

even earlier, under William II or even William I. (Incidentally, it was much later on that the 

Crown gave away the lordship of  the manor of  Cheltenham to an ecclesiastical institution). 

  [NB. Other changes were taking place locally in the time of  Henry I. E.g. the formation of  the 

Parish of  Charlton Kings and the manor there – see Anthea Jones p.53,54. Also, the present 

Cheltenham Parish Church building is of  that era – reckoned by some, including me, to be on a 

different site to the Saxon Minster of  the town. I think it was also the Normans who squared up a 

lot of  our landscape in arable areas, for example, the rectilinear pattern of  Alstone Sandfield]. 

  Atkyns p.505 says Llanthony in Wales was first settled in the 1st year of  Henry I.  However, 

p.517 says it was Hugh de Laci, who came over with William I, who was the first founder of  

Llanthony, but he died without heir. According to p.508 Walter the constable retired there to live. 

According to p.514 Walter had the government of  the castles of  Gloucester and Hereford in the 

time of  Henry I; in fact he built Gloucester castle on his own ground. Walter died and was buried 

at Llanthony, Wales. 

  Walter's only son was Milo the constable. Henry I made him Earl of  Hereford, and he and his 

heirs were given the Forest of  Dean. According to p.510 when Llanthony was under attack from 

the Welsh, the bishop of  Hereford invited the brethren to join him. After two years (with the 

dispute between Stephen and Matilda still in progress) the bishop asked Milo the constable, Earl 

of  Hereford, to intervene, for the sake of  his father Walter. Milo gave the brethren a place near 

Gloucester where they consecrated a church in 1136. 

  Milo's father Walter is credited with the founding of  a new priory at Llanthony, north of  

Abergavenny in Monmouthshire. In those days, pious aristocrats would seek the favour of  the 

Church or of  God by donating farms and farmlands to monasteries. Walter gave away many of  

his properties, to help establish that new priory at Llanthony. By owning several such estates, and 

thereby receiving (considerable) rental income from tenant farmers, the priory could establish its 

resources securely. 

  Included amongst Walter's donations to Llanthony were some large chunks of  the manor of  

Cheltenham. These chunks were two corners of  the manor: areas of  farmland sited on recently 

cleared woodland. (The king himself  would surely have given special permission or instruction 

for these clearances, since woodlands were of  more interest to kings than farmlands were). 

  Specifically, the priory’s lands included a chunk in the northeast of  Cheltenham at Oakley (later 

known as Priors Farm) and a bigger chunk in the southwest of  Cheltenham, known as Hatherley. 

The use of  the name Hatherley does not indicate that these lands were ever part of  the manor of  

Up Hatherley, but merely indicates that the lands lay near and alongside the stream called the 

Hatherley Brook (which flows towards the village of  Down Hatherley). 

  Later on, when the Welsh priory came under threat, Walter’s son Milo founded a second Priory, 

so-called Llanthony-by-Gloucester. Milo took back the estates which his father had originally 

donated, combined with them a large number of  estates that he himself  owned, and then re-



divided the total between the two priories. The Cheltenham properties were given to the second 

Priory (the remains of  which can still be seen, seven miles away from our area, behind Gloucester 

Quays shopping centre). 

  So although Milo is the name most often quoted, note that first of  all he confirmed the gifts 

already made by his grandfather Earl Roger (VCH Vol.2 p.87) to Llanthony, and then that he 

added further lands in 1137. It should be clear enough whether the Hatherley (Cheltenham) estate 

was given first to the one Llanthony and then to the other: however, the names of  the benefactors 

tend to get in a muddled sequence! Atkyns's county history should help. 

  Everything was potentially up for grabs, especially in an era of  instability! So it was necessary 

for each generation of  landowners to affirm again the gifts that their predecessors had made, in 

order to clarify ongoing ownership, until it became established by longstanding habit. Anyway, 

until around 1180 established custom (confirmed by heirs) was at least as valid as any 

documentation or contract. Hence some transactions and donations appear recorded under more 

than one date. 

  Atkyns p.519 recites the charter of  Milo constable of  Gloucester. He refers to the properties near 

and around Gloucester given to Llanthony in 1137 as “given by my Ancestors Roger of  Gloster 

and Walter the Constable.” Page 520 concludes the list of  donations from 1137, ending with “all 

the Tithes of  Sutgrove Restald.” He then goes on to add more in 1141, and states that his sons 

Roger and Walter had taken an oath not to interfere with these gifts. 

  Soon after this donation, however, Milo made a small adjustment. He had also been 

instrumental in establishing a leper hospital on the north side of  the city of  Gloucester. In order 

to likewise give that institution a small secure income, he extracted one farmstead - of  58 acres - 

out of  Llanthony's land-holding at Hatherley, and assigned it instead to this new place, the 

Hospital of  St. Mary Magdalen. All this had happened by the year 1143. 

  Because 1143 is when Milo died, according to V.C.H. Vol.2 p.88. Strictly speaking, the date of  the 

founding of  the Hospital is unknown, but it was Milo who gave land at Barrington to Llanthony 

specifically for the care of  lepers, according to Rudder p.187, so the concept of  the hospital must 

have been his idea. 
  If  Atkyns’s origins and genealogies are ambiguous, V.C.H. Vol.2 p.87 quoting Dugdale Vol.6 

pp.130-137 may clear up any ambiguity. 

  According to Atkyns p.513 Milo founded Llanthony in 1136 and died in 1143. His five sons all 

died childless and were each in turn Earl of  Hereford: Roger, Henry, Walter, Matthew and 

William. Several years later the prior had a falling out with the patron, who was Earl Roger son 

of  Milo. 

  According to p.515 Milo's eldest daughter Margery became patron of  Llanthony. She became 

Margery de Bohun in the reign of  Henry, marrying Humphrey de Bohun III. According to p.516 

she died in 1187. 

  Atkyns p.521 gives the charter of  King John, describing Llanthony's lands, including p.522 

repeating Milo’s gifts as “Whatsoever was given by Walter the Constable, and confirmed by Earl 

Milo, the Moiety of  Bernington with the Church and all its Appurtenances; whatsoever was given 

by Earl Roger, the other Moiety of  Bernington, for the Provision of  13 lepers; whatsoever was 

given by Hugh de Laci and confirmed by Earl Roger – the Church of  Wyhe…; and whatsoever 

was given by the said Margaret de Bohun…; what was given by Walter of  Hereford – some new-

ploughed Grounds in Cheltenham.…” 

  Anthea Jones p.54 mentions about “knights” being allowed or encouraged to add to the 

Llanthony gifts - I’m not sure if  she means within Cheltenham or generally in Gloucestershire. 

She also notes on p.66 (and see p.57) that somewhere between 1086 and 1294, the royal demesne 

estate of  Cheltenham had reduced from 4 carucates to just 1 carucate (although the latter 

contained at least 180 acres: cf. the 1453 assessment as 1½ carucates). It would be a fair 

assumption that a lot of  the vanished demesne had lain in the vicinities of  Oakley and Hatherley, 



(although, that doesn’t mean these areas had always and originally been the king’s to give away!)  

 

13.1.2 CAMDEN MISCELLANY Vol.22 

 
  See Camden Miscellany Vol.22 (published by the Royal Historical Society 1964) chapter entitled 

“Charters of  the Earldom of  Hereford 1095-1202” edited by David Walker. [The GRO reference is 

B220/51886GS]. See especially pp.42-46 (paragraphs 69-73). In this article, D. Walker refers back 

to his earlier articles published in the TBGAS volumes of  1958 and 1960, on Miles of  Gloucester, 

who was Earl of  Hereford. Check these, as well as the 1942 volume (Vol.63). 

  Here he quotes the Latin charters that have survived from the medieval period. Early land 

transactions relating to Llanthony appear to have been copied in the 1440s, and it is these versions 

that have survived (see his p.8). The estate here was never referred to as Redgrove, or Harthurst, 

but only as Hatherley. There is an extra layer of  variation in the spellings of  the place-name, 

which were caught between the forms of  the 1100s and 1400s. I have used a capital P below to 

represent the extra letter of  the Anglo-Saxon alphabet, pronounced ‘th.’ 

  Page 18, part of  the general confirmation of  transfer from Roger Earl of  Hereford to Llanthony-

by-Gloucester in 1143-55 reads: “Iterum addidi prefatis elemosinis pro anima et [pro] debito 

patris mei terram de Heyerley [or Hederle] quam Ricardus de feodo meo teneurat et eam sponte 

sum miehi reddiderat et quietam clamaverat.” 

  See page 35 regarding the charter of  Earl Roger confirming the gift by Walter de Brussella of  

Arle Chapel (1143-55). 

  Page 44, a charter of  Walter of  Hereford to Llanthony-by-Gloucester, confirming grants by his 

predecessor c.1155-60, including “exartum de Acle” [Oakley] given by Ralph Butler (see also 

p.36) and “…ex exarta de HePerley [or Hederley] sicut Ricardus eis ea donavit.” That is, exarta at 

Hatherley given by Ricardus. 
  Page 46, a charter of  Walter the Constable in 1155-60 (check), recording the grant to Llanthony-

by-Gloucester of  Sutgrove, and the assart of  Hatherley and Oakley in Cheltenham. The name 
Radulfus Butellarius translates as Ralph the Butler (CLHS Journal 6 p.7): “…et de feoda de 

Chilteham exartum de Hederley [or Hederlei or HePerley] exarto viiito acrarum de Acle sicut 

Ricardus eis ea dedit, ex exsartum [or exartum] de Acle sicut Radulfus Butellarius eis illud 

donavit.” 

  I don’t know Latin. I presume exartum translates as assarts, but I don’t know what acrarum 

means. The Charter of  Milo or Miles, listing all the benefactions or estates that he donated, is 
quoted in Rudder’s History of  Gloucestershire Appendix 18, p.513. See also Appendix 19, where the 

Charter of  King John confirmed all the same estates and a whole lot more. (And Appendix 21, 

where Edward II confirms them all again). As Rhodes points out (p.xiv), although not as rich as 

the abbeys at Gloucester and Tewkesbury, Llanthony was arguably the richest Augustinian 

institution in England, even ahead of  Cirencester Abbey. 
  Rawes made notes on this [my ref  EB], noting also [EA] the Calendar of  Patent Rolls (Eliz I) Vol.4 

from 1566-69, and (from that publication??) p.472, letters and papers of  Henry VIII (1540) 942 

no.47. 
 

13.1.3 RHODES & THE DOVECOTE 

 
  References to Rhodes are to A Calendar of  the Registers of  the Priory of  Llanthony by Gloucester 1457-

1466 and 1501-1525 (BGAS publication Volume 15) edited by John Rhodes (2002). See there p.xxxvii 

for a description of  what the actual medieval volume of  registers looks like. 
  John Rhodes earlier published some of  his researches in Glevensis No.23 (1989), in the form of  a 

chapter entitled Properties of  Llanthony Priory: A Gazetteer. At pp.16,17 he records that at 

Cheltenham there were two properties, one at Oakley (near Charlton Kings), the other at 



Redgrove. The latter he describes as being recorded from 1143-55 and located at Harthurstfield - 

but “originally” in Hatherley - and having a dovecote. His references are D. Walker’s Charters as 

above, pp.18,44; also TBGAS Vol.63 p.66 and Vol.36 p.296; also Valor Ecclesiaticus Vol.2 (from the 

time of  Henry VIII) (ed. J. Caley & J. Hunter)  p.427. The Glevensis article includes a section on 

the historical importance of  Llanthony Abbey pp.27,28, followed by a considerable Bibliography, 

p.29. 

  The reference to a dovecote (to supply meat) is fascinating enough: you could imagine it being 

associated with the area of  woodland here. But it hardly constitutes a major resource: no person 

would need to be permanently on hand to maintain it, I’d have thought. It certainly doesn’t 
constitute a manor-house. Anyway, in his BGAS p.xxviii John Rhodes confirms that Redgrove 

had no manor-house. 
  The TBGAS Vol.128 (2010) p.55 postulated a ‘grange’ here belonging to the Abbey, but I think 

that’s pure guesswork, the authors assuming that an ecclesiastical estate should surely have had 

some central building. It’s not impossible that Redgrove did have a grange - but where exactly it 

was located would be guesswork again I think. 

  I think we can easily clarify the confusion over whether the estate can be described as having 

been ‘in Hatherley.’ What I’m still not clear about is if  the name ‘Redgrove’ was actually in use at 

an early date. Jones p.54 hints that a 1540 document distinguished between Redgrove and 

Harthurste. 

  [It is worth dispensing with one possible source of  confusion or error at the outset, for those 

researching original early documents. Rhodes once made reference to Sudgrove or Redgrove 

(Harthurstfield) manor in 1155-60. But Sudgrove (or Sutgrove) was somewhere else, probably 

Southgrove, the name of  a farm or manor in the parish of  Tuffley, very close to Llanthony-by-

Gloucester. Alternatively, it was the manor of  Sudgrove near Miserden in the Cotswolds]. 

 

13.1.4 SEE THE WOOD FOR THE TREES (DEFINING TERMS) 

 

  I used to query the interpretation of  the word “assarts” in this context. Did it necessarily mean 

the clearing of  woodland? I’m now happy that that is the best and only interpretation – because 

of  the woodland place-names locally. Also because if  the area had been any other type of  non-

arable land, such as meadow, it’s unlikely to have been ploughed up unless it had first become – or 

been considered as – wasteland. And genuine wasteland would very quickly become woodland 

anyway. 

  Incidentally, to convert woodland to farmland as described was no light matter — it was not 

only a lot of  hard work, it also destroyed a useful resource. But the necessity had arisen because 

the manorial method of  land-management had become a victim of  its own success: it could adapt 

well to most local demands, but not to increasing population. Already during the 1100s our 

nation was becoming crowded, and a more precise method of  local government was called for. 

After 1180 the ‘tithing’ took over from the ‘manor’ as a more useful method of  people-

management, being defined purely by geography, although the Manor Courts continued to 

supervise the traditions of  land-management. 

  As for Llanthony's holdings, the Oakley section lay within the tithing of  Cheltenham, whilst the 

Hatherley section was divided between the two tithings of  Arle and Alstone. See 13.1.5. In the 

early records of  Llanthony, the eastern part of  Hatherley was simply referred to as ‘Alveston,’ that 

is, Alstone (almost certainly meaning the area which was later known as Benhall Farm). The 

western part of  Hatherley, in Arle tithing, acquired the name Harthurst - this latter place-name 

was first recorded in 1287. 

  Records of  1294 inform us of  the acreages of  the estates concerned. Oakley consisted of  one 

carucate, which is about 120 acres. Hatherley contained two carucates, about 240 acres. 

  Adding the acreage given to the Hospital, it would seem Milo's original property at Hatherley 



would have been around 300 acres over-all. 

  The evidence for the original expanse of  the estates exists in the size and shape of  the land still 

described as Freehold in the 1830s Inclosure Act. At face value this should include the Benhall 

Farm area (possibly excluding Benhall Wood). But I do need to check and compare the records of  

any other freeholders, as described in Norden’s 1617 survey, and also the 1635 survey to check if  

any of  that area was ever Demesne. 
  [Another thought that occurs to me. Could it be that there were many exchanges of  strips of  land between 

the independent manorial lands of  Redgrove and other intermingled farmlands which were copyhold of  

Cheltenham. So much so that, for simplicity, the status of  the latter came to be considered as freehold of  the 

manor of  Cheltenham. The Inclosure Act might fail to distinguish the two types of  freehold, merely noting 

the existence of  the last remnant of  half  a field which was still copyhold (AAI 218)]. 

  In Llanthony's terms, such acreages were quite small. To deal with the rent collections and other 

affairs, the Priory assigned a single bailiff  to take charge of  Hatherley and a group of  other 

smaller properties – scattered through seven parishes all along the Hatherley Brook, through 

Down Hatherley to Sandhurst. Land under the authority of  a bailiff  was called a bailiwick, and 

this group of  estates came to be dubbed the bailiwick of  Redgrove (or manor of  Redgrove). 

 

13.1.5 A MAP IN THE MEDIEVAL MIND 

 
  There is one anachronism in my published account of  this in HHW Vol.5 p.54. I state that the 

manor of  Hatherley or Redgrove straddled the boundary between the two tithings of  Arle and 

Alstone. But I’d just stated that tithings were not defined until 1180. So, when the manor was 

created, the tithing boundaries did not yet exist. Even as late as 1136, a manor or bailiwick which 

had just been created would have been given the traditional (Saxon) format of  being deliberately 

intermingled with its neighbours. 

  I don’t know the details and technicalities of  the creation of  tithings, and it might be fair to think 

that in 1180 (or whenever it was) designating precise boundaries on the ground was unnecessary. 

After all, a tithing was a population of  people, so in unpopulated areas the line of  the exact 

boundary was irrelevant. However, since a major function of  a tithing was to maintain its own 

highways, it would have been necessary for each tithing to be aware of  its geographical limits. I’m 

sure the limits were defined right from the start along field-boundaries, in a way which was well-

known to the local people, even if  it was never marked on a map. 

  So, when the boundary between the tithings of  Arle and Alstone came to be fixed, why would it 

have been drawn dividing through the manor, rather than to one side or the other? The answer 

obviously is that the lands of  the manor were not a single contiguous unit. The manor boundary 

was indistinct and bitty. No doubt the boundary followed the neatest and most logical field-

boundary possible, following the only solid or continuous property boundary that it could find, 

but inevitably leaving bits left over. So the manor ended up nominally in Arle (including probably 

all of  its demesne) but actually geographically split. I suggest that the portions in Alstone may 

have been treated as a single tenancy, and the portions in Arle may have been held by several 

tenants. But the proportion of  acreage in each is not obvious. 

  (It’s possible, alternatively, that Redgrove was a contiguous unit, but its northeastern corner 

tended to be tenanted by farmers from Alstone and were therefore considered to be part of  

Alstone Tithing. I appreciate that this explanation is simpler, but less likely). 
  You can see my theory about the shape of  Redgrove manor on the inside back cover of  HHW 

Vol.5, and copied here, where the map shows considerable overlap into the Benhall district of  

Alstone (explained on p.57). So to correct my text (p.54) slightly, I should say that, if  the 

boundary between the tithings took the route shown on my map, it was the tithing boundary that 

cut across the manor, rather than the manor which straddled the boundary. 

  Here's the map, and some more I made as field studies of  the Harthurstfield area: 



 



 



 

 

 

   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



HARTHURSTFIELD MAP 3: 2015. The modern highway system superimposed onto the same 

field boundaries shown above: 

 

 

13.1.6 THE SEVEN PARISHES 

 

  Llanthony's bailiwick of  Redgrove was scattered through seven parishes all along the Hatherley 

Brook. As well as in Cheltenham, this included land at Hayden in Boddington; Brickhampton in 

Churchdown; Canehill in Staverton (see Anthea Jones p.54); Down Hatherley; and Brawn (near 
Wainlodes?) in Sandhurst. [So says Rhodes pp.xxx,75fn, quoting as his source Camden Miscellany 

Vol.22 pp.18,46, which however in my brief  reading fails to confirm any of  this information]. The 

seventh parish should be Up Hatherley, but I’d want to check Rhodes wasn’t confusing Hatherley 

with Up Hatherley. [I thought I’d seen a map of  the estate so owned, but need to look again at 

Rawes’s files at Gloucestershire Archives]. Other nearby properties of  Llanthony’s at 

Leckhampton would have been combined with those in Southam, Charlton Kings and Oakley 

into a separate group administered from – and labelled as – Prestbury: see Rhodes p.xxx]. 

  A letter from John Rhodes to Barbara Rawes in her files (my ref  LQ) in 1994 stated: “If  the 

string of  properties from Harthurst to Wainlode actually belonged to Llanthony - and the 

Cirencester Cartulary confirms that Llanthony had grazing rights at Down Hatherley - I can only 



suppose that they were administered as part of  Redgrove.” 

  So, this was what we might call the “Greater-Redgrove” estate, or the Bailiwick of  Redgrove. 
 

13.1.7 MAGNUM REGISTRUM 

 

  Rhodes in writing to Barbara Rawes in 1994 (my ref  LQ) quotes “from Ann Geddes’ typescript 
guide to the contents of  LLANTHONY PRIORY MAGNUM REGISTRUM;” giving a reference 

PRO C115, part 1 A1/K2/6683, part 2 A2/K1/6681. This index contains 28 large groups of  

properties, of  which Group 5 covers Staverton, Brickhampton, Down Hatherley, Harthurstfield 

and Leckhampton. A total of  90 land transactions are listed in this area alone. Unfortunately, 

they aren’t dated, but the occurrence of  “de” in many surnames presumably indicates a 

concentration around the 1300s. 

  I’m not sure what the transactions refer to: they are listed by “donor” and “topic” and “page 

number.” Here, ‘donor’ obviously indicates the original owner of  a piece of  land. The summary 

of  ‘topic’ generally consists of  a location (a hamlet) and the name of  the person acquiring the 

land. I’ve got no idea what the page numbers refer to. 

  For example, of  the 90 transactions, nos.1-7 refer to Heydon. Mind you, only no.7 actually 

specifies that the recipient was Llanthony, so:- “(donor) Roger del Oak; (topic) Heydon to 

Llanthony; (page no.) 152v.” So, I’m not sure if  these transactions were a list of  ownerships 

previous to Llanthony acquiring the lands, or if  more likely they refer to a continuous chain in a 

succession of  tenancies granted by the Priory. Nos.41 & 42 refer to Alveston, which is presumably 

Alstone in Cheltenham (page no.85v). [This is the strongest hint that a part of  Redgrove was 

classified as within Alstone. Note that mentions of  a place-name in the following list refers to 

land at that hamlet, not to the entire hamlet]. 

  Nos.61-76 are the ones of  interest to us. I’ll list them in full, in hopes they make sense to 

someone later! Although plainly spellings have been modernised, note especially that the land in 

our locality is never referred to as Redgrove, nor indeed Grovefield, Harthurstfield nor Hatherley. 

Here it is always referred to as Harthurst (Cf. PNG). 

 

Group 5 DONOR    TOPIC     PAGE No. 

61&62 John de Kinver   Harthurst to Ralph de Cheltenham 85v? 

63  Stephen son of  John de Arle Alveston to Ralph de Cheltenham 

64  Ralph de Cheltenham  Harthurst to John de Kinver 

65  Richard vicar   Harthurst to John de Kinver 

66  John de Kinver   Harthurst to Robert de Staverton 

67  John de Kinver   Harthurst to Robert de Kinver 

68  Richard de Kinver  Harthurst to John de Kinver 

69  John de Kinver   Harthurst to John Bruse 

70  John Bruse    Harthurst 

71  John de Kinver   Harthurst to Richard de Vienna 

72  Agnes de Kinver   Harthurst to Richard de Vienna 

73  Agnes de Kinver   Harthurst 

74  Richard de Vienna  Harthurst     89r 

75  Walter Sturmy de Rusthall Harthurst 

76  Henry King    Cheltenham assarts confirmed  88r 

 

13.1.8 THE WOODLANDS 

 

  Within this Hatherley area of  farmland which had been cleared in Norman times, two patches 

of  woodland remained: Benhall Wood and Redgrove Wood. Benhall Wood appears by name in a 



surviving written record of  1230. And there's no reason to doubt that Redgrove Wood also existed 

by that date - and that it was known by this name throughout the medieval period – although 

there is actually no written record of  this place-name Redgrove until 1508. Part of  Redgrove 

Wood survives as the area of  old trees behind the Manor By The Lake conference centre in 

Hatherley Lane, whilst Benhall Wood has now been entirely built over. 
  A document from the year 1230 mentioned “the king's wood called Benhale.” (CLHS Journal 6 

p.11 quoting Calendar of  Charter Rolls Vol.1 p.119, the king in question then was Henry III). This 

implies that Benhall Wood had remained as part of  the Royal Demesne, and had not been a part 

of  Earl Roger's gift, although the surrounding farmland almost certainly was. (However, the 1635 

Demesne Survey fails to mention Benhall Wood). 

  (I had conjectured whether the two woods had not been relics of  Saxon woodland, but rather 

were re-plantations of  the Norman period. However, if  as implied above Benhall Wood was part 

of  the Royal Demesne estates in 1230, the boundaries of  the plot of  land within which the trees 

grew must have been excluded from Earl Roger' gift, which in turn implies that the woodland 

existed from the times of  assarting. Whether it would therefore be correct to call the woods 

“primeval” woodland, I don't know. The areas could have been cleared in an earlier era, and then 

have returned to woodland during a time of  unrest or plague). 
  [Hence I query Hodsdon’s Gazetteer entry regarding Wasley’s Copse: I’m not convinced that the 

territory known as Benhall Wood had ever been larger than it still was in 1830]. 

  By contrast, Redgrove Wood was surely included in the earl's gift. It's notable that in 1540, the 

king (Henry VIII) still treated the woodland as a separate entity from the farmland estates of  

Redgrove. The Wood may have been the Priory’s demesne. 

 

13.1.9 TITHINGS AND MANORS 

 

  The question of  manors is one of  my primary themes. Why is it relevant? Well, because the 

technical significance of  our local place-names, especially Arle and Redgrove, is far from obvious. 

Should every tithing be considered to be a manor? How far back would the evidence lie? Evidence 

may be elusive, because manor courts only began to keep written records during the century from 

1180-1280. 

  The attempt to impose a universal manor/ parish system in England seems to have been 

promoted by King Edgar in 975, and I reckon was enforced enthusiastically by the more 

methodical Normans up until about 1180. After that date it seems very unusual for a manor to be 

altered in any form: either divided, merged or changed in name. (Any new parishes created after 

that date probably conformed to existing manorial boundaries). 

  Subsequently, the success of  the system in terms of  increasing population was dealt with by the 

rather clumsy method of  “assarting,” i.e. converting non-arable land – essentially woodland - into 

arable land; (giving a more grain-based diet!) [The only other method for expansion of  a manor – 

not recorded by historians but it seems plausible to me – would be the purchase by the lord, on 

behalf  of  the manor, of  independent farms i.e. of  private ‘freehold’-type property. If  this 

happened in the very earliest Norman period, it was never recorded]. 

  Any other deficiencies in the concept of  “manor,” whether before or after the Black Death, were 

dealt with by the very gradual demise of  that whole concept. From the 1200s the tithing took over 

as a more useful administrative concept. The tithing took some of  the best ideas of  “manor” but 

placed them within the national legal structure. The word tithing signifies a group of  (at least) ten 

men (or ten households). So, in many places a tithing and a manor might have the same name 

and consist of  exactly the same group of  citizens. But a tithing was a statutory body, like a 

modern Parish Council. 

  Now, within this brief  outline, where do Arle and Redgrove fit in? First, I think we can safely say 

that Arle and Alstone were always tithings, and that Redgrove and Harthurstfield were never 



tithings. 

  [See also my reference in Discovering Alstone Vol.2 p.85 to the “commoners” of  Alstone in 1811. 

Since they were all Alstonians, then Alstone might be considered as a manor purely because the 

community of  locals had charge of  their own wasteland. Did Alstone Green belong to all the 

people of  Cheltenham or only those of  Alstone? The land belonged to the lord of  the manor of  

Cheltenham, but the facility and its rights belonged to the community of  farmers in the 

agricultural district of  Alstone. However, on this point, note that the greens and wastes were 

probably - like the highways - considered the responsibility of  tithings: hence, Alstone would look 

after its own. The greens and highways of  Harthurstfield would have been the responsibility of  

the tithingmen of  Arle]. 

 

13.1.10 MEANING OF THE PLACE-NAME REDGROVE (repeated from 8.2.0) 

 

  Redgrove is an old name in our area, a name resurrected for recent road-names. Redgrove 

simply interpreted means “red woodland.”  The Red Grove presumably acquired its name due to 

the colour of  the trees — either of  their autumn leaves or of  their bark. (Rather than the soil-

colour, I think). Anyway, the Wood was no doubt always a very conspicuous feature of  our 

landscape. The word Grove implies (I would say) a woodland within which the paths and 

clearings are maintained with a specific purpose. In recent centuries this might be for recreational 

use, but in those medieval days was perhaps to do with hunting. (‘Grove’ sometimes has a rather 

ceremonial or mystic usage, but I take that merely to imply the above, rather than any long-term 

druidical tradition). 

  Gelling’s Place Names in the Landscape pp.192-194 tackles the meaning of  the name, particularly 

the Redgrave in Suffolk, as able to be interpreted “reed ditch” as well as “red grove.” Red could 
refer to the soil colour (English Field-Names p.181). But some connection with the nearby place 

Reddings could also be considered, as assumed by B. Rawes in CLHS Journal 6 p.20, deriving in 

that case from riddings = cleared land (EFN pp.180,182). Compare also the spelling The Redings 

on the 1828 O.S. map. But any further interpretation of  Redgrove depends on whether and how 

the name appears in those early references. 

  In the Inclosure Act record of  1831 appears Redgrove Wood amongst the field-names, and also 

Redgrove Lane mentioned in the text for what is now Hatherley Lane. 

  Isaiah 58 v.12 says “rebuild what has long been in ruins, building again on the old foundations.” 

PNG describes Redgrove as “lost” - not meaning that its location is unknown, but rather that it 

has vanished as a place-name. I did see an opportunity here to resurrect and reinstate the name 

Redgrove for the local community. However, I now have to say that I don’t believe Redgrove was 

ever the name of  a hamlet or even of  a farmstead historically. (I hope the 2012 housing 

developments off  the south end of  Grovefield Way do not appropriate to themselves the name 

Grovefield Estate, as these are strictly located at a place called Cold Pool, which was another 

farm in another parish altogether). 

 

13.1.11 RECORDS OF THE PLACE-NAME REDGROVE 

 

  There is a garbled creative account by the historian Baddeley that Redgrove is an un-named 

manor in Domesday, with three mills of  its own! Domesday Book doesn’t actually imply any 

missing manors in Cheltenham Hundred as far as I can see. The idea of  three mills in Redgrove is 

a bit laughable. But I can see a train of  thought that Baddeley might have been following. If  three 

new mills were created by the “king’s reeve”, i.e. Milo’s family, then they might be expected to 

have been created on the reeve’s land, i.e. on his personal property, not on the manorial demesne 

(which was royal property). Since Redgrove was perhaps a major chuck of  the reeve’s personal 

estate, where else could he have built his new mills? Maybe! 



  Then, various writers claim that the records of  the manor of  Redgrove go back to the 1100s, but 

are vague as to in what form the name appears. 
  In Cheltenham: A New History (2010) pp.54-55 & 95-96, Anthea Jones grapples with the issue. She 

suggests the location in 1155-60 was described as being ‘assarts in Hatherley.’ Barbara Rawes and 

John Rhodes had the same document in mind when they date “Redgrove” to 1155-60, quoting a 
charter of  Walter of  Hereford. (CLHS Journal 6 p.19. The source for this is Camden Miscellany 22, 

as described above. Also see J.N. Langston, Priors of  Llanthony by Gloucester in TBGAS Vol.63 

(1942) pp.5,24,138). However, all these are still a bit vague as to whether it is at that date recorded 

by name. Some of  these volumes may be quoting John’s charter from Atkyns p.511. (See also 
TBGAS Vol.36 pp.298,304 probably just quoting Atkyns). 

  Anthea Jones p.54 reckons the estate in 1294 covered two carucates, which is eight yardlands, 

(say 240 acres). The estate was by 1294 being considered as an administrative unit. What I still 

don’t know is what name the estate was being given at that date.  

  Then Gwen Hart in her book A History of  Cheltenham (p.37) mentions that in 1333 the Prior of  

Llanthony who owned land in Arle (Redgrove) was fined because he was not present (that is, not 

represented) at the regular meeting of  the Cheltenham Manor Court. [The source she gives is S.C. 

2/175/25 m3 & m4, which is pre-Reformation Court Rolls at P.R.O]. These early sources should 

be checked to see how the place-names are presented. 
  According to TBGAS Vol.63 p.125, Redgrove is mentioned again some time after 1481. The 

name Redgrove doesn’t seem to me to have come into use as a collective name for the estate until 

after 1360: see Rhodes p.75fn. I haven’t seen it definitely in use before 1508. The monks of  

Llanthony may well have been using the label Redgrove to identify their group of  properties 

around here, but there is no surviving written evidence. (It should be emphasised again that such 

a label never corresponded to a neat geographical unit at Harthurstfield, as Rawes suggests, but to 

a group of  farm estates covering rather an odd-shaped section of  landscape). 

  Redgrove is definitely recorded in 1508, (thanks to Barbara Rawes for her researches. See my 
reference code LQ). The source is Prior Forest’s Register f23v, date 6 March 1508:- “Lease to 

William Grevell, sergeant-at-law, and Margery Grevell of  _____ land, tenements, meadow and 

pasture at Redgrove in the parish of  Cheltenham – except the grove and the great trees growing 

inside and outside it – for life at 6s8d annually…” (This is obviously a translation from Latin). 

Rawes also finds the spelling “Reddegrove” in the year 1535, (source: Valor Ecclesiasticus p.427 

extracted from Dugdale’s Monasticon Anglicanum Vol.6 p.140). TBGAS Vol.63 pp.138-9 says 

Redgrove is mentioned in 1535 including woodland. 
  These medieval documents at last plainly refer to Redgrove by name. Place Names of  

Gloucestershire Vol.2 p.106 records Redgrove in 1540, then in 1553 and 1612, and with the spelling 

Redgreve in 1579. In 1612 is recorded the name “Redgrove alias Grove field.” 

 

13.1.12 WHAT MANOR? 

 

  Hatherley did lack several features which might be expected of  a manor, but were not essential. 

Firstly, the manor was lacking a proper name! The name Hatherley was somewhat inadequate, as 

it could be confused with Up Hatherley nearby. In due course the manor tended to get called 

Redgrove. In a similar way, the manor of  Charlton (which was founded about the same time) 

tended to get called Ashley, to distinguish it from the village and parish of  Charlton Kings, of  

which it occupied only a part (intermingled). 

  A second feature which all manors had was a ‘demesne estate.’ This was the portion of  land 

owned and operated by the lord of  the manor, on which peasants had to work for a certain 

number of  days each year as part of  their tenancy. I seriously doubted that Hatherley would ever 

have had such a demesne estate, but am now satisfied that in fact it did. Since Hatherley was a 

rather small area, its demesne estate would not have been many acres. Redgrove Wood was 



obviously part of  it (- probably the whole of  it). 

  Thirdly, Hatherley had no manor-house: since the lordship of  the manor was based seven miles 

away, there would be no need for a residence here. Even the bailiff  didn’t necessarily live nearby. 

It might be that the building now known as Manor By The Lake is on the site of  a monastic 

building. However, the records of  Llanthony Priory show that the Redgrove area never had a 

manor-house. And there is no reason to think that a grange or similar construction was ever 

needed in the area, since all the farmlands were let to tenants who lived locally. The only function 

operated by the monks themselves seems to have been a dovecote. The monks’ dovecote was 

perhaps located within Redgrove Wood itself. 

  This could certainly explain why Llanthony Priory went on (by 1508) to document all their 

cluster of  properties along the Hatherley Brook under the group-name ‘Redgrove,’ since Redgrove 

Wood was the only site in the area with which they were actively involved. (Could another 

possible reason be that their bailiff  lived near Redgrove Wood, and therefore ‘Redgrove’ was his 

‘address’?) 

  Another feature typical of  Saxon manors was that they would have independence from their 

neighbours in matters of  taxation, both national and internal, including tithes. Because Hatherley 

had been created late on, its status for taxation purposes – again like Charlton-Ashley – was a bit 

convoluted. See Anthea Jones p.55. 

 

13.1.13 WHAT MANOR (II)? 

 

  John Hayward was prior between 1457 and 1466: he had other titles including being J.P. for the 

county 1452-8. (Rhodes pp.xv,xvi. It was in fact his great-great-grandson who purchased the 

Priory at the Dissolution.) 
  This extract is from Prior Hayward’s register f59. This is an incomplete record of  a manor court 

held at Cheltenham on 10th Dec. 1464. [‘Incomplete’ because the document is damaged, I believe. 

This is from Llanthony’s records, not Cheltenham’s. This version is from Barbara Rawes’s files 

[my ref. LQ]. Compare the version published by Rhodes - pp.41,42 para.79]. 

  The abbess referred to was the Abbess of  Syon in her position as Lady of  the Manor - cf. Hart 
pp.40-42, V.C.H. Vol.6 pp.4,130. Check also CLHS Journal 15. Note also Grevell’s position of  

steward of  Cheltenham [under the ‘lord of  the manor,’ which at the time was the Convent of  

Syon]. 

  “The bailiff  produced a jury from his bailiwick for the case between John, prior of  Llanthony, 

plaintiff, and John Higgins, defendant, in a plea of  wrongful taking of  amercements. The abbess 

has never been seised of  homage, fealty, or any suit from the prior of  Llanthony in the 

Cheltenham manor and hundred. The plaintiff  shall receive 20 marks of  damages and 40 shillings 

for court costs and shall have the amercements returned. Jurors: John Alre, Thomas Goderych 

…. Witnessed and sealed by Sir John Grevel, knight, steward of  the manor and hundred.” 

  A lot of  significance has been attached to the above text, documented in 1464, in which the prior 

of  Llanthony (John Hayward) took on a legal battle to claim that he owed no financial dues to the 

Manor Court of  Cheltenham, and won his case. The document does not name Hatherley or 

Redgrove: the prior was probably arguing for all his lands in Cheltenham, including at Oakley. 

  The prior was lying, in fact. Or rather, he was a legal expert. It's hardly unusual - then or now - 

for rich institutions to find loopholes to avoid paying their taxes. He successfully appealed that the 

Priory had never owed dues to Cheltenham Manor, which was untrue historically. See Gwen 
Hart’s A History of  Cheltenham for two examples (p.37 [details above] & another p.  ). 

  On the other hand, in Rawes’s files [my ref  HA or HC] ref  D1637/1724 is the following record [not 

necessarily in Hatherley. Double check this was in Cheltenham at all]. Richard Marshall and 16 others were 

fined for allowing their animals, oxen, horses, sheep, calves and geese to wander or damage the lord’s hay and 

growing beans and peas. Since the record is headed Court of  the Prior and Convent of  Lanthony near Glos, 



held 28 Oct. 1387, the ‘lord’ in question must be the prior, not the lord of  Cheltenham. 

  [It would be interesting to know how much responsibility the Priory took for the highways and 

open spaces around Redgrove - although these were normally a matter for tithings]. 

  [It has been suggested that the prior used the historical appellation ‘Hatherley’ to claim that the 

land had formerly been attached to a manor outside Cheltenham. But I think this suggestion is 

pure guesswork. It misses the point entirely about why ‘Hatherley’ was a convenient label for the 

property]. 

  Incidentally, there was never a manor-house at Redgrove. Nevertheless, having established in 

writing that the Priory was free of  manorial taxes, the subsequent priors did proceed to operate 

their properties in Cheltenham parish independently, as lords of  their own manor. That is, their 

tenants were described and treated in the usual manorial tradition as either ‘customary villeins’ or 

‘freeholders.’ 

  (To use technical terms, ‘freeholder’ in this case would refer to the local farmer - perhaps the 

bailiff ? - who had at some date purchased the demesne estate from Llanthony, but was 

nevertheless still under their proprietorship, and still paying an annual rent to the prior). 

  So, by 1535 the bailiff  Giles Roberts who ran Redgrove on behalf  of  the Priory was fulfilling the 

same function, on a smaller scale, as the steward of  Cheltenham Manor had been performing on 
behalf  of  the Crown. (Similarly Prestbury’s bailiff  Robert Atwell. [Rhodes p.xxix, quoting Valor 

Eccl. Vol.2 pp.423-430]). 

 

13.1.14 TITHINGS, TAXES AND TITHES 

 

  In due course the prior of  Llanthony had managed to avoid paying suit to the Manor Court of  

Cheltenham. Maybe he fancied that Redgrove would be considered as a detached part of  an 

extended ‘Hundred of  Llanthony,’ in the way that Prestbury parish was a detached portion of  

Deerhurst Hundred, or in the way that Hayden was a detached manor belonging to Westminster 

Hundred. But although Redgrove may not have paid suit to Cheltenham’s Manor Court, it wasn’t 

exempt from being treated the same as any local farm. Taxes were calculated as if  it the owner 

lived in Arle. 

  The post-Reformation owners of  all these properties presumably continued the tradition of  

paying no dues to the Manor Court of  Cheltenham. (They did however pay all other relevant land 

taxes as residents of  their tithings). 
  In this connection, look at the volume by R.W. Hoyle of  the Gloucestershire Military Survey of  

1522 (BGAS 1993) p.48. In 1522, when there was an assessment of  people responsible for funding 

military operations, provision for the tithing of  Arle was expected from all landowners in Arle. 

Seventeen residents are listed for Arle tithing, including Margary Grevell, but also including the 

prior of  Llanthony and the prior of  St Mary Magdalen. [More about the latter later]. Those listed 

in the Survey are plainly the chief  landholders within the specified tithing. Neither of  these priors 

lived in Arle. But having a private estate did not absolve its owners from responsibility to the 

wider geographical Tithing in which it was located. So, the prior was not exempt from being 

treated as a resident of  Arle in Cheltenham for taxation purposes. 

  (It is true that the prior was not listed as being taxed in the bailiwick’s other districts of  

Cheltenham, Staverton or Hayden. The other seven parishes are not included in the surviving 

Military Survey documents, however. This is perhaps a demesne issue). 

  [Similarly Swindon’s taxation included the prior of  St. Margaret’s at Gloucester, Westal’s 

included the Abbot of  Cirencester, Hayden’s included the Abbot of  the monastery of  

Westminster]. 

  So, the Redgrove Estate was part of  the tithing of  Arle and of  the manor of  Cheltenham. As 

elsewhere, the Priory as a landowner, and also its tenants as residents, were still responsible to 

these local parish and manor courts, just as much as any other local farmers. 



  And right up to 1834, the residents of  Harthurstfield, including Mr Pritchit at Grovefield, and 

indeed the Corporation of  Gloucester (for the Hospital Estate), were paying tithes on their lands 

in the same way as other residents of  Arle and Alstone. Tithes in Redgrove were paid to the same 

place as any other property in Arle. (Although of  course payment of  tithes had always been based 

on the geography of  ecclesiastical parishes – rather than on manors). 

 

13.1.15 END OF THE MEDIEVAL PERIOD 

 

  At the beginning of  the 1500s, Gloucestershire gentry were still apt to challenge the Priory’s 

claim to own properties, if  they thought the records were not up to scratch. Such challenges 

happened for example around 1501-4 when local gentry questioned the Priory’s entitlement to 

own estates of  land in the parishes of  Newent, Quedegeley, Haresfield and so on. The prior at this 

time was a man called Edmund Forest [aka Edmund Shoyer, see Rhodes p.xx,xxi]. Prior Forest 

was a legal expert himself  - he was J.P. for Gloucestershire during 1502-08. Nevertheless, in the 

legal business of  recovering ownership of  these estates he was grateful for the assistance of  

William Grevell, who was at that time resident at the mansion at Arle. Grevell was later a justice 

of  common pleas. 

  [Do take care NOT to refer to the Grevells as lords of  Cheltenham, or lords of  Arle - they were 

at that time stewards of  the manor of  Cheltenham]. 

  It should be noted that the Priory’s many farms and manors were not all occupied and farmed 

by monks. They farmed the land at the Priory itself, also some bigger estates, and the Cotswold 

sheep pastures; but all their other properties were leased out to tenant farmers. These tenancies 

were all administered by an official called the Steward of  the Priory’s manors, lands and 

tenements. [Rhodes p.xxvii]. 

  The Priory treated its properties as separate manors, each with a manor court supervising 

freeholders, copyholders and demesne tenants, and a manorial bailiff  to collect rents. Redgrove 

(like Prestbury) was a convenient label for a group of  small scattered holdings in several parishes 

administered as one manor. (Rhodes pp.xxviii,xxx). 

  The position of  Steward of  the Priory was held during 1510-38 by Robert Wye, son-in-law and 

protégé of  William Grevell. Robert Wye lived at Over Lypiatt, near Stroud, which was one of  

many links between Arle and that area. Lots more about him in Rhodes p.xxxi,79,155. But by 

1535 he had distanced himself  from the priory’s affairs to the extent that he drew no wage for his 

job, (presumably because he was in favour of  the imminent reforms). 

  Rhodes points out that the Priory was at its most prosperous during the early 1500s, up to 1518 

(pp.xxiv,xxv), but infighting threatened to undermine the Augustinian order. Since the order 

rejected reforms proposed in 1519, they were eventually reformed by the Crown without 

consultation, partly in 1524 and then completely in 1535-6. 

 

13.1.16 DISSOLUTION 

 

  The case of  Llanthony Priory and Redgrove is a typical example of  that creeping assumption of  

increased authority over their lands, which was what agitated Henry VIII enough to confiscate all 

monastic properties in 1538. Drastic economic restructuring! Mind you, that wasn't the first time 

that a king had interfered with land ownership locally, as we have seen. Nor was it the last time, 

in a sense - if  you consider the effect of  compulsory purchases in the 20th century. There almost 

seems an inevitable cycle in history of  the highest authority having to break the local chain of  

control over land. 

  So, the Redgrove manorial estate became Crown land. At Llanthony in 1539, the prior oversaw 

an orderly dismantling of  the Priory’s assets and functions, rather than have it forced upon him. 
[V.C.H. Vol.2 p.90. Rhodes p.xxxii]. The site of  the Priory itself  was bought by Arthur Porter, who 



fortunately preserved the documents. 

   Of course, farmland that goes uncultivated is of  no value to anyone. Henry VIII promptly gave 

or sold all the former monastic lands to people able to work them, often the people who had been 

tenanting them anyway. Margery Grevell had been the tenant of  the area around Redgrove 

Wood. In 1540, the properties were officially transferred from Llanthony into the hands of  

William Lygon, a grand-son of  Margery Grevell. He was granted Redgrove ‘in fee,’ which meant 

that he held it directly from the king. 

  The Grevells had been tenanting (most of) the land since at least 1508. [Rhodes pp.74,75]. 

(Check, it seems Margery Grevell died later, in 1542). 

 

13.1.17 GLOUCESTER CONSISTORY COURT 1540 

 

  Hockaday’s abstracts (12.2.6) contain two references from the year 1540. The first is dated 

March 12th (in the year 31HenryVIII): 

  “Particulars for grant to the Duke of  Norfolk of  (inter alia) the manor of  Redgrove, late 

belonging to Lanthonie monastery, co. Glouc., thus valued: 

  Rents of  assize of  free tenants: 7s 9d. 

  Rents of  customary tenants: 2s. 

  Farm of  all those lands and tenements, meadows, etc., at Redgrove in the parish of  Cheltenham 

(excepting only the grove there, with the timber trees therein and elsewhere, and heriots and 

perquisites of  courts) as lately demised to William Grevell and Margery his wife by indenture, for 

their lives. He is dead, Margery survives. The reversion is granted to Robert Wye, esq., and his 

son Robert, by ind[entu]re, dated 20 Jan. 11Hen.VIII, for 40 years or their lives: 46s 8d. 

  Perquisites of  courts in common years: 2s.” 

  The lower value of  the customary tenancies compared to free seems odd, since they presumably 

covered a much greater area. I’d hazard a guess that the only free tenancy was that of  Redgrove 

Wood itself. However, I don’t know whether the references to ‘perquisites of  courts’ refers to 

Cheltenham Manor Court or something else. 

  The reference to the Duke of  Norfolk presumably means that he was appointed as the 

administrator by Henry VIII to disperse monastic properties. Existing tenancy agreements (drawn 

up twenty years earlier) were to be honoured: to the Grevells whilst they were alive, and then to 

Robert Wye, who was Margery Grevell’s son-in-law (incidentally, he had also been steward of  the 

Priory). 

 Then secondly on June 30th 1540: 

  “Royal grant in fee for £52.8.4 in cash & an annual rent of  6d. to Will. Lygons of  Arle, Glouc. 

of  the manor of  Redgrave, Glouc., which belonged to the late monastery of  Lanthonye, near 

Gloucester, with appurtenances, in Cheltenham, Glouc.” 

  This appears to transfer ownership (perhaps on the death of  Margery Grevell?) to her grand-son 

William Lygon. It rather implies the land was held freehold of  the Crown rather than freehold of  

any manor. I wonder how long the sixpence per year continued to be paid? 

  The above Crown leases of  1540 imply that Redgrove Wood itself  did not descend through the 

Lygon family's property (at least not as the same tenancy); although it was re-attached to the 

Grovefield Estate nearer to the year 1800. See below. 

 

13.1.18 A CHANGE OF SCENERY 

 

  In old place-names, the word ‘field’ signified far more than just a squarish plot of  ground. Grove 

Field and Harthurst Field were huge arable open-fields divided into strips, in Anglo-Saxon style. 

A map of  1759 shows that part of  Harthurst Field was at that date still divided in this way.  

  And we know that in 1597, Arnold Lygon had ‘enclosed’ the area of  open-field known as Grove 



Field. What this meant in practice was that intermingled strips there which belonged to 

neighbouring farmsteads were merged together (and also converted from arable to pasture). Any 

farmers - from Harthurstfield to the west or Benhall to the east - who had worked land here were 

instead compensated with plots closer to their houses. Note that if  Redgrove had been the single 

estate of  land presented by Rawes, etc., then there would have been no need to ‘enclose’ it; plainly 

in 1597 there were still strips of  land intermingled in Grove Field, some which had been former 

Llanthony property and some which had not. [It would also be interesting to know when Benhall 

was inclosed - whether before or after 1597]. 

  [The lack of  farmsteads within the Llanthony property suggests most of  their tenant farmers 

might have been copyholders within both the villages of  Arle and Alstone. Hence Arnold Lygon 

needing to consult them. I had considered a possibility that Arnold Lygon compensated the 

farmers of  Grovefield with an equivalent acreage of  arable land from his own estate in the north 

of  Arle tithing. Any tenanted cottages in the Grovefield area were presumably also done away 

with, and their residents moved to the north of  the tithing, perhaps along Village Road. But this 

theory is unnecessarily complicated: I doubt there were any existing dwellings for him to do away 

with]. 

  Arnold Lygon would also have had to consult the local farmers and residents because an 

inclosed landscape required a different kind of  farmer and farmstead. It was a different kind of 

landscape – communal arable land was changed into pasture with fences or hedges. Normally the 

fields became smaller, although Grovefield (east of  Redgrove Wood) as shown on the 1831 map 

was essentially two rather huge plots. But anyway, the Grovefield area was turned from growing 

crops to growing pasture for animals, as had become more profitable in those days. It was maybe 

at that time, 1597, that a new farmstead was built to manage the new pastures, perhaps known as 

Grovefield Farm. 

  This left Grove Field as a large block of  land, operated from a single farmhouse. Originally, the 

site of  such a farmhouse is likely to be AAI 255, now the building called White House B&B, 

which can be seen next to Arle Court Roundabout (although as the site of  a building, this might 

date from a later - or even an earlier - period). 

  Ownership of  the various former Llanthony lands had become divided up after the Reformation. 

It is difficult to assess the dates at which this happened. (Anthea Jones p.55). If  the eastern edge 

of  Benhall had ever been part of  it, it was probably divided off  at an early date. As for the other 

farms at Harthurstfield, they had certainly fallen into the ownership of  other hands by 1759. 

However, the farm at Benhall (in Alstone) probably continued down the centuries to be in the 

same hands as the areas surrounding Grove Field (in Arle) — certainly in the 1820s they both 

belonged to T.P. Butt. 
  A.M. Welch expressed her belief  [TBGAS Vol.36 p.295] that the final mention of  Redgrove as a 

manor was in 1757 when it was acquired by Hon. John Yorke. [He was owner of  old Arle Court 

in Kingsmead Road – see 3.1.8]. See however in 1813. She also asserted that Mr Butt reckoned a 

ditch at Grovefield near the Gloucester Road was the Arle/ Redgrove boundary. Her father 

believed Arle estate ended at the Gloucester Road. What I think is true: any hamlet as ever 

existed at Redgrove was and is usually known as Harthurst or Harthurstfield – see chapter 7.1). 

 

  In HHW Vol.5 p.58, I’ve made an assumption which may have added to the confusion. Let me 

present two possible scenarios. In emphasising that a manor was not a building, I’ve assumed 

instead that a manor was a piece of  land. 

  First scenario: It might have been better if  I’d described a manor as a status. So, should it be fair 

to assume that the ‘manor’ here was not an area of  land but rather a theoretical entitlement? In 

other words, that the owner in 1813 could have gone to the royal commissioners and said “I’ve 

just built a house on the edge of  Redgrove Wood, which I understand was once demesne of  its 

own manor. Do I have any manorial rights?” To this the commissioners might have replied “No. 

But for a fee we can give you a piece of  paper which says that if  any manorial rights were ever to 



be reinstated, they belong with your house.” 

  A second scenario would be closer to my published work, as follows: Maybe the Crown held 

onto the wood all through the centuries until the 1700s, although with all the turmoil (including 

the Civil War) I’m not sure why the Keeper of  the King’s Forests would have held onto such an 

insignificant corner. The person who eventually purchased the woodland from the Crown was 

presumably the one who built the first dwelling here at the edge of  the wood. 

  I might point out that although all manorial rights were extinguished in 1925 (if  I remember 

rightly from Gwen Hart) nevertheless the status of  ‘manor’ was only finally extinguished in 2014. 

Some householders who were contacted by the authorities in 2014 had no idea that their house 

had ever been a manor house! However, I presume the status of  Grovefield was always clear, and 

was the inspiration for the recent renaming of  the building as Manor By The Lake. There may 

well be a certificate or deed displayed somewhere in the building, specifying this status. 

  I am unsure as to the significance of  the absence in Norden’s survey (see Chapter 15.1) of  the 

Grovefield area. Although most writers describe the Grovefield area as having been outside the 

manor of  Cheltenham, it may be it was just a huge chunk of  freehold, treated by Norden as part 

of  Arle Court’s “capital messuage with appurtenances” in the 1617 description. [Certainly at the 

conclusion of  Norden’s survey there is a hint of  mild surprise that the manor of  Cheltenham held 

no rights outside of  the boundary of  the Hundred; although that in itself  does not prove the 

converse: whether there was an absence of  manors which were outside the Hundred but which 

did have rights within the parish]. 
 

  Picture: the southern end of  the area covered by the Inclosure Act map of  1834. 

13.2 GROVEFIELD HOUSE 
 

13.2.1 A MANOR HOUSE? 
 

  The place-names Grovefield and Redgrove became used somewhat interchangeably here. (See 

also 13.0 13.2.4). In the early 1800s, both names were used for the farmstead built next to 

Redgrove Wood. This farmstead’s location set back from the main highways is not typical of  

medieval buildings: it is more typical of  the type of  farmstead newly purpose-built in the 

Georgian era, which is when the building here is first actually documented, that is, in 1737. 

Known as the Grovefield Estate, the farmstead’s site is now called the Manor By The Lake. 



  Perhaps 1737 was also the date at which this farm’s lands, usually known as the Grovefield 

Estate, were divided off. They had been part of  the larger ex-Llanthony surrounding property, 

which had otherwise by then been inherited from the Lygons by the Dormer family. (This 55-acre 

Grovefield Estate was later rejoined to the larger property by T.P.W. Butt). 

  (A little further north, Hester’s Way Farm was another farmstead probably built in the mid-

1700s, and which was in the same fashion located at the centre of  its farmlands, off  the highway, 

and away from the existing village). 

  It is not clear to me how long there has been a farmstead or other large building here. The 1597 

Cheltenham Manor Court rolls inform us that Grove Field - then an arable common field - was 

inclosed by and presumably granted to Arnold Lygon, lord of  the manor. (The implication is that 

this was in exchange for his rights in the common lands of  Arle and Alstone). Possibly it was at 

that date he established some kind of  farmstead at Grove Field in order to manage the 

surrounding acreage, but I don’t think this was the origin of  the later Grovefield House. 

  [The 1759 map which covers the area to the west (GRO photocopy 934 of  Scottish Record 

Office RHP 5353) names Grove Field as a location, but not definitely as a building]. 

  The website manorbythelake.co.uk says that the earliest recorded dwelling at this site was a 

farmstead in 1737. The name of  the building is not given, and the source is not given, but it 

sounds probable enough. The info surely came from Phyllis White’s researches, although it didn’t 

make it into the published volume. The website suggests that the 1737 building was replaced by 

another – called Redgrove – in the late-1700s, before being rebuilt again by Pritchitt in 1826/7. 
  See the posthumous 2009 CLHS publication Grovefield House by Phyllis White. (The full title is 

“Grovefield House near Cheltenham and Captain James Pritchit of  the Warwickshire Militia,” and see also 

Phyllis White’s briefer article in CLHS Journal 15 pp.26-30). This book implies (p.10, but she 

doesn’t confirm the date or source) that the location was known as the Grovefield Estate by 1813 

when the house was offered for sale. 

  The 1813 sale included “the manor or reputed manor of  Redgrove” which had been “attached 

to” the Grovefield Estate by the then proprietor, along with outbuildings and seven acres of  

coppice. Well, taking it seriously, if  the then proprietor, (perhaps T.P. Butt or John Yorke) added 

anything, it can only have been 6½ acres or so that constituted Redgrove Wood (AAI plot 262 

and perhaps also plot 260). Redgrove Wood itself  may well have descended through different 

owners to Grovefield up to this point. 

  So Redgrove Wood and the six acres that it constituted can hardly be called a manor, but it was 

by then the last remaining physical evidence that there had ever been a manor of  Redgrove. 

 

13.2.2 BUTT… 

 

  Chapter 8 introduces the Butt family who resided at Grovefield, otherwise known as the new 

Arle Court. 

  But sadly this was not to be straightforward, because Anna, who had produced their first son, 

Walter William Arthur Butt, died giving birth to their second son, Francis Lutener Butt in 1851. 

As has been proved over the years, status and money cannot guarantee heirs, health or security. 

  The 1851 Census Return shows living then at Grovefield were Thomas Walter Packer Butt, age 

27, with his father-in-law and mother in-in-law, and Ann Sadler his mother, and Eliza Lutener his 

sister-in-law, with his two sons, Walter William Arthur Butt and Francis Lutener Butt. The latter 

was on that date a mere 18 days old, his mother having died in childbirth. 

  Anna’s elder sister Eliza moved in with Thomas Walter Packer Butt to care for the two young 

sons. In wishing to regularise their relationship, they sought permission to marry, but because of  

the laws of  consanguinity they found it difficult. Trips to Gretna Green and even to Europe 

proved unsuccessful, but eventually they did marry in London. 

  They continued to live at the splendid residence of  New Arle Court, where Thomas Walter, in 



keeping with his exalted status (before these days of  Facebook and Twitter) had family Coats of  

Arms carved on to the tall tower between the chimney stacks. What better way to draw attention 

to oneself ! Those same Coats of  Arms, though slightly worn, still adorn the premises. But even 

this was not enough, for Walter wished to be at the hub of  Cheltenham society and threw lavish 

parties and balls for the gentry and nobility of  the area, as reported in 'The Looker On' in 1888. 

  Thomas Walter Packer Butt died in 1900. In his will he requested that he be buried in the same 

grave at Badgeworth as that of  his wives. His eldest surviving son, the Revd Walter William 

Arthur Butt, inherited the estate. 

 

13.2.3 UNWINS AND DOWTYS 

 

  (Again, see chapter 8). 

  The Revd Walter, however, had imbibed socialist ideas whilst he was at Cambridge and had no 

desire to live in an ornate mansion in Gloucestershire, despite its ancient history. So he sought 

about disposing of  it without delay. To this end he found a willing buyer – one Herbert Unwin. 

  Unwin, born in Sheffield, in 1901 was living at Dowdeswell Court a few miles from 

Cheltenham. He was a retired Civil Engineer and, no doubt, like Thomas Packer Butt wanted to 

enhance his position in society. The New Arle Court was just the sort of  place he needed and, 

being a ‘hunting and shooting’ man, he proceeded to add stables and kennels for his ‘Pack’ and 

became a popular huntsman in the area. 

  He and his wife Jane had a daughter Dorothy and three sons - Frederick, Walter and Wilfrid. 

They were a well-known and popular family in Cheltenham, and there is a fountain in Sandford 

Park dedicated to them. But Herbert Unwin died on the 18 th July 1925 and is buried at 

Badgeworth along with his wife who had died in 1916. 

  The New Arle Court might have lain empty for some years, as the cost of  maintaining such a 

large establishment with extensive grounds was beyond the pockets of  many people. Fortunately 

for the Unwin children, a new buyer appeared on the scene. George Dowty, having begun to 

make his fortune from his rapidly expanding business, found it to be ideal for his purpose. So 

once again the house passed down to new owners.  

  The Dowty story has been well documented, but suffice it to say that, based at Arle Court, it 

grew into a world-renowned empire. They soon required further expansion, and Arle Court, as 

prestigious as it was, could not cope with the ever-growing Dowty business. With the take-over of  

the Dowty Group by T.I. Group for £504 million in 1992, the house was put on the market again. 

 

13.2.4 NAMES IN PLACES 

 

  The former big open-field of  Grove Field was the area between Hatherley Lane and the 

Hatherley Brook. The district has since those days changed out of  all recognition. Grove Field 

now contains part of  the Benhall housing estate - Robert Burns Avenue and the roads either side 

of  it - along with streets such as Grace Gardens. 

  Just a note here about other more recent uses of  the place-names Redgrove and Grovefield. The 

three pairs of  cottages called Redgrove Cottages were built in Hatherley Lane in around 1876. 

Two further pairs were added in about 1903 and 1996. The adjoining Harvester restaurant and 

bar built in 2005 is called “The Redgrove.” The street called Redgrove Park was built during the 

early 1990s, whilst a mile or so north, the street called Redgrove Road was built in 1952. 

  A cottage called Grovefield - perhaps part of  Arnold Lygon’s original farmstead - once stood on 

the site which is now occupied by the Edwardian house called White Lodge (B. & B.) in 

Hatherley Lane. An adjoining smallholding called Grovefield Gardens was demolished to enable 

the building in 2005 of  the by-pass Grovefield Way. Grovefield was also the name of  the huge 

concrete office-block built by the Dowty company, which in 1999 was converted into the Nuffield 

Hospital. 



 

13.2.5 MANOR BY THE LAKE 

 

  (Again, see chapter 8). 

  The New Arle Court stood empty for several years until it was purchased by David Bill, who 

had many years experience in the film and television industry. He realised its potential. The 
outbuildings and 40 acres of  formal gardens proved to be the ideal place for his film industry. The 

Gloucestershire Echo dubbed it ‘Arleywood,’ but officially Arle Court was re-named the Manor 

By The Lake, a prestigious conference centre catering for high-class events. 

  In 2013 it has been up for sale again, and bought by Michael Chittenden and Tammy Madge. 

Their plans were likewise to cater for functions, weddings, balls and corporate events. But its 

future is still uncertain. 

  It lies off  Hatherley Lane, some two miles from its fore-runner, the original Arle Court with its 

history going back into medieval times, occupied first by noble families and in later years by 

perhaps less noble families. Yet these families, with a great sense of  their own history, helped to 

make Arle Court a very important chapter in the history of  the Arle and Hester’s Way area. 

 

CHAPTER FOURTEEN – HARTHURSTFIELD 

INCLUDING THE WOODS & THE CHARITIES ESTATES 
 

14.1 THE WOODS 
 

14.1.1 INTRODUCING THE WOODS 

 

  Throughout the 1700s, the Manor Court Book of  Cheltenham referred to a farm property in the 

hamlet of  Harthurstfield which was known as “The Woods.” Given the descriptions of  its lands, 

the farm building recorded must be the dwelling which still stands here, the black-and-white 

Tudor cottage now known as Willow Mead. 

  The fact that the inheritance of  the cottage was being dealt with through the Cheltenham Manor 

Court proves that this property was never part of  the Llanthony estates. Its lands formed an island 

excluded from the manor of  Redgrove. Specifically, The Woods consisted of  40 acres of  land, of  

which 7 acres adjoined the cottage which is still standing at Harthurstfield, and about 33 acres lay 

detached, a short way off, near Fiddlers Green. 

  The exclusion of  this property from the king’s grant in Norman times implies that by then a 

farmstead already existed here, which already had an established tradition of  being processed 

through the Cheltenham courts. This would date the foundation of  Willow Mead as a dwelling-

site to maybe 1100 or very nearly back to Saxon times! 

  There would be little precedent for a property which had been removed from the care of  a 

Manor Court ever to be given back to it. It could be argued that the reason why this 40-acre farm-

estate was excluded from Redgrove was only because the larger part of  its land was intermingled 

with the lands of  the villagers of  Arle. But it still only makes sense to have made a special 

dispensation for the 7-acre plot at Harthurstfield if  it had already become established farmland 

earlier than its surroundings, with or without a dwelling. This would still date the plot to the 

beginning of  the Norman period at the latest. 

  I don’t know how likely it would be that the copyhold of  The Woods was transferred from the 

manor of  Redgrove to the manor of  Cheltenham. But if  that could happen, it’s equally possible 

that, centuries earlier, the copyhold had been transferred from Cheltenham to Redgrove. The 

antiquity of  the property is implicit in the name, in any case. 

  A further explanation could be that any houses which Llanthony built on their property would 

automatically be considered as Cheltenham copyhold: but why such a regulation could have 



existed, and when it might have been extinguished, I don’t know). 

  This is more-or-less confirmed by the name ‘The Woods’ itself, since the woodlands in the 

vicinity had already been cleared by that era - around or soon after 1100. (In other words, it was 
known as 'The Woods' because it was originally surrounded by woodland). [Might like to comment 

here on the term ‘Wildwood.’] 

  Incidentally, if  a cottage existed at this location by 1100, it would also be fair to assume that the 

highway beside it also existed then, that is, what we call Fiddlers Green Lane. 

  It would appear that this cottage acted as a focus. The new farmhouses established for the new 

farmland in the Norman period were not widely spread-out, rather, they were all positioned 

around this cottage on the north side of  Harthurst Field. This created a small hamlet, 

administered as part of  Arle tithing, but known generally as Harthurst or more recently as 

Harthurstfield. 

  Picture: Willow Mead and Fiddlers Green Lane. (13th February 2014 DE). 
 

14.1.2 THE WOODS IN THE MANOR COURT BOOK 

 
  The MCB entries following are adapted from The Court Books of  the Manor of  Cheltenham (2010) 

by James Hodsdon. 

  Robert Lane sold to John Parkes in 1701/2 [para.343], seven closes - 40 acres - of  meadow or 

pasture called the Woods in Arle, having land of  Francis Gregory east, John Hol[d]ship north, 

and the late John Gregory west and south. Also a close called Coverbreach in Arle - 1 acre - 

having land of  John Gregory west and south. 

  The estate of  R. Parkes in 1715 [para.812] and in 1720 [para.1057] was described exactly as 

above. 

  The estate was described in 1729 [para.1482] as a messuage or messuage-place [which term 



rather implies a house which was derelict or unoccupied?] with three closes of  pasture called the 

Woods, with a close of  pasture called the Woods, a close called High croft (being a messuage-

place), a close called Ducksland between the Woods, and a close called the Groves or Laynes or 

Pit-stile, divided with a ditch and hedge; all these were in Arle. [I incline to think the text should 

read Groves and Laynes rather than Groves or Laynes. The field-name ‘Groves and Laynes’ is I 

suspect quite common; cf  the field-name (in Alstone near Westal) Grove Leys]. 

  The estate was described in 1741 [para.1880]: Walter Hartlebury selling to Laurence Cox and 

Thomas Hartlebury: a house in the Woods, and three closes of  pasture called the Woods, a close 

of  pasture called Highcross [sic], two closes of  pasture called Fidlers (a messuage-place), a close 

called Ducks Lane intermixed with the Woods aforesaid, and a close called the Groves or Laynes 

or Pittstile as now divided with a ditch and hedge, all in Arle. 

  In 1795 [para.3430,3431] T.P. Butt (of  Chalford) bought copyhold land in Harthurstfield in Arle 

from Elizabeth Parkes. This consisted of  a farmstead and orchard at Arthurs Field in Arle. Also 

several inclosures in Arle, in all about 40 acres and formerly known as “the Woods.” The fields 

were known as Wheat Close, Nobbs Close, Pool Ground, Hovell Ground, the ground east of  the 

Hovell and the ground north of  the Hovell. 

  On the same day, T.P. Butt sold off  to Walter Welch of  Arle: the inclosure called Nobbs Close, 

part of  the western corner of  Hovell Ground, and the west corner of  the ground north of  the 

Hovell ground. The latter is described as running parallel to a hedge on the east side of  Walter 

Welch’s adjoining field called Barrow Slads. [The latter fits AAI 186, and the rest is presumably AAI 

189]. 

  In 1796 [para.3462], T.P. Butt [actually named in the text as William Packer Butt, no doubt an 

error] sold off  a farmstead and orchard at Arthursfield, presumably the same as above, to William 

Newman (of  Lassington). The house was being tenanted and occupied by William Long. The 

sale also included the inclosure (likewise tenanted) called “the Wheat Close” at Arthursfield, 

which lay between fields owned by Benjamin Lane to the east and William Newman to the west. 

  [These last two people were also mentioned in 1795 [para.3401], Benjamin Lane of  Arthurs 

Field sold to William Newman (of  Lassington) three closes (formerly two) called Lowdimeads in 

Arle]. 

  Most of  these field-names I haven’t seen recorded elsewhere, except that Wheat Close was the 

name of  the area just west of  the old black-and-white cottage still standing and now called 

‘Willow Mead,’ implying that this (sometimes called “Redgrove Cottage”) was the homestead 

known as “the Woods.” Although there are other dwellings in the general Harthurstfield area 

whose status as freehold or copyhold is not obvious (if  they were freehold, they wouldn’t be 

mentioned in the MCB), it’s difficult to see how any other house or estate could fit the 1729 

description of  four closes of  pasture called The Woods, and then make sense of  the 1796 mention 

that when this farmstead was sold off, it was combined with ‘the Wheat Close’ which 

immediately adjoins the Willow Mead site [AAI 218a]. Anyway, I’m sufficiently sure of  the 
equivalence to put it in print (HHW Vol.5 p.59,60). 

  Hovell Ground’s location was described as west of  Barrows Slads: this indicates the fields (north 

of  the Hatherley Brook) which were later known as Fidlers Ground, Hewitts Orchard, Brocks 

Piece [AAI 205,207,208,209; and perhaps Starve Acre]. In 1830, Welch owned allotments 186 & 

189, which was the area immediately south of  Elm Farm. Otherwise it’s hard to pin down the 40 

acres that Butt acquired; in 1830 he owned the areas east of  this: Calf  Close, Blacksmiths 

Meadow and part of  Redgrove Wood, but these were (or had become?) freehold. It’s hard to 

know what other transfers may have taken place subsequently, because unfortunately there’s a gap 

in these records: Hodsdon’s MCB extracts stop at 1803, some way short of  the Inclosure Act]. 

  NB. Wheat Close was the ONLY plot in Harthurstfield/Redgrove that was definitely 

COPYHOLD in 1831, although some plots are of  uncertain status. (Anything that wasn’t 

copyhold is unlikely to be found recorded in MCB). I’m not sure of  the significance of  this. 

  [Arle Court and its lands were inherited by Hon. John Yorke. In 1795-7, he sold them to 



Thomas Packer Butt. The 1795 MCB entry describes Thomas Packer Butt as living in Chalford, 

but in 1797 as living at Arle Court (3518). (No mention is made of  Butt’s home or property in 

Purton, Wilts). Also in 1797 the MCB mentions Hon. John Yorke, 3531, implying he was still 

alive then, as were his daughter and son-in-law. However, the MCB doesn’t actually mention the 

sale of  Arle Court, implying that Butt initially only bought the freehold property associated with 

Arle Court, before moving to Arle]. 
 

14.1.3 THE PLACE-NAME HARTHURSTFIELD 

 

  Although only first documented in 1287 [PNG], local people were doubtless using the place-

name ‘Harthurst’ much earlier than this, since interpretation of  the name also reflects the 

traditional use of  the land here before the woodland was cleared. Of  the various woodland words, 

‘hurst’ implies the presence of  dense undergrowth such as bracken and holly — ideal habitat for 

‘hart’ or deer, whose presence is also commemorated in the place-name. [Note that thick 

undergrowth would be ‘encouraged,’ rather than merely running riot due to neglect]. 

 

14.1.4 THE HOSPITAL ESTATE 

 

  In medieval times, scattered amongst the parts of  Harthurst Field belonging to Llanthony’s 

Redgrove, there was also the 58-acre estate belonging to the Hospital of  St. Mary Magdalen. This 

institution once stood five miles away, where there is now a block of  flats called Cathedral Court 

on London Road, in the Wotton area of  Gloucester.  

  The tiny medieval chapel of  the Hospital of  St. Mary Magdalen has survived, (opposite  

Cathedral Court), reopened to the public in 2010. But the institution itself  had a more chequered 

history. It had been a leper hospital in medieval times, but developed into almshouses for the 

elderly poor, and then slowly fell out of  use. 

  Whereas Llanthony Priory’s income was assured by its ownership of  dozens of  farms as sources 

of  rent, by contrast the acres at Harthurstfield seem to have been the only farm owned by the 

Hospital. So, the Hospital’s income was dependent on the carefulness and reliability of  the 

manager. In the medieval style of  farming, the 58 acres were not a neat cluster of  fields, but rather 

a tangled selection of  plots intermingled with strips of  land owned by neighbouring farms 

(primarily Llanthony’s Redgrove). The fields remained the property of  the Hospital long after the 

Priory had been dissolved. 

  Through the 1800s, the City Council was still the owner or trustee of  the same 58 acres of  fields, 

as is apparent from surviving maps made at the time. In fact the land remained as a separate 

estate up to the late-1800s. 
  Gloucester Archives’ catalogue includes “Abstracts and inventory of  Gloucester Corporation records: 13th 

century to 1899 (charters, deeds, council books, etc.) probably for compilation of  GBR1704” dated c.1720, 

which could be useful. 

  As well as the “Calendar of  the Records of  the Corporation of  Gloucester” (1893) compiled by W.H. 

Stevenson, GRO has published indexes to it: “Place names extracted from the Calendar of  the Records of  the 

Corporation of  Gloucester” as well as “Field-names, personal epithets and personal names in the Calendar of  

the Records of  the Corporation of  Gloucester” and (1966) “Supplement to the Calendar of  the Records of  the 

Corporation of  Gloucester.” These could also be useful. 

 

14.1.5 THE ST. MARY MAGDALEN CONNECTION 

 

  V.C.H. Vol.2 p.122 indicates that the leper hospital of  St. Mary Magdalen, Gloucester, was 

initially founded for women [quoting TBGAS Vol.20 p.131]. This Hospital was a separate 

institution from Llanthony Priory, but shared some interests. When it was founded in the early 
1150s, the hospital received support from Earl Roger [check] of  Hereford, who was closely 



connected with Llanthony Priory. He may have placed the Hospital under the patronage of  the 

Priory. [See website gloucester.gov.uk/ LGNL, which includes a sketch of  the chapel made in 

1852]. In fact Rhodes p.xxvii says that when it came to recruiting and appointing priests for the 

Hospital, the prior of  Llanthony was in charge, up until 1519. 

  The Hospital treated lepers, but during the 1500s this disease decreased, and the care on offer 

was transferred to the infirm and elderly. Although known as a hospital, it became in fact an 

almshouse. 

  Under Henry VIII’s dissolution, the land of  St. Mary Magdalen fared differently to that of  

Llanthony Priory. It was one thing to close down monasteries, it was another to close down 

hospitals, or rather to deprive almshouses of  their income. The Crown assumed patronage and 

appointed governors. But by 1598 the hospital was dilapidated. Queen Elizabeth transferred the 

patronage to the City Corporation so that they could carry out repairs. 
  V.C.H. Vol.4 pp.353/4 says that the Crown appointed a governor for St. Mary Magdalen’s. This 

post in 1573 was held by John Fenner (aka John Spring), whilst the revenues were held by John 

Norris under a lease from an earlier governor. This situation left the almspeople unsupported. 

Although Norris was ordered to give up his claim in 1576, in 1598 the Hospital was said to be in 

ruins. So Elizabeth I granted patronage to the City Corporation so that they would carry out 

repairs. 

  V.C.H. says that in 1599, Queen Elizabeth granted it to the mayor and corporation of  Gloucester. 

It would be worth checking V.C.H.’s source, Fosbrooke’s ‘Abstract of  Records…’ Vol.1 p.190, to 

compare how it fared in comparison to St Margaret’s, which the Corporation had acquired much 

earlier. The Hospital was constituted as what we would call a Charitable Trust, with the trustees 

(appointed to manage its finances) being the Mayor and ongoing members of  Gloucester City 

Council. 

  This process was repeated in 1617 by King James I, so that the income could be used towards 
urgent building repairs. Stevenson’s Corp. Glos. Para.77 describes the Corporation estate here 

being taken in hand by King James I, date January 4th 1617: 

  “On account of  the want of  good governors, the revenues of  the Hospital of  St. Mary 

Magdalene, at Gloucester, have been much wasted. We ordain that the government of  the said 

Hospital shall be in the Masters and Governors of  the said Hospital, which shall henceforth be 

called the Hospital of  King James, that they be a body corporate with a common seal, and that 

they shall have and enjoy the possessions of  the said Hospital (which we duly specified) for the 

benefit of  the inmates, and shall have in addition a pension of  thirteen pounds from the King, to 

be called ‘King James’ pension,’ as was formerly paid by the Kings of  England.” 

  So, in 1617, on being given information that the revenues were being wasted, James I ordained 

that that the governing should be done by the masters and governors acting as a body corporate 

[implying a previous lack of  accountability by the master]. Although it already belonged to the 

Corporation of  the City of  Gloucester, the records of  the Hospital only seem to be amongst the 

Corporation’s records from 1617 onwards. The records remain in the Gloucester Corporation files 

(GBR J3/16 etc) including an 1823 map thereof. The Corporation was still the owner of  these 

lands both before and after the 1831-34 Inclosure Act. 

  Rawes said that this Harthurst estate was the last remaining tenement of  the medieval holdings 

which had kept the Hospital funded, implying that it had formerly owned a larger proportion of  

Redgrove, along with other estates in Gloucestershire. I think this is a misunderstanding. It was 

Llanthony that owned Redgrove; the Hospital’s estate was quite different. Certainly the two were 

adjacent, maybe even intermingled. It’s true I think that at its formation the Hospital estate was 

extracted out of  Redgrove; but this happened very early on - the same person (or perhaps his son) 

who gave Redgrove to help establish Llanthony also gave the Harthurst estate (or ‘tenement’) to 

establish the Hospital. From then on, the two developed independently. 

  As to the Hospital’s other estates around Gloucestershire, I won’t go into that in depth. See 



Rudder p.187 regarding St. Mary Magdalen’s or King James’s Hospital, saying it was “in part 

sustained with a moiety of  the lordship of  Barrington.” “It appears by original writings in the 

custody of  the corporation that an annuity of  £20 payable out of  the manors of  Newland and 

Ruardean… was sold to the mayor and burgesses in the year 1650.” Rudder also gives an 

inventory of  the Hospital’s hardware in 1603, and describes the number of  inhabitants at various 

stages. The point is, Harthurst was always the largest farmland owned outright by the Hospital, 

other sources of  income being smaller or less concrete. 

 

14.1.6 CORPORATION LAND IN 1627 

 

  This is the text of  a 1627 copy lease at GBR J3/16 251-2, quoted by Rawes. (My ref  ER). Land 

belonging to “King James” Hospital, that is, St Mary Magdalen’s: 

  “10 lands & a butt of  arable land cont. by est. 2 acres called pricke (or quick) grove with the 

parcels of  land last mentioned in harthurstfield; [the initial p- is the Anglo-Saxon symbol for th-; 

elsewhere Rawes writes it as ‘viz. one yard land containing … two peeces (3 acres), one other 
close called pricke (quick) grove (2 acres)’ (check also whether it may read as piricke)],  

  Tynnleasowe lying in Windmill Hill 12 acres [which is then described more fully as follows:] 

  Arrable land lately inclosed for pasture called Meadow plott 1 acre; 

  Three Rudges or farrindells of  arable land lying upon Wyndmill Hill 1 acre…; 

  A langett of  ground [in] Tynnleasowe peece on Wyndmill Hill …; 

  (land) upon Wyndmill Hill called Tynnleasowe peece adjoining Tynnleasowe; 
Tenn lande and three Cowderoor?? Moores [check whether this tricky word could be a variation of  

Lowdilow, by comparison with the local name Lowdimeads recorded in 1795?] and also eighteen lands of  

arable lands in Hartehurste field…; 

  … 2 butte of  arable land in the same field together with a moore in brodcrofte cont. by est. 2 

acres…; 

  And also 4 land of  arable thereunto adj. called likewise meadow plott cont. by est. 3 acres. 

  [There is also somewhere here a reference to “12 lands or rudges and a moore? of  arable land 

called pearreforlong cont. by est. 3 acres]. 

 

  The subsequent story of  this patch of  land in Harthurstfield, operated by the Corporation of  the 

City of  Gloucester, is documented thoroughly. It was a typical farmer’s holding, that is:- an arable 

portion of  32 acres consisted of  narrow unfenced strips of  land in the open field, intermingled 

with those belonging to other farmers of  the Redgrove estate; whilst a pasture of  18 acres consisted 

of  a large single field. 

  The shape of  the City of  Gloucester’s estate is easy enough to look up. Rawes gives a GRO 

reference GBR J3/16 etc, including a map of  1823. [For comparison, the City holdings after the 
1834 Inclosure Act consisted of  plots 211, 215, 221, 223, 225, 227, 229, 232, 234, 243 and 253. 

These add up to about 32 acres. In addition was plot 244, the field of  pasture of  a further 15 or 17 

acres]. 

  A History of  the County of  Gloucester Vol.4 p.351 ed. N.M. Herbert says that there were 58 acres 

here. 

 

14.1.7 PHYLLIS WHITE’S RESEARCHES 

 
  Phyllis White in her article about Grovefield in CLHS Vol.15 p.27 refers to an estate there. 

However, I think the property she had researched was the Hospital estate. She said that Samuel 

Leech of  Hayden Farm in 1737 was granted a 31-year lease of  the “messuage or tenement, 

cowhouse and one yard of  land called by the name of  Redgrove” which had previously been in 

lease to Richard Lane of  Hayden. The farmhouse measured 14 by 5 yards and the cowhouse 15 



by 17 feet, and the land about 50 acres. Subsequent lessees may have been John Guise in 1759, 

and Mary Hemming in 1767. The subsequent owners she refers to were plainly those at 

Grovefield. 

  Phyllis’s confusion arose no doubt (exacerbated by Barbara Rawes’s conflation) because the 

estate was being named as Redgrove, but this wasn’t the only time the Hospital’s estate was 

referred to as ‘Redgrove’ (see below). These tenancies above also explain why this property was 

sometimes documented as being at Hayden (rather than at Cheltenham or at Harthurst). 

 

14.1.8 HOW DID THE 'CITY' ESTATE FIT IN TO HARTHURSTFIELD? 

 

  In time [when?], the large open field called Harthurst Field became dominated by just two 

tenements, one belonging to the City, the other to a yeoman’s farmstead recorded in 1759 by the 

name Hartisfield Farm. [You might assume that this latter farm had once been part of  

Llanthony’s Redgrove estate, if  only because it was freehold land]. By that date the mixed strips 

had become largely consolidated into rather small plots or paddocks owned independently, mostly 

by one or other of  those two tenements. [Actually the smallness of  the plots was by choice: the 

1810 turnpike road gave an opportunity to tidy up the intermingling, but the opportunity to make 

the plots larger was generally not taken]. 

  There is available a map of  one of  the main peasant (or yeoman) holdings which was 

intermingled with that of  the City, a ‘Plan of  Hartisfield Farm’ in 1759 [GRO photocopy 934], 
which I’ve copied. [My refs EQ, ER, LQ]. See below in 14.1.10 for the text accompanying the map. 

  A good question would be where the farmsteads stood, the dwellings of  the two (or more?) 

farmers who worked Harthurst Field. One was the farmstead of  Hartisfield Farm, which was 

owned by Thomas Ashmead in 1759. On the map of  that date, the present Harthurstfield House 

was marked only as ‘Barton, etc.’ but probably included a farmhouse. Alternatively, there was 

also a black-and-white farmstead which stood until the 1970s on the north side of  Pheasant Lane 

by the riverbank - a site now occupied by Harthurstfield Bungalow [AAI 178]]. 

  Where was the farmstead of  the City estate? The 1823 map of  the Corporation land does mark a 

cottage some way out along Pheasant Lane as it is now called. This could be the ‘cowhouse’ 

referred to in 1737, or could be the farmstead itself. The Corporation records sometimes refer to 

the estate as Redgrove Farm, just to confuse matters with Llanthony’s holdings!  

  (It was not the ancient black-and-white cottage that still stands, once called Redgrove Cottage 

but now known as Willow Mead [AAI 214], which is accounted for below.  C.f. A.M. Welch’s 

comment about Fiddlers Green! The sketch-map in Gwen Hart’s book p.23 names a Red Grove 

Farm in a vague location somewhere around here: that map is “based” on a map of  Cheltenham 

Hundred from 1824 by a London printer). 

   The City continued to own the property at Harthurstfield into the 1800s. When the area was 

‘Inclosed’ in the 1800s, the exact shape of  their property here changed slightly. There was a 

Charity Commissioners’ report on the property in 1826.  The total area of  the City’s estate was 

described as one tenement, with 32 acres of  arable land and 18 acres of  meadow. The 1831 survey 

implies ownership of  the various plots in Harthurstfield had already been redistributed by then 

(apparently before 1823/4, perhaps in relation to the construction of  Gloucester Road in 1810). 

  As for St. Mary Magdalen’s, sometimes known as Dudstone Hospital or King James’s Hospital - 

a remnant of  the medieval building still stands. In 1821, London Road in Gloucester was 

diverted, cutting between the Hospital’s chapel and its almshouses. The chancel of  the chapel 

survives on the north side of  the main road, and was reopened to the public in 2010. On the south 

side opposite, Cathedral Court Flats are now located on the site of  the almshouses and prior’s 

house, which were demolished about 1862. 

 

 



14.1.9 CORPORATION LAND IN 1823-26 

 

  Rawes traced a map, giving a GRO reference GBR J3/16 etc. (My ref  EQ/ER). She implies a 

date of  1823, although the inclusion of  Badgeworth Road rather proves a later date, probably 

1826. The sketch map has some ambiguities, but these are clarified by the fact that the same lands 

are on the Inclosure Act map, with unchanged ownership. There are some differences in field-

names and shapes however. The fifteen plots are named as follows: the names are underlined if  

they differ in any way from the Inclosure Act spelling which is in square brackets: 
 

1. Grassless Piece [the S half  of  AAI 229, but on Rawes’s study (my ref  SI) for CLHS Journal 6 

(which was much more complete than the version she actually published there on p.21), she also 

added AAI 224, 228 & 230 into Grassless Piece, presumably based on some other evidence]. 

2. Pease Hill [the N half  of  AAI 229 Pease Hill Plock, see also no.14 below]. 

3. Great Meadow Plat [AAI 232 Meadow Platt]. 

4. Little Meadow Plat [AAI 234 Little Meadow Platt]. 

5. Little Tin Leaze [AAI 243 Little Tinley]. 

6. Burnt Ground or Great Tin Leaze [AAI 244 Great Tinley]. 

7. Lower Eighteen Lands [AAI 253]. 

8. Upper Eighteen Lands [AAI 215]. 

9. The Meadow [AAI 211 Blacksmiths Meadow]. 

10. Cherry Orch. [E side & NW corner of  AAI 221]. 

11. Orchard [SW corner of  AAI 221].  

12. Barn Leaze [N half  of  AAI 223, see also no.15 below. A barn is marked on the map, which 

Rawes marked ‘Fm’ but I’m not convinced it was ever a dwelling]. 

13. Brints Piece [AAI 225 Brints Leaze; please note Brint is a local surname]. 

14. Part of  Pease Hill [AAI 227 Pease Hill Plock]. 

15. Part of  Arters Field [S half  of  AAI 223 Barn Leaze]. 



 

  Also, Rawes (my ref  BP) quotes a document of  1823 (D4242/2) [see Anthea Jones’s book], a 

perambulation of  the parish boundary, which has a map. It includes the names Peas furlong and 

Golden Valley Lane in the Redgrove area, as well as Pillgrove Coppice and Bar Bridge. 

  And an 1824 document (GRO ref  C/2, my ref  BD) records the closure of  a footpath: leading 

from the turnpike road between Cheltenham and Gloucester, commencing at the stile on the 

south side of  Over House Ground, belonging to R. Fisher [AAI 218 (or 235)], thence to Wheat 

Close Orchard [AAI 218a], to Homestead Orchard [AAI 219], then to Cherry Orchard [AAI 221, 

the path turned from northwards to westwards], the latter three plots belonging to Benjamin 

Newmarch. (I wonder if  this surname is right: Newman seems more likely). 

  The above sales notice is for the corporation estate in 1863. The fields were up for auction in 11 

lots, with the names given: Blacksmith's Meadow; Upper Eighteen Lands; cottage and garden 

known as the Cherry Orchard; Barn Leaze; Brint's Leaze and part of  Pease Hill Plock; Grass 

Leaze and Pease Hill Plock; Meadow Plat; Little Meadow Plat; Lower Eighteen Lands; Great 

Tinley; Little Tinley. 
 

14.1.10 HARTISFIELD FARM 

 

  Gloucestershire Archives’ Photocopy 934 (which is from Scottish Record Office RHP 5353) is a 

map, including a terrier with acreages in the margin, entitled: 
 



A Plan of Hartisfield Farm 

In the Parishes of  Cheltenham & Badgeworth in the County of  Gloucester 

Belonging to William Ashmeade Gent. 

Survey’d &c by Ferdinando Stratford Engineer 1759 By the Forty Scale 

The Terrier 

No.     Orchard Pasture Arable 

1. Lower Mead    5.2.8    now Robt Morris Esq 

2. Old Orchard  1.0.3 

3. Nursery   0.1.6 

4. Barton &c   0.1.39 

5. Home Ground    5.2.30 

6. Maiden Hart Orchd 0.2.7      } exchang’d to 

7. Thistley Ground    2.2.37   } Glo. College 

8. Park Orchard  1.1.18 

9. Hartisfield       4.0.30  } * 

10. Ditto        1.1.37  } * 

11. The four Acres    3.2.36 

12.} Windmill Field {      1.3.33 

13.}         {      0.2.5 

14. The five Rudges    1.2.4 

15. Hawling Close    14.3.27       ** 

16. The Pecked Piece      1.1.12 

17. In the Seven lands     0.2.30 

18. The long Headland   1.3.12 

19. The four Rudges      0.2.39 

20. Crabtree Piece  _____  1.2.19 _____ 

 Totals   3.2.33 37.2.13 10.3.26 

 The whole Measure 52.0.32 

 

  Added later (areas are given): 21. College Patch; 22. Wheat Close; 23. College Park; 24. Bean 

ground; 25. Meadow Plat (??); 26. Part(?) of  Hartis field. 

  Words which appear across the map (some added later) are: From Starton Bridge; to Alstone; to 

Grove Field; Leech; Turnpike Road & Rail__(?); Pogemead Lane; Windmill Hill; City; Rogers; 

City; City; City; Badgeworth Parish; The Long Headland; to Grovefield; from Bamverland. 

  * Of  the part of  Hartisfield on the S side of  the T.P. Road, Nos.9 & 9 [sic for 9 & 10] now belong 

to Glo. College. No.26 is joined to No.25, & the whole on the S side of  the T.P.R. [Turnpike 

Road] includ’g Leech’s are now in one piece. 

  ** ‘Sold’ I think is scribbled faintly on plot 15, which is the only plot in Badgeworth. 

  Most of  the above seem to be those owned by Gray (freehold) and Fisher at the time of  the 1831 

Inclosure Act, and seem to exclude those owned by the Gloucester Corporation. 

 

14.1.11 WILLS OF HARTHURSTFIELD’S LOCALS 

 

  Rawes’s collection of  wills includes those of  Roger Hawlling of  harthurst fild in 1611 [my refs 

IE, RB, RE, RF] and Robert Rogers of  harthurst in 1620 (which mentions John Hallinge) [my 

refs JE, RB, RF]; unfortunately, these don’t mention any lands. Also, there’s the will of  William 

Brocke of  1620/21: “I William Brocke of  Sturmyes field within the parish of  Cheltenham in the 

Countie of  Gloucs, husbandman.…” This presumably refers to the Fiddlers Green area. 

  There is also the will of  Thomas Atkyns in 1624, which mentions Sturmyes Orchard & 

Sturmyes Field) [my ref  JM, RF]; “…that £200 [?] is to be raysed out of  certen land called 



Sturmyes Orchard & Sturmyes field lyeing within the parish of  Cheltenham aforesaid, to me 

granted by Elizabeth Badgehott my mother-in-law deceased and Thomas Higges my brother-in-

law….” 
  The Cheltenham Probate Records 1660-1740 publication by A.J.H. Sale, provides some more wills as 

follows: 

  p.22 1668/9 will of  John Howshoop [Holdship] of  Harthurst. 

  p.42 1672 & 1674 & 1675 will of  Barbara Hooper of  Hartersfield 

  p.536 1694 & 1695 & 1697 will of  Sir Fleetwood Dormer of  Arle Court: “I have settled my 

manor of  Redgrove, capital messuage called Arle Court, and all other my real estate in 

Gloucestershire to my use for life with the remainder to my nephew Robert Dormer…” 
 

14.1.12 MANOR COURT BOOK – 17th CENTURY 
 

  From Hodsdon’s MCB:- 

  At view of  frankpledge in 1791 [para.3244] Robert Fisher sold to Benjamin Lane of  Arthurs 

Field all holdings previously held by his father Robert Fisher. 

  In 1795 [para.3401], Benjamin Lane of  Arthurs Field sold to William Newman (of  Lassington) 

three closes (formerly two) called Lowdimeads in Arle. 

 

  The following is transcribed by Barbara Rawes (p.22, my ref  LS), dated 7th April 1648: 

  “Francis Gregorie, Customary tenant of  the manor aforesaid, and Anne his wife … surrender … 

their messuages [holdings] … in the tything of  Alston…. And also all that Customary holdings be 

it pasture land lying in the Tything of  Arle within the manor aforesaid called Munkcroft 

containing by estimation ten Acres; and all that Close of  pasture … called Itchland containing by 

estimation six Acres; to the … said Francis Gregory and his heirs up to the celebration of  

marriage proposed … between Francis Gregory son of  this Francis Gregory, and Mary Lane alias 

French of  Arle aforesaid; and immediately after this celebration of  matrimony aforesaid then, 

separate parcels of  arable land lying within the tything of  Arle aforesaid containing by estimation 

four Acres [in Sandfield/ Hillfield] to the use of  Francis Gregory Sen. for the term of  his life, and 

after his death to the use of  his son … Francis Gregory Jun. in perpetuity. And as to the messuage 

in Alston aforesaid and all the House, buildings, Garden, orchard, & other land to this said 

property belonging - customary holding or Close called Munkcroft aforesaid, the Close called 

Pittstile, the close called Itchland ….” 

  And so on. Rawes gave up trying to finish transcribing this convoluted inheritance. On the back 

of  the same page of  the MCB is the following (p.22R): 

  “Robert Clarke and William Buckle, Customary tenants … presented that Katherine Packer, 

widow Relict of  the late John Packer on 7th April 1648, in consideration of  the proposed marriage 

(God willing) to take place between Richard Packer son of  the said Katherine and Margaret 

Chandlor, widow…. This Margaret gives and concedes to? Francis Gregorie of  Arle and Robert 

Milton of  Westhall, Two closes lying together in the tything of  Arle called Berrows sladd and hill 

furzes containing by estimation ten Acres, and a close … called Fidlers, and a close of  pasture 

called Snapes peece containing by estimation ten Acres, and one Close of  pasture called 

Harteshorne containing by estimation Two Acres ….” 

  The field-names in this last section also occur in earlier entries in 1648, quoted here in Latin just 

to give a flavour of  the original: “Duas Clauses pastur jacen in Aurle infra prd vocat Benxvroes 

Sladd et hill furzes continen’ per estimation Decem acras:” (p.20R); “Clausu’ pastur vocat 

Hartsham jacen infra Decem de Aurle:” (p.21); “Decem de Arle infra manner prd vocat Snapes 

peece continen’ per estimacon Decem Acras:” (p.21).  

 

  Margery Hyett did some transliteration of  MCB too. A reference in 1654 (M855/M10) includes 

the following field-names, all apparently in the Arle area: Pighay, Ashmead or Ashland, Mill 



Hey, The Little Grashams (by the Mill Brooke), Cazers Close, Thickthorne, Barn Close, 

Barbridge Field, Pillgrove, the Shallows, Mill Field, Snap(e)s piece, the Harpe, the Greene, 

Highcroft, Hill Field, Gotheridge Breach. 

 

  Another MCB extract by Rawes from 1690 (D855 M37 p.162 my ref  SJ) relates to the property 

of  the Withington Poor charity as follows: “Three separate closes or inclosures of  meadow or 

pasture which are called by the various names of  Coverbreach, high Crofte [and] Fidlers with 

rights, lying and existing in the tithing of  Arle … formerly land of  John Pates formerly of  Alston, 
gent.” (Check CLHS Journal 4). 

 

14.1.13 MORE FROM THE MANOR COURT BOOK 

 

  A much later MCB reference by Rawes is as follows, from p.96. I have the date 1652? here, but 
we appear to be in English now, (so 1752 seems more likely? Check Hodsdon’s MCB): “Messuage, 

parcel of  pasture ground with the appurtenances called or known by the name of  Greatfurz, lying 

and being within the Tything of  Alston within the mannor aforesayd, Containing by estimacion 

one acre and a halfe, be it more or lesse, shooting east and west and lying betweene the highway 

leading to grovefield on the south side thereof  and land of  Thomas Packer, gent, on the North 

side thereof.” 

 

  Rawes quotes a source D2957 73A(60) with field-names which she stated to be in the Manor of 

Redgrove, with a possible date of  1743??:- Sheephouse Cl., Sheephouse Med., and The Furrzy 

ground - the latter adjacent to Hatherley Lane. 

 

  Rawes includes here (my ref  ER) an undated reference to field-names:- 1 piece p[asture] Black 

Stones Mead cont[aining] 3 acres, and 1 piece p[asture] The Park cont ¼ acre. These lay between 

the properties of  Samuel Leech of  Heydon and the Burgesses of  Gloucester formerly let to 

Richard Lane. The surnames Leech and Lane suggest to me a period around c. 1759-1823, 

although Black Stones Mead occurs in the 1600s according to CLHS Journal 6 p.19 and the 

Harthurst location suggests the two field-names may be equivalent to the fields otherwise known 

as Blacksmiths Meadow and Park Orchard. 

  A 1748 document quoted by Rawes (my ref  AB) relating to the Welch estate mentions “A 

cottage or tenement formerly used as a Farm House; also - Barrow Slade (or) Woodbrook piece 

(or) Culverbreach - 9 acres lying in Arle … part of  the copyhold.” 

 

  Rawes (my ref  SC) gives some more MCB Arle field-names, but not dated. The accompanying 

numbers here appear to be page numbers in the MCB:- 

16?. High croft, Fidlers, Ducks Lane (intermixed with the woods), Groves, Laynes, or Pittstile. 

(This dated to 1741 as above). 

72. Wood Brook [specifically in Arle; is it probable that Woodbrooks = “The Woods”?]  

85. Sitches, Barrow Slad, Hillfurzes 

 

  An MCB reference in August 1759 copied by Mrs Hyett has the following in Arle: Barrowlad, 

Hillfurzes, Brockspiece and Woodbrook piece. (Check this). 

 

  An 1806 MCB entry (from Mrs Hyett’s photocopy) relates the reassignment of  ownership of  

lands of  T.P. Butt to the shared ownership of  Butt, Hartlebury, White and Harvey. Most of  the 

field-names are in the north of  Arle, but it does mention:- 

  “In Townsend Field two lands lying by the side of  Broad Mere leading to Pits Stile, having Land 

of  William Jenkins East. One Land shooting to Pits Stile Headland, Land of  the said Walter 



Welch East and William Jenkins West. One other Land shooting and bounded as last mentioned. 

Two other Lands shooting on Russell’s Hill and to Pits Stile Headland, Land of  the said Walter 

Welch East and West. Two other Land shooting in the same manner, Land of  __ Critchett 

Esquire East and the said Walter Welch West. One Headland shooting to Broadshard by the 

Road there.” 

 

14.2 OTHER CHARITIES; 

also the STURMIES, FIDLERS, MONKS AND BRANDYARDS ESTATES 
 

14.2.1 CHARITIES BEGIN AT SOME DISTANCE! 

 

  See chapter 14.1.4 & 14.1.5 regarding the St. Mary Magdalen property in Harthurstfield. A very 

similar story applies to a smaller area of  around 16 acres on the southern edge of  the parish of  

Swindon Village, around the Cross Hands. Here, the land was owned from medieval times by the 

Hospital of  St. Margaret, which neighboured that of  St. Mary Magdalen, 150m closer to 

Gloucester city centre. (Again, the medieval chapel of  the Hospital of  St. Margaret still survives 

in Gloucester). [See the website of  the Gloucester Charities Trust]). The 16 acres were the land 

between Tewkesbury Road and the River Chelt, including the old mill-house which still stands in 

Newland View. The house and lands also came to be managed as a charity by the City 

Corporation, until they were finally sold off  to private ownership by the Charity Commissioners 

in 1890/91. 

  The idea of  a charity or institution gaining for itself  a regular income by renting out distant land 

seems very sensible, although less normal nowadays. I don’t know the function of  Charity 

Commissioners, but perhaps one part of  their job was to resolve some controversy by doing away with the 

situation where institutions were renting out land (which did not adjoin their own headquarters)? 

  V.C.H. Vol.2 pp.121-122 says the “brethren and sisters were lepers.” Alured who was Bishop of  

Worcester 1158-63 granted the lepers the right of  burial in their churchyard, which is the earliest 

written record of  the chapel there, and of  the hospital itself. See also TBGAS Vol.20 p.131-2, 

saying that it was under the patronage of  Gloucester Abbey, but independent in conduct, 

management and endowments. As well as a prior and a chaplain, there was a Master or 

Governor, who was generally a citizen of  the city, frequently a former bailiff. (See p.135 for a 
quote from a document of  c.1200). V.C.H. p.122 says that by the mid-14th century, the burgesses of  

Gloucester had secured control of  the hospital, and the commonalty elected one burgess to act as 

master or supervisor for a year or term of  years: [here quoting Stevenson pp.351,355]. In or about 

1545, Henry VIII confirmed the custody of  the hospital to the city’s mayor and corporation: [here 

quoting Fosbrooke ‘Abstract of  Records…’ Vol.1 p.190]. 

 

12.2.4 WITHINGTON POOR 

 

  In the 1600s, in the absence of  any social security system, it was up to each parish to care for its 

poor, especially in rural areas. When charitable trusts were set up for that purpose, the trustees 

were usually appointed on an ongoing basis as the clergy and churchwardens of  the parish. A 

charity for the poor of  Staverton owned a small patch of  land at Alstone. [AAI 345]. A group of  

four parishes towards Northleach owned over 22 acres in Arle [AAI 162,157,43,287,288 ‘Revd. 

Newell etc.’] - these were the villages of  Salperton, Charlton Abbotts, Sevenhampton and 

Compton Abdale. Here, the charity specifically supported the clergy themselves, in an era when 

clergy wages were not guaranteed by the Church of  England. A Mr Aylworth [in c.1733] had left 

£800 specifically for this purpose - (see Samuel Rudder’s “A New History of  Gloucester” pp.638,330). 

  Another interesting example of  this phenomenon is the Withington Poor charity, which had 

land at Fiddlers Green. Again, rents on this patch of  land were used to help the poor: in this case 



the funds were administered by the clergy and churchwardens of  the Cotswold parish of  

Withington (towards Northleach) for the benefit of  that parish. This applied from 1690. 

  The Withington Poor Charity was based on two bequests of  £100 each. The first was granted by 

Dr William Osbourne of  the parish in 1648, and was used to buy five acres of  land in Charlton 

Kings. The second was granted by John Rich: his money seems to have been used less wisely. In 

1690, the two investments were combined to buy three inclosures of  meadow in the Fiddlers 
Green area. [See CLHS Journal 4 pp.1-3 by Rawes, which says that the transaction is recorded in 

the MCB of  27/10/1690, i.e. was copyhold land. Atkyns’s history p.846 mentions it. The land 

had previously been owned by John Pates and was surrendered by his widow]. 

  The three fields were known by the names of  Coverbreach, High Croft and Fidlers. They were 

initially rented out to Thomas Ashmead and Thomas Gregory. [Compare the name William 

Ashmeade, who in 1759 owned Hartisfield Farm]. Specifically the rents received by the charity 

were used to sponsor apprenticeships for the children of  poor parents. Their lands were taken 
over by the Charity Commissioners in 1857 and sold by them in 1862. [Rawes here quotes Charity 

Commissioners Enquiry 21 of  1829, p.127-8]. 

  The location of  these three plots is up for question: There may have been subsequent exchanges. 

Rawes says High Croft was the NE quadrant of  the ‘square’ at Fiddlers Green AAI 81, which 

makes sense, though maybe only a part of  the High Croft ‘estate.’ AAI also gives ownership by 

Withington Poor to a plot south of  this AAI 165, part of  Fidlers Ground, and implies previous 

ownership by the charity of  the adjoining plot AAI 164. As for the name Coverbreach, it is 

mentioned as a part of  the estate called ‘The Woods’ elsewhere in MCB, and although its location 

in that context is unclear, I’m not sure how many plots could be called Coverbreach: AAI 164 

seems possible. The charity certainly also owned AAI 278 (now in Benhall), of  which the name is 

given specifically as Monks Croft. 
 

14.2.3 LOCAL FIELD-NAMES IN SMITH’S P.N.G. 
 

  P.N.G. (pp.104-8) mentions field-names recorded locally, e.g. Aspes in 1605; Brandiardes in 1618; 

Coverbreache (and Coverhill) in 1605 (spelled Coverbreech in 1642, assessed as probably deriving 

from local surname Cover); Deep Benall in 1605; Fythelers in 1430; Redgrove al[ia]s Grove field 
in 1612 check PNG, associated with le Groves in 1605; le Leynes in 1605; Medowe plott in 1606; 

Monk[e]slaynes/ Munkeslaynes in 1605 (Mounckeslaynes in 1642); Pits style in 1605 (with a 

possible earlier related name from the 1400s Pittesbrech, Potebreche, Putbreche); Stirmyes/ 

Stirmies field 1605/6 and Sturmye Yate 1606; Tyn(e)leasowe in 1605/6; Wood brooke in 1605, 

and maybe le Woodfield/ Woodhey in 1605/6. 
 

14.2.4 IPMs OF 1642 

 
  These Inquisitions Post Mortem, i.e. Coroner's Inquests, from 1642 are quoted by Rawes (my ref  

EE, check copy in Cheltenham Library), which mention the same field-names as the MCB (of  1648): 

  “Reginald Lane alias French was seised of  one cottage or tenement lying in Arle in the parish of  

Cheltenham, one orchard thereto belonging, and one parcel of  pasture to the said orchard 

adjoining, 5 roods in Arle in Meade furlong, 3 other roods or selions of  land there in the said 

Meade furlong, all of  which were parcel of  lands of  John Ligon of  Arle, esq., and formerly 

belonging to Arle Corte and lately purchased by Reginald; 

  One close of  pasture called Mounckelaynes in Arle, lately purchased by Reginald of  John 

Packer (deceased); 

  One other close of  arable land or pasture called Coverbreach; 

  One other several close likewise called Mouncke Lanes; one close of  pasture called Aspes; 

  And one parcel of  arable land called the Hill Fursen containing 4 acres, and were lately 

purchased by Walter Lane alias French, deceased, father of  the said Reginald, of  one Thomas 



Collett.” 

 

14.2.5 CRAVEN ESTATES BOOK  

 

  “Craven Estates Book” is another document quoted by Rawes - I don’t know the date of  this (my 
ref  SA, SC and others?). It appears to be a field index, presumably corresponding to some map or 

other. Most of  these seem to be in this area:- 

1. Pilgrove Coppice 

25. Hayden Hill Piece 

63. Harthurst Field/ Brints Leaze ? 

64. Pease Hill Plock 

79. Thistley Ground & Maiden Heart Orchard 

62. Doctors Meadow 

66. The Long Headland 

67. The Pecked Piece 

80. Home Ground [corresponding to plot no.5 in 1759] 

83. College Patch 

96. Barrow(s) Slads & Brocks Piece 

97 & 110. Withington Poor 

120. Upper Russels Hill 

127. Colletts Close 

6. Toghills 

  Rawes also quotes Craven Estates Book  listing from the MCB, again undated (my ref  SI) the 

following field-names: Cranmores (9 acres); The Woods; Highcroft; Fidlers; Ducks Lane 

(intermixed with the woods); Groves, Laynes or Pittstile. [‘Cranmores’ is probably in Oakley but 

might relate to the hardly legible name in Harthurstfield interpreted as Cowderoor]. 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 15 - FIELD-NAME RECORDS 
& ESTATES AROUND ARLE VILLAGE 

  

15.1 NORDEN’S SURVEY OF 1617 
 

  The next useful document is Norden’s Survey of  1617. (GRO D85 M7) The following is based 

on Rawes’s attempts at transcription, based on what was copied at a later date (c.1784/6?) into 

the MCB. Some spellings are dubious, dependent on the handwriting, and some contexts are 

dubious, based on translating Latin. But these are the relevant entries to the Arle area. (I'll deal 

with Alstone separately, one day!) 

  As well as Freehold and Copyhold, the survey has a section of  Demesne. (The Demesne 

contains no entries relevant to the Harthurstfield area. The 1635 Demesne Survey (D855 M51) 

confirms this). 

  At p.340 (my ref  FA) the introduction includes the bounds of  the manor of  Cheltenham, 
including (cf. Rawes’s CLHS Journal 2 p.5): 

  “… and so from thence to Tynn leasowe, and so from thence to the outside of  Hartersfield 

towards the Weste, and from thence to a house of  Reynold Milton’s called the Brandyards, and so 

from thence to old acre, and so from thence to Barrbridge ….” 

  [Rawes seems to have traced a copy of  Norden’s Survey made in 1815 (my ref DJ) which 



contains plots listed under different names. Spellings are a bit erratic but a couple of  relevant 

entries are “Culverhaye in Arle” and “Sturmy’s Gate.”] 

 

15.1.1 FREEHOLDERS 
 

(pp.342-357, my ref  FH, FI). 

 

p.342 Alicia Ffrenche, widow. Lands formerly of  Thomas Collett, namely: 

One parcel of  pasture called Coverbreach (2 acres); 

A pasture called Aspes (2 acres); 

p.343 Another close of  pasture called Muncks Lanes (3 acres); 

A close of  pasture called Hillfarie (3 acres 1 rood) [the final -e should perhaps be read as Anglo-

Saxon -d representing -th. Later spelling is Hillfurzen]; 

A parcel of  pasture in the common pasture called Kings Meade (1 acre). 

Total of  10 acres 3 roods. 

[The 1786 copy may refer to this estate as now belonging to Robert Milton; check]. 

 

p.344 John Lygon holds a capital dwelling with appurtenances called Arle Court. 

[The 1784 copy states “afterwards the Dormers, now the Honble Jn Yorke’s.” To which 1815? 

may have been added “After[wards:] Butt.”] 

 

p.345 John Houldshipp holds certain land in Arle formerly in the tenure of  Thomas Machin, 

namely: 

A close called Redgrove upon which is built a house (2 roods); 

6 selions adjacent to that close (3 roods) with a close of  pasture (2 acres); 

Arable land in Sturmies Gate (5½ acres). 

 

p.346 Reginald Milton holds a parcel formerly in the tenure of  Thomas Machin, namely: 

A messuage or tenement with a garden and appurteanaces called Brandeyards and a parcel of  

pasture adjacent to it (1 acre); 

Arable land in Sturmyes Gate [or Yate?] (1 acre). 

 p.348 The heirs of  William Baker, a close of  pasture called Sturmyes Field (23 acres). 

[Later added “now John Wallwin jnr.”] 

 

p.349 Thomas Higgs holds a tenement with a garden and three closes of  meadow or pasture 

called by the names of  Sturmies Field, Sturmies Orchard and the Leyes [les leyes] (34 acres). 

 

p.352 William Gregory holds certain land in Arle, namely: 

A close of pasture called Coverbreach lying in Arle Woods (6 or possibly 7 acres); 

He also holds an acre of  pasture called [or towards?] Old Acre [Acr’] in Arle (1 acre) 
[N.B. Old Acre was in Hayden, or on its boundary, near The Brandyards. See Abstracts of  Feet of  

Fines 1199-1299 BGAS para.461 where Oldeaker in Heydon was referred to in 1248]. 

 

p.357 The governors [corporato] of the charity of St Mary Magdalen [marie de la Maudelins] 

of Gloucester [de Glouc] holds certain lands in Harthurst feild, namely: 

A close of pasture called Tyne leasowe (10 acres); 

A parcel of meadow called Butts next to Sturmies Yate (1 acre 2 roods); 

Two other closes called Picks (1 acre 2 roods); 

Arable land in Harthurstfeilde (17 [or possibly 16?] acres). 

[A marginal note is added in the MCB in English as follows:] 



‘This Estate is in lease to Samuel Leach who pays the ch[arity] rent. He died about 1784, and 

his daughter Hewinson now hath it. 1786 J.D.’ 

 

15.1.2 TENANTS OF THE LORD’S LANDS [DEMESNE] 
 

- held for a term of  years (pp.372-375, my ref. FJ) 

 

p.372 Thomas Gough holds certain land in Arle (namely): 

A close of  meadow called Baingsons, with another close called the Butts, another close called the 

Ryeclose, another close called the Taylors close, and a parcel of  meadow called the Smale meare, 

and another parcel called the Shallowes (total 18 acres); 

Arable and pasture land in Arle (37 acres). 
[Baingsons is a fascinating spelling, one of  many strange variants for this plot off  Village Road. Cf. 

Banysconss in the Demesne Survey below 15.2. They were trying to get to grips with a Germanic surname 

Benskins, which contains the sound '-nsk-', not hard to pronounce but nevertheless unknown in English. The 

only British place-name which I can think of  containing that sound is Minsca, near Waterbeck, 

Dumfriesshire, but that obviously has Norse or Gaelic origins]. 

 
p.374 Robert Bicke holds certain land in Arle (namely): 

A house and a close called the Home Close (1 acre); 

A piece of  Hayden Hill (5 acres); 

Five selions lying together in the Midlefield (2 acres); 

Four selions lying together in the Midlefield aforesaid (1½ acres); 

Two pieces in Hill field (5 acres). He also holds a cottage in Westall. 

 

Alicia French alias Lane, widow, certain land in Arle (namely): 

A close called the Mill close (2 acres); 

Meadow in the Lower Meade (2 acres); 

Three selions in Barrbridg field (1½ acres). 

 

 

15.1.3 CUSTOMARY TENANTS [COPYHOLDERS] 

(pp.382-395, my ref  FJ, FK, FE). 

 

p.382 Thomas Lygon holds six dwellings in Arle, namely: 

A dwelling house … (3 roods); 

One paddock lying near the ox house of  Robert Yarneton (1 rood); 

A close of  pasture called Grassam (3 roods); 

One other close of  pasture called Bouldhey? (2 roods); 

One other close of  pasture called Mucksecroft [Bucksecroft?] (7 acres); 

One other close of  pasture called Mucklaines (1 acre 2 roods); 

One other close of  pasture called Pitts Style (2 acres); 

One other close of  pasture called Covers breach (2 roods); 

A parcel of  meadow in Arle Meade (1 acre 1 rood); 

Arable land in Barberries feild & Heydon Hill (12 acres 2 roods); 

Arable land in Midlefeild (5 acres); 

Arable land in Hillfield (8 acres 2 roods). 

 

p.389 John Packer, three dwellings in Arle: 

A parcel of  pasture called Bardoll’s Slate (15 acres); 

Another parcel of  pasture called Hartsham (3 roods); 



A close of  pasture called Grashams Close (3 roods); 

Another close of  pasture called: Laine in Arle Towne (1 rood); 

      Barnhey (2 acres); Woodhey (2 roods); 

p.390      Gagers Close alias Angers Close (2 acres); 

      Arle Orchard (2 or 3? acres); Zeeches (4 acres); 

      Rye [Rey?] Close (1 acre); New Close (8 acres);    

      Kingsmead Close (2 roods); 

      the Greene [le Greene] (1 acre); 

A parcel of  meadow in the Field of  Arle (6 acres); 

Arable land in:  Barbridge field (10 acres); Midlefield (33 acres); Hillfield (19 acres); 

    Heyden hill (19 acres); Ashelands (3 acres). 

 

p.390 Sturmye, in Arle, a dwelling called Homesteede near ye Arle Court (1 acre); 

Arable land in  Barbridge Field (2 roods); Midlefield (1 acre); Hillfield (2 acres); 

   the Fields of  Alston and Arle (2 acres 2 roods). 

 

p.391 William Gregory holds two dwellings (namely) a dwelling house, stable, garden...(1 acre); 

a parcel of  pasture called Homesteede (2 acres); 

one close of  pasture called Benall (5 acres); 

one close of  pasture called Etheredge Breach (2 acres) [this name probably related to Gotheridge]; 

a parcel of  meadow of  (Arle) (4 acres); 

arable land in:  Barbridge Field and Heydon Hill (10 acres); Midlefield (11 acres); 

   Ashlands (2 acres); Cheltenham Field (1 acre). 

 

p.391 Robert Yarrneton holds four dwellings in Arle, namely: 

A dwelling house, stable, garden… (1 acre); 

one close of  pasture called Brockhey (2 roods); 

Another close of  pasture called:  Newmanshey (1 acre); Shiphouse (2 roods); 

      Barbridge (2 roods); Cockley [Cookley?] (1 acre 2 roods); 

      Westbreach (1 rood); Banckes (1 acre); 

      Woodbrooke (2 acres); Munckes Leynes (1 acre); 

p.392      Pittstyle (2 acres); 

Another close lying in Badleton (2 acres); 

A parcel of  meadow in the Field of  Arle (5 acres); 

Arable land in:  Barbridge Field and Heydon Field (10 acres); 

    Midlefield (12 acres); Hillfield (11 acres); Ashlands (1 acre). 

 

p.392 Richard Pates, gent, in Arle … (namely), a dwelling … 

and a small close (1 acre [or 1 rood?]; 

One other parcel of  meadow in a certain meadow called Kingsmeade (1 rood); 

A selion of  arable land (2 roods); 

Situated in a certain close, arable land or pasture in a certain inclosed field called Barbridge Field 

(2 roods); 

And six selions of  arable land lying near the Townesend of  Arle [le Townesend de Arle] (2½ 

acres); 

And one the Langland [le lang land] in the same field (½ acre); 

And nine selions of  arable land in the Midlefield (2½ acres); 

And another selion of  arable land in Barbridg Field (2 roods); 

And one selion of  land in a certain furlong called Ashland (2 roods). 

 

p.393 Alicia Ffrench alias Lane holds a dwelling … (2 acres); 



The same Alicia holds one other dwelling called the Pighey Close (2 acres); 

Also a close of  pasture adjacent to the same called Ashland (2 acres); 

Also a close of  pasture lying at Arle Woods called Kympers[?] Peece (7 acres); 

Another close of  pasture called Rye Pitts (2 acres); 

A parcel of  land called Hangeing Hill (2 acres); 

A pasture called Badleton (1 acre); 

The same Alicia holds … 

Two acres of  meadow lying in Broadmeadow; And ½ acre in Smale Mead; three acres of  

meadow in Kings Meadowe (5½ acres meadow in total); 

Another close of  pasture called ffares hill ffines (2 acres); 

In the field called Hill Field, arable land (16 acres); 

In the field called Middlefield (21 acres); 

In Heydons Hill & Barbridge Field, arable land (18 acres). 

 

John Sharford holds three dwellings in Arle: 

Of  which one is a house with backyard, garden and orchard thereto belonging; 

And one close adjacent to the same (2 acres); 

Of  which three dwellings, one called Woodcroft (3 acres); 

Another called High Croft (2½ acres); 

p.394 Another called Woodbrooke (4½ acres); 

A parcel of  inclosed pasture called Westbreach (½ acre); 

A close of  pasture called Kings meade (2½ acres); 

A close of  pasture called Ichlonge Close (½ acre); 

In the field of  Arle (1½ acres); 

In the Hillfield (12 acres); 

Arable land in Middlefield (10 acres); Heydon Hill (10 acres); 

   Alston Hill (2½ acres); Allston’s Sand field (2 acres). 

 

p.394 Kerbye holds in the right of  her widowhood, according to the custom of  the manor 

aforesaid, a dwelling with appurtenances in Arle (namely) 

a close of  pasture called Kerbies Close (3 acres 2 roods); 

arable land in Hillfield & Midlefield (3 roods). 

 

Giles Mathew holds a dwelling in Arle, 

one close, being the [le] Muse (1 acre); 

another close of  pasture called Banckes (3 roods); 

arable land in:  Midlefield (1 or 2? roods); Hillfield (3 roods). 

 

p.395 Thomas Mathew, in Arle: 

One close called the Groves & Laynes (8 acres); 

Another close of pasture called Coverbreach (5 acres); 

Another close of  pasture called Lowde meade (3 acres);  

Another close of pasture called High Croft (4 acres); 

Another close of  arable land called Harris Breach (2 acres); 

A parcel of  meadow in the field of  Arle (2 acres 2 roods); 

Arable land in Barbridge Field & Heydons Hill (11 acres); 

Arable land in Middlefield (6 acres); 

Arable land in Hill field (10 acres). 

 

John Mason holds a house (1 acre), 



a close of  pasture called Barbridge (2 acres); 

another close of  pasture called Ashley Close (1 acre); 

a parcel of  meadow in the Field of  Arle (3 roods) 

arable land in: Barbridge Field (2 acres); Middlefield (3 acres); Hillfield (3 acres 3 roods), 

with a house in Ashland Field (2 roods), 

arable land in the field of  Alston (2 acres). 

 

Grevill holds  two dwellings in Arle (1 acre), 

   a close at Barbridge (3 roods), 

p.396   meadow in Kingsmeade (3 acres), 

   arable land in Barbridge Field and Heydon Hill Field (4 acres), 

   pasture and arable land in the Midlefield (4 acres), 

   arable land in the Hillfield (4 acres), 

   arable land in Alston field (4 acres). 

 

15.2 SURVEY OF DEMESNE LANDS 1635 
 

  “Demesne lands, parcell of the manor of Cheltenham....” 

  This was transcribed by Barbara Rawes [my ref  HB] from Glos Archives ref. D855 M51. It was 

then a royal manor. All the lands are described as being in lease or in tenure. Plans were in 

progress to 'privatize' the manor by selling it, hence the survey. A final note suggests that the 

process should be completed by 1645. 

  I have concentrated on the field-names, and left out most of  the text. Areas of  plots “by 

estimation” have been given, I have generally given the acres and roods (¼ acre) ignoring perches 

(1/40 rood). I have paid most attention to plots in Arle and Alstone. Other parts of  Cheltenham 

are mentioned here to give a flavour of  the text. I have retained most eccentric spelling, whilst 

occasionally correcting medow to meadow, leas to lease (verb) and comon to common. “In 

severall” means enclosed (as opposed to “in common”). 

  Richard Gough was tenant of  much of  the demesne estate. Presumably most of  the lands were 

to be purchased by their tenants and leaseolders. See Anthea Jones's explanation. 

 

  p.1 Properties “in the tenure of  Richard Gough and his assignees. The courte house... (etc. Some 

of  the following entries are as follows: Lower ham; the land of  Mychell Gootheridge; p.2 In the 

Overfield of  Cheltenham, arable; Arable in common in Whaddon field; ffower lands lying in 

Wymans brooke furlong; p.3 Arable in the lower field of  Cheltenham; One land at the Towne 

Ends....” 

  p.4 “In Arle:- 

The upper Shallows (3a 3r 30p in severall); 

The lower Shallows (2a 3r 7p medow in severall; marked 'not sold'); 

The _yt_ [Rye?] Close (2a 2r 35p in severall); 

The 21 Butts (2a 0r 31p pasture); 

Taylors close (4a 0r 23p 'insufficient woodded'); 

The close called Banysconss (7a 0r 26p 'insufficient woodded')” [later known as Benksons]. 

  “In Barrbridge field in Arle arrable?? in common:- 

One peece called brooke furlong (4a 2r 37?p); 

Seper [seven] lands in the furlong at Arles towne end (3a 0r 38p); 

One single land there (0a 1r 39p); 

One peece of  6 lands between the said 3 demesne lands in the saide __ ___ occupation W (2a 3r 

34p).” 

  p.5 “In the Midle field of  Arle (in common):- 



One peece of  15 lands shooting N & S on a close called Snapes peece (5a 2r 0p).” 

  “In Hill field in Arle:- 

One peece of  7 lands in the furlong on the upper syde of  the field, betweene the land of  Richard 

Strowd on the west, and the grand meare waie that Divydeth Arle and Alston fields on the east 

(3a 0r 37p). 

In common, several parcels of  the arable in Arle (20a 0r). 

  “In Alstons meade:- 

One peece of  meadow called the moore land in Aulston, the Demesne land called widow Hayles 

moores and __? (3a 0r); 

One other peece of  medow adjoyning (7a 2r); 

One peece of  9 lands called meade furlong (7a 3r).” 

 

  p.6 “In Arle, Demesne lands in the tenure of  Reginald Lane:- 

One parcell of  medow inclosed in a large ground of  Reginald Lane (2a 0r 16p); 

One close called the mill medowe (2a 1r 13p insufficient woodded); 

In Barbridge field, in Arle:- 

Three lands there shooting N & S lying in the furlong called the furlong at daler__? (1a 2r 1p).” 

 

  “Robert Bicke, in Arle, by lease, in severall:- 

One __ (0a 2r 16p); 
one peece of  ground adjoining [chk] which Thomas Mason challengeth (0a 0r 36p); 

One plotte of  medowe at the moores in Alston (0a 1r 24p); 

The upper close in Haydons hill; The lower close on Haydons hill (8a 0r 34p);  

In the myddle field in Arle:- 

Ffower lands shooting N [chk] between a close of  John Packers called Snapes peece on the east 

and __ … (1a 0r 20p); 
five lands shooting N & S [chk] between the lands of  Jn. Ligon and demesne in the tenure of 

Richard Gough (1a 1r 35p).” 

p.7 “In Hill field in Arle:- 

One peece of  13 landes, shooting N & S in the furlong shooting upon the towne, betweene the 

lands of  Jo. Lygon Esq. N & E, and John Packer on the W, and to be molched? at 'icke? pleasure 

(4a 0r 31p); 

One peece of  7 lands lying in the furlong shooting upon Foxes Platt (2a 1r 7p).” 

 

  “Robert Eckley, in Alston, by lease:- 

One little placke att moore land and between Aulston comon meade on the S and the Demesne 

called the farthest moore on the N (in common) (0a 0r); 

One other medow there inclosde adjoining (in severall) (3a 0r); 

One other medow there inclosde adjoining (in severall) (2a 0r).” 

 

  “Jane Hall widow, by lease:- 

One Langett called the moore lande between Alston comon medow on the South and the __ands 

called the moores on the Northe (1a 1r); 

One peece inclosed called the farthest moore, the greatest parte arable, the reste ___ in severall 

___ and shooting by the highwaie leading from Arle to Cheltenham (5a 0r); 

One other parcell shooting as the former (6a 2r).” 

 

  [Other entries follow not relevant to Arle; p.8 Tho. Pates, gent, in Cheltenham by lease; p.9 Tho. 

Cartwright in Cheltenham by lease; Jo. Pates in Charleton by lease;  p.10 The executors of  Willm 

Norwood esq. in Leckhampton: One pasture ground called Bandlands (15a 3r, of  which 5a 2r is 



specified as part of  the manor and parish of  Hatherley..., tithes to be paid to Hatherley, to be 

known as ij Bandlands [i.e. '2nd Bandlands']); p.11 Tho. Nycholas Esq in Cheltenham by lease: 

Okeley woods in severall (46a 0r)]. 

 

  p.11. “Demesne lands parcell of  the manor of  Cheltenham not sowlde, and doe come into the 

hands of  John Dutton Esq. on the 24th of  June in the year of  our Lord god 1645:-” 

  “Parcell of  lands in leas to Gough:- 

Imprimis, one close of  meadow called the lower shallows, the land in the hands of  Tho. Mason 

deceased, lying with the Sl__de ground on the south, and pathe on the west, the land of  John 

Ligon Esq. on the East (2a 3r 7p); 

Itm. one parcell of  meadow called the moore land and one other parcell meadow adjoining lying 

in Aulston meads (10a 3r 13p); 

One close latelie gardeners shooting E upon the Courte House Orchard and the Greenwaie 

south.” 

  “Item, one parcell of  meadow in a large grounde late the land of  Reginald Lane in Arle, the 

same lands of  Lane lying on the E, W & N partes, and an inclosured ground of  Jn. Ligon Esq. 

lying on the S parte (2a 0r 16p).” 

  “To Robte. Bicke:- 

Item, one Plecke? of  meadow at the moores in Alston (0a 1r); 

Item, one cottage and backsyde lying neare to Westall greene (area not given).” 

  “In lease to Robte. Eckley:- 

Item, 3 plecks or parcells of  meadow lying together at the west end of  Awlston meados called 

Eckleyes moores, in comon (5a 1r).” 

  “In lease to Hall:- 

Item, 3 parcells of  pasture or tillage, the greatest part moorish, lying together on the north syde of  
Aulston meados, called Halls(?) moors (13a 0r).” 

 

15.2.1 18th-CENTURY ESTATES IN HODSDON’S MCB 

 

  John Gregory described his estate in 1748-49 [para.2129] in advance of  his marriage to Mary 

Butt. The newly-built house in which John now lives [i.e. Arle Farm?? Arle Villa?? Hester’s Way 

Farm??] with barn, stable, outhouses, garden and orchard, totalling 2 acres. Arable called 

Howbrook piece (12 acres), arable or pasture called the Banchyards (3 acres), arable called 

Barbridge piece (7 acres), arable dispersed in Barbridge field (5 acres), meadow or pasture called 

Tobacco close (2 acres) adjoining the said house. Other closes of  meadow or pasture called King’s 

meadow (12 acres), New meade (10 acres), Sitches (9 acres, which he had purchased from 

Thomas Hyndes), Townsend close (4 acres), Bick’s close (4 acres), Four lands (2 acres), and 

Pilgrove (4 acres). 

 

CHAPTER SIXTEEN - LAND'S END: INCLOSURE 
 

  [I will use the spelling inclosure rather than enclosure throughout]. 
 

16.1 APPROACHING INCLOSURE 
 

16.1.1 INTRODUCTION 

 

  There is a romantic feeling in trying to present the pre-Inclosure landscape as something existing 

from time immemorial that suddenly vanished. However, it should be obvious that the Inclosure 

Act applied to Arle and Alstone in 1830-35 was a fairly arbitrary interruption to rural life. Large 



areas had already been inclosed anyway. Also, the farming community was constantly adapting 

itself  - for better or worse, to local demand, to political interference, to new ideas - as it still does. 

See for example the tobacco story. Indeed, though many pre-Inclosure field-boundaries are still 

visible, they give little clue as to the “original three-field system” that Barbara Rawes attempted to 

reconstruct. In places, we don’t even know where the tithing boundaries were - never mind the 

shape of  the open fields. So a lot of  changes must have been going on over the centuries. 

  Some clues to the pre-Inclosure landscape are in the field-names themselves of  course. Also, 

where these names occur in earlier documents, conclusions can be reached. For example, if  there 

was a reference to “one acre in Thickethorne” then we know that at that time the field called 

Thickthorn was plainly divided into arable strips (whether it was the name of  a furlong or an 

inclosure). Hence the importance of  field-name study. 
  The book “Our Forgotten Past” (a collection of  contributions edited by Jerome Blum, 1982) helps 

define the nature of  communal farming (p.18) and its social effects, along with the pressure for 

inclosure and the potential for abuse of  power (pp.15-23). However, when he says that the old 

method of  farming was so near to subsistence level that change could only be risked slowly 

(pp.10/11), you have to ask what “slowly” means. And although British farmers have always been 

very dependent on both God and the weather, I do hope we weren’t constantly on the edge of  

starvation? 

  Anyway, the much earlier type of  inclosure known as assarting (p.85) in the 12 th and 13th 

centuries was part of  the flow of  change. (Hinted evidence for assarting also occurs in field-

names). Pp.87-93 (in the section written by Joan Thirsk) describes the order in which new crops 

were introduced to Britain’s farming: beans, peas, clover, tobacco, potatoes, hops, woad, turnips, 

orchard trees, mangolds, sugar-beet, and of  course many more in the 20th century. 

  Even at Elmstone Hardwicke, contemporary author John Lewis assumes the “end of  an era” to 

have happened when the sense of  village community was infiltrated by non-farming inhabitants, 

rather than specifically when inclosure took place. That infiltration was - after all - a slow-moving 

process, one which is not quite complete today even in a place like Hester’s Way. Just like the 

ridges-and-furrows, there is still something of  the “old days” still here right beside us. 

  So in some parts of  the nation, inclosure - whether gradual or sudden - caused severe social 

disturbance. But in our part of  the world it was simply another gentle adaptation to supply and 

demand:- and good luck to the farmer! (Perhaps it’s worth asking what it felt like to be a farmer 

under these conditions). 

  Historians may not like my conclusion, that the landscape was and still is fluid. I am not an 

evolutionist, and I am a romantic. But as a geographer rather than a historian, I cannot find a way 

to impose a melodramatic finale on a story that never happened. But I admit I’m no expert:- my 

own attempt to apply the knowledge acquired from books to the specifics of  this locality is still 

ongoing. For example, when was Hester’s Way Farm built? 

  In fact, answering such questions, or at least making a fair stab at answering them, is the only 
reason for this whole field-study. It all follows on from Barbara Rawes’s study in Cheltenham Local 

History Society Journal 6. 

  “The Making of  the English Landscape” by W.G. Hoskins (1955) ch.6 (pp.177-210) was one of  my 

first reads in attempting to understand all this. Pp.194-5 follows the line taken by typical 

historians: lamenting our present-day inability to enter into the spirit of  what peasant life was like 

because said peasants - by nature - left us no poetic legacy. I think taking this attitude is a shame. 
The book “Foreman of  the Fields” is poetic enough for me, in conveying the spirit of  what it was 

like to be an open-field farmer. It’s quite an inspiration. It starts by talking about the “Dixton 

Harvesters” painting in Cheltenham Art Gallery, which in itself  is a powerful impression of  the 

pre-Inclosure system - a picture paints a thousand words. And after all, any impression is only 

one person’s viewpoint, whether primitive or sophisticated. 

  Unfortunately, “Foreman of  the Fields” does not immediately relate to the Arle area, even in its 



travels - e.g. in an account of  a fox-hunt. See especially pp.20-29. There are undated references 

throughout the book - bear in mind that the author was born in 1926. The detailed account of  

taking corn to be milled at Slate Mill (pp.43-45), although somewhat modernized was an 

essentially medieval experience! 

  Incidentally, open field agriculture still survives I believe, not only at the well-known Laxton 
(Notts) but also at Braunton (Devon) and at Haxey/Axholme (Lincs). A book called “The 

Regulated Pasture” by John Grantham describes the ongoing tradition of  the common at Chipping 

Norton (Oxon) and its stints. Small areas like this under common-field management presumably 

survive in a good many places, e.g. Tewkesbury Ham. The implication is that in spite of  all the 

supposed advantages of  inclosure, many places deliberately excluded an old area of  common and 

decided to continue the ancient allotment of  rights (known as stints). (‘Regulated Pasture’ seems 

to be the correct technical term, since ‘common’ is liable to misunderstood as meaning ‘public’).  

  It’s only in the last 20 years that a register of  commons and greens was drawn up, partly 

inspiring the subsequent ‘Right to Roam’ legislation. It was probably a daunting task! Places 

named “Common” on the O.S. map would have been the starting point, no doubt. 

  Another question to which I don’t know the answer is how this compares or relates to the 

French style of  unfenced landscape, or to strip systems surviving elsewhere in Europe. 
  “Fieldwork for Archaeologists and Local Historians” by Anthony Brown (1987) p.128 points out that 

whenever the Inclosure Award records extra names or extra descriptions for places, there must be 

some historical reason for the confusion for which clarification was felt necessary. His p.97 points 

out that many inclosure award maps do not cover the whole parish but only those parts that were 

affected. The conclusion for Arle and Alstone is that nearly all the area was affected. Pp.117-8 

recommends searching out a field-book or drag-book for your area. Mary Paget’s volume on 

Charlton Kings shows that inclosure there was earlier, more gradual, and more controversial. But 

the motivation was much the same. Her p.35 shows a ‘Terrier’ - a description of  an open-field’s 

strips. It would be interesting to track down any terrier that exists for Arle! 

 

16.1.2 A GENERAL DEFINITION OF INCLOSURE 

 

  To summarise what the medieval manor economy had left us with (Chapter 11). 

  The peasantry were built into a mutually beneficial arrangement. Each labourer had strips of  

land in the various furlongs that were used for growing crops. A furlong was the size of  a small 

modern field, typically about 5 acres. These furlongs were not fenced off  however, but combined 

into huge open fields of  up to 200 acres. Different crops were grown in each huge field - in 

rotation, which helped avoid soil infertility and other problems. Each labourer also had rights to 

graze his animals at suitable times, either on the arable land after harvest, or on the “common” 

land:- pasture, rough grazing and marshy areas, or in woodlands at the edge of  the manorial 

estate. 

  By the 1800s the manorial system had become outdated and inefficient. But to stop arbitrary 

dismantling of  the system, government legislation required that there must be a separate Act of  

Parliament (under the Inclosure Act) for each Manor or Parish, in order to redivide the land 

fairly. 

  The fields immediately around Cheltenham were inclosed in 1806, and one of  the advantages 

resulting from this was the far easier spread of  development. For example, those who had to 

purchase land to build the new Gloucester Road in 1809 could deal with individual landholders 

rather than a mass of  villagers who owned various common rights. Inclosure of  the outer tithings 

of  Arle and Alstone happened a little later, and would likewise ease the complications for anyone 

desiring to build a new house or to rent out land in the area. 

  The text itself  for our local Inclosure Act is a very lengthy piece in copperplate handwriting, a 

good wadge of  paper dated 1834. All the field-names are summarized on a single large sheet, 



accompanied by a colourful Map on an even larger sheet. (Gloucestershire Archives have now 

digitally copied and stored the text and the Map, though not unfortunately the single-sheet list of  

field-names).  

  The major landholders of  a manor had to agree to the local inclosure process. One penalty for 

them was that their own ancient inclosures (or at least a representative selection of  them) had to 

be ‘pooled’ - along with the open fields - for possible redistribution. The first half  of  our local Act 

is taken up with the owners and names of  fields which were surrendered in this way. 

  The processes of  inclosure are shown in the book “Foreman of  the Fields” by John Lewis, [1992], 

which relates to nearby Elmstone Hardwicke. Inclosure there was not completed until 1914 - the 

last parish in the country (excepting those that are still not inclosed!) In Elmstone Hardwicke 

there were nine open fields totalling 628 acres, with 28 occupiers owning strips in all nine fields - 

for example, one occupier held 60 acres in 100 separate strips (or ‘lands’). By this date each 

person could grow whatever he liked, but on the understanding that the fields would be thrown 

open at the end of  harvest to be grazed, beginning from the date set by the “Foreman of  the 

Fields” until the end of  November. The boundaries of  each occupier’s land was indicated on the 

ground by the shape of  the ridge-and-furrow: any ambiguity was clarified by meer stones. 

  Inclosure had two immediate effects on the landscape. Firstly there was the planting of  many 

new hedgerows, largely made up of  white hawthorn. Within these hedgerows were planted ash 

and elm trees, also willows along the streams. Secondly, roads were generally straightened and 

rerouted. In Arle and Alstone this latter effect did not occur: many of  our country lanes were 

already unusually straight. What did happen however was that their widths were standardized, 

which in practise usually meant narrowing those sections of  road which had unnecessarily wide 

verges. 

  It is interesting that in the local Inclosure Act record, highways are usually referred to simply as 

“the Ancient Lane.” The only road-names given are Arle Lane, Redgrove Lane, the Fidlers Green 

Road, Hatherley Lane and the Lansdown Turnpike Road. By comparison, fields are named in 

detail, and when referred to non-specifically are usually called “the Old Inclosure” or just “the 

Inclosure.” The priority behind these enactments was specifically to reduce the size of  fields, to 

create more pasture. A typical medieval open field was around 70 acres (30 ha) and used for 

arable, whereas most modern fields are around 10 acres (4 ha) which is the optimum size for 

dairy pastures. 
  “Ask the Fellows who Cut the Hay” by George E. Evans p.237 points out a major implication of  

inclosure. Mutual dependence between neighbours had been both a virtue and a necessity: in the 

communal fields, everyone was needed at harvest-time including all the women and children. All 

the craftsmen had to be on hand in case something broke. No wonder individuals were 

discouraged from forming relationships with other parishes (p.239). With inclosure, suddenly all 

this reasoning was redundant. Presumably also redundant was loyalty to the Lord of  the Manor, a 

concept which had originated with the Saxon status of  a lord as protector and war-leader. In 

more parochial places the Lord became known as the Squire: in Cheltenham Hundred there was 

a more complex connection between the local aristocrat and his collection of  communities. 
  Gwen Hart’s “History of  Cheltenham” deals with inclosure across the Hundred pretty thoroughly. 

Leckhampton was inclosed in 1778 (p.138). One difficulty which arose when assigning a large 

number of  small plots to many individuals was the need for some means of  access (p.143), but 

this was somehow contrived to the benefit of  even the poorest (p.147). 

 

16.1.3 THE RAWES EFFECT 

 

  I have a theory that the history of  things gone takes three times longer to explain than the 

history of  things still around. So, what use is all this information? None really, except in the 
scientific discipline exemplified by Barbara Rawes’s work, published in the Cheltenham Local 



History Society Journal 6 pp.11-22. You could describe the subject as LANDSCAPE HISTORY, but 

it is literally “Field Studies.” It’s an attempt to map or describe the landscape as it must have once 

been. There are two main strands to this. 

1: By combining maps and field-names, it is possible to reconstruct the layout of  the large 

medieval open-fields, before they became fragmented by ongoing piecemeal enclosures. 

2: By concentrating purely on the field-names, and their spelling in old documents, it’s possible to 

gain clues to the features or land-usages that once predominated sufficiently to give a name to 

their surroundings at the time in which the names were coined. This is a linguistic exercise. The 

clues are surprisingly many, although unfortunately, it is difficult to know to what time-period 

such clues might point. The written records of  these names crop up quite frequently back to the 

1600s at least. Beyond that, it’s guesswork based on what we know, or think we know, about 

medieval agriculture. 

  Rawes attempted to combine both these aspects. Similar studies of  other villages have also 

attempted a third discipline, which is to include a mapping of  the ridge-and-furrow across the 
area. See the study of  Leckhampton in Glevensis Vol.33, or the study of  Oxenton in Aspects of  

Oxenton. [An approach which would be less archaeology and more social history would consider 

the context in which the place-names are recorded, that is, tracing ownership down the centuries. 

This latter approach ends up being incredibly verbose, with the risk of  being scarcely less 

confusing than the original documents - but with the benefit of  digital word-processing, I might 

attempt some of  this]. 

  So, this work is an attempt to re-establish and expand the research done by Barbara Rawes. To 

study the first of  these disciplines, I’ll here make use of  our local Inclosure Act. Because the Act 

covers Arle and Alstone, but not Swindon Village, the area I’m concerned with here differs 

somewhat from that featured in my Geographical History. In practise, chapters 2 to 10 of  that 

study cover most of  the tithing of  Arle. The tithing of  Alstone has little relevance to Hester’s Way, 
but I’ll include it in this study. Barbara Rawes did publish a study of  Swindon Village in CLHS 

Journal 7. 

  Regarding the second and third of  the historical disciplines mentioned above - I will go on to 

mention the earlier spellings and records of  our local names, but the linguistic interpretation of  

this information is too long-winded. Despite finding the subject fascinating, even poetical, I threw 

away most of  the notes I’d made as they just took up too much space. The story of  our major 

place-names has been incorporated into my Geographical History text. As for studying ridge-and-

furrow patterns, this is another fascinating exercise in mapping, but I have not made a priority of  

it. 

  A specific feature of  all these disciplines is that of  working backwards. With the benefit of  

computer graphics I could now far more easily do something Barbara Rawes really couldn’t do 

(and, with the benefit of  colour). We need to present a sequence of  maps in reverse chronological 

order, heading back to the roots of  our local topography. 

  Ideally we should start with a nice big scale map like the 1884 O.S. 25” map, and calculate from 

the 1834 Inclosure Act Map how much of  the field system had changed in between those. Next, 

we gradually delete the more modern features, until we are left with a reasonable guess at how the 

landscape looked in earlier centuries, and at how a map of  the area should have looked in the 

days before maps! 

  But since the 1834 Map is the first carefully surveyed large-scale map of  our whole area, I’ll 

work backwards from there, using the evidence available. First of  all, some boundaries marked on 

the 1834 Map were brand new. These are clear enough: they are marked on the Map with a peg 

symbol. (There is in practice also an 1831 predecessor of  the Inclosure Map, which would clarify 

these). In fact some of  the new 1830s boundaries were never actually created as hedgerows, as the 

later O.S. map proves: neighbours bought each other’s property, so the boundary was never 

needed. 



  The next step is to look at the Act’s list of  Old Inclosures, which will help demonstrate some 

other plots that had only just been divided at that time. The subsequent technique is to consider 

the field-names themselves: where two plots had the same name, you have to suspect that they 

must have been the same field in fairly recent history, and therefore that the boundary hedge is 

relatively recent. 

  Of  course, ideally on top of  this we need to check any old maps that we can track down, even if  

they cover only parts of  the area. Some of  these would not be hard to track down at 

Gloucestershire Archives. But I’ve started with the most easily accessible material, especially the 

local Inclosure Act Q/RI41, here quoted at length. My numerically ordered list of  all the names 

of  the fields is at the very end, 16.3.3. 

 

16.2 A SUMMARY OF THE INCLOSURE ACT TEXT 
 

(text of  the Act is here printed in colour Teal) 

16.2.0 THE TITLE IS:- 

 

ARLE and ALLSTONE Inclosure AWARD 

under 11th Geo.IIII 1830 and 4th Willm.III 1834 

Dated June 27th 1835. 
 
  [Then, following the INDEX is a lengthy subtitle:-] 

The AWARD of DANIEL TRINDER of Norcote in the Parish of Preston in the County of Gloucester, Gentleman, 

the Commifsioner … intitled “An Act for inclosing Lands in the tithings of Arle and Arlestone otherwise Allstone 

in the Parish of Cheltenham in the County of Gloucester and for discharging from tithes lands in the said 

Tithings.” [1830, amended 1834]. “Whereas there are … diverse open and common fields, pastures and waste 

lands, containing in the whole by estimation 430 acres or thereabouts .…” 

 

16.2.1 OLD INCLOSURES 
 

  [“Old inclosures” are in contrast to the communal lands just mentioned. Not all early inclosures are 

listed under this heading, though. I presume that specifically those landowners who had signed up to 
agree to and promote the Parliamentary Act were obliged to offer a proportion of  their inclosed ground 

[not necessarily copyhold?] for reallocation. Because this occurred at an early stage of  the legal processes, 
the surveyor had not yet completed his Map. Thus, the list of  old inclosures did not make use of  the 

system of  numbers assigned to each plot - even though the list was reaffirmed in the 1835 Terrier which 
accompanies the final Map. In practise, almost all the plots listed here can be easily identified exactly 

with numbered fields on the Map. 

  So I have here listed the following pieces of  information: the name of  the landowner, the plot number if  
I know it, the plot name as listed in the text, and the area in acres and roods. (The original list also 

includes perches - 1/40th of  a rood - but I haven’t generally copied that information - although in some 
cases it would clear up the plot number questions. Now that the whole Act has been digitally copied this 

information is a bit easier to access). Finally, this is followed in brackets by the plot name as listed on the 
separate Terrier of  Old Inclosures if  that is in any way different (including spelling mistakes). For most 

purposes I consider the Map Terrier version of  each field-name as the definitive version; (I have 
sometimes elsewhere drawn attention to variant spellings by underlining them)]. 

 

Recital of OLD INCLOSURES given up 

to be allotted by Proprietors 
 
 Mary Betteridge 

Pt.428? pt. Garden 0.0.23 [occupied by Thomas Waine] 

  



 Thomas Billings 

334a  pt. The Nine Lands 0.0.9 

330a  pt. Jones’ Piece 0.0.5 (Jones’s Piece) 
 

 S. Butt, D. Trinder & H. Trinder as trustees of late H. Butt 

368  Harp Corner 1.1.. 

171&172  Westons Ground 4.2.. 

82  Far field Piece 3.2.. (Far Field Piece) 

411  pt. of Ancient Footpath 0.0.12 (pt. of Footpath) 

409  The Orchard 3.3.. (Orchard) 

403  Wet Furrows 5.1.. 

402  Wet Furrows Orchard 2.1.. 

348   Dudleys 5.1.. 
 

 Devereux Bowly & Samuel Sadler as trustees of T.P.W. Butt 

51  Rump of Beef 0.2.. 

47&48  Foxe’s Close 6.2.. (Foxes Close) 

11  Brick Kiln Ground 4.3.. 

54&55  The Shallows 13.3.. 

30?[check] Garden 0.0.23 

29  Whithornes Homestead 0.1.. 

28  Whithornes 2.3.. (ditto) 

74  Branchers Piece 9.0.. 

19  Oldbury Meadow 5.2.. 

127  pt. of Butchers Meadow 0.1.. 

350  The Langett 1.2.. (Langet) 

361  Arcott Piece 2.1.. 

299  Gate Piece 1.3.. 

??  pt. of Pighay Meadow 0.0.7 

??  pt. of Four Orchard Meadow 0.0.27 (Fore Orchard Meadow) 

161  Starve Acre 1.1.. 

64  Brandy Piece 1.2.. 

61  Great Crab tree Piece 25.1.. (Great Crabtree Piece) 

60  An Ancient Lane 0.3.. (Lane) 

59  Little Crab tree Piece 7.0.. (Little Crabtree Piece) 

1  A Wood 2.0.. (Wood) 

134  Beanham Meadow 7.0.. 

[possibly 395 (0.1.17): check the text] House & Garden 0.1.11 

393  An Orchard 1.2.36 (Orchard) 

304&305  Bridge Pasture 3.3.. 

302  Upper Close 9.1.. 

98  Bricks Close 2.0.. [otherwise called Colletts Close] 
 

 The President & Two Senior Fellows of Jesus College Oxford 

149  The Four Leys 1.2.. 

137[check]  The Meadow 5.0.. 

404  The Wet Furrows 2.2.. (Wet Furrows) 

337&338  Upper Dean Close 2.2.. 

374  Limekiln Piece 5.3.. (Lime Kiln Piece) 

373  Junction Piece 4.0.. 

375  Bald Hill 5.3.. 

376  Doctor’s Paddock 3.1.23 

377[check]  An Old Lane 0.1.. (Old Lane) 

378&379?[check] another Doctor’s Paddock 2.3.24 (Doctor’s Paddock) 

pt.of 430  pt. of the Home Orchard 0.1.11[check] (pt. of Home Orchard) 



442  The Meadow 5.2.7 (Meadow) 

446  another The Meadow 4.2.30 (Meadow) 

386  The Langett 0.2.. (Langet) 

369  Junction Piece 2.1.. 

324  the Eight Acres 7.0.. (Eight Acres) 

333&333a  Westalls 3.1.. 

339  Lower Dean Close 3.0.. 
 

 The Reverend Edward Jones 

182-184  The Seven Acres 5.0.. (pt. of The Seven Acres) 
 

 Sir Anthony Lechmere 

53  Hayden Hill Piece 1.2.. (Heydon Hill Piece) 

6&8  pt. of Kings Meadow 2.1.22 
 

 Thomas Parker as mortgagee of John Liffully 

46  pt. of Toghills 0.3.. (pt. of Toghill) [as written this does look rather like    

 Foghills, but it isn’t: Toghill is a local surname] 
 

 Thomas Jones claiming as Mortgagee in fee in pofsefsion under James Lovett in respect of part of a 

Garden being parcel of a Close heretofore called the Green Close and Compasses 

482  0.1.27 (pt. of garden) 
 

 Joseph Sadler claiming as Mortgagee in fee in possession under the said James Lovett in respect of a 

Cottage and part of another Garden also part of the said Close 

483  1.0.5 (cottage & pt. of garden) 
 

 Samuel Nettleship 

170  Little Ground 2.3.. 

160  the Great Ground 7.0.. (Great Ground) 

17  Ducks Leys 3.2.. 
 

 The Reverend Thomas Newell (curate of Salperton), Revd. John Tucker (Charlton  Abbotts), Revd. 

Edward Ellerton (Sevenhampton), Revd. James Holmes (Compton Abdale) [this group is usually referred to as 

‘Revd. Newell, etc.’] 
162  Starve Acre 1.3.. 

157  Arle Field Piece 3.3.. 

43  Arle Meadow 8.2.. 

287  Benhall 5.2.. (Benhill) 

288  another Benhall 2.3.. (ditto) 
 

 Thomas Spinney & James Agg as trustees of Thomas Ashmead Perry 

349  Free Piece 4.0.. 

443  pt. of Nettleship 4.1.. 

308  High Brake 4.1.. (Highbrake) 

158  Moncks Croft 19.3.. (Monks Croft) 

282  Bastards Breeches 7.2.26 (Bastards Breaches) 

279  also Bastards Breeches 7.2.33 (ditto) 

353&354 High Brake 8.0.7 (Highbrake) 
 

 Richard Roy [The Index refers to the copyhold estate of  R. Roy as having been   

 ‘late Hughes’, but I’m not sure which fields this refers to]. 
318  Nod Paddock 2.0.. 

315  Wood Brooks 4.0.. 

??  pt. of The Orchard 0.0.3 (pt. of Orchard) 

100  Great Lower Hitchlands 6.3.. 

96  Far Hitchlands 4.1.. 



407  Old House Piece 2.1.. 
 

 Pearson Thompson 

331  Cottage Piece 4acres 

332  A Lane adjoining thereto 0.1.3 (Lane) 

336  pt. of a Garden 1.2.31 
 

 J.G. Welch of his Arle Estate 

189  Brocks Piece 7.0.. (Broks Piece) 

186  Hewitts Orchard 0.3.. 

191  Barrows Slads 3.0.34 

190  also Barrows Slads 7.3.31 (ditto) 

197&198 also Barrows Slads 16.0.9 (ditto) 

196  A Yard & the buildings thereon 0.1.34 (Buildings & Yard) 

78  Branchers Close 4.0.. 

75  Branchers Piece 8.0.. 

71-73  pt. of Snipes Piece 1.0.15 

76  Further Branchers 8.2.. 

77  Branchers Orchard 3.2.. 

66  The New Inclosure 15.3.. (New Inclosure) 

58  Hayden Hill Piece 9.1.. (Heydon Hill Piece) 

67  The Shoulder of Mutton 0.3.. (Shoulder of Mutton) 

3  Pilgrove 3.1.. 

2  also Pilgrove 4.0.. (ditto) 

pts.of 5,7&9[see note below] pt. of Kings Meadow 10.1.20 

42  Further New Mead 7.0.. 

40  Upper Benksons and Meadow 10.0.. 

44  Rye Grass 10.3.. 

13  Sandfords Corner 3.0.. 

16  Davis’ Piece 4.2.. (Davis’s Piece) 

38  Barbridge Piece 4.3.. 

39  The Butts 5.2.. 

31  Gotheridge 4.1.. 

33  Benkson’s 6.3.. (Benksons) 

34  the Sitch 5.3.. (The Sitch) 

35  Dandy Close 5.2.. 

36  Home Piece 4.0.. 

37  Whitehorns Piece 2.2.. (Whithornes Piece) 

15  an ancient Lane 0.1.18 (Lane) 

18  The Home Orchard 6.3.. (Home Orchard) 

20  A Garden with the cottages thereon 0.0.39 (Cottages & Garden) 

21  A Farm Homestead 1.2.. (Homestead) 

23  A Plantation 0.0.11 (Plantation) 

24  The Home Close 1.1.. (Home Close) 

22  A Plantation 0.0.14 (Plantation) 

25  A Garden 0.2.5 

27  A Yard with the stables & buildings 0.1.0 (Stables & yard) 

26  A Lawn & Pleasure Ground & Mansion thereon 2.2.. (Arle House Lawn, etc.) 

105  A Plantation 0.1.21 (Plantation) 

107  The Cherry Orchard 2.3.. (Cherry Orchard) 

92  Townsend 3.2.. 

90  Hither Aysters Way Piece 8.1.. 

89  Further Aysters Way Piece 6.1.. 

86  Aysters Way Orchard 5.3.. 



85  also Aysters Way Orchard 3.1.. (ditto) 

87  A Farm Homestead & buildings 0.2.. (Homestead) 

88  another Aysters Way Orchard 1.1.. (Aysters Way Orchard) 

97  Bricks Close 3.2.. 

99  {also Bricks Close 1.3.. (ditto) 

  {A Wood 0.0.23 (Wood) 

280  Barrows Slads or Brocks Piece 5.3.. (Barrows Slads & Brocks Piece) 
 

 J.G. Welch, parcel of his Estate late Hartlebury’s 

70  pt. of Snipes Piece 7.3.27 

pts.of5,7&9[see note below] pt. of Kings Meadow 3.2.21 

41  New Meadow 4.1.. (New Mead) 

91  Townsend 4.1.. 
 

 J.G. Welch, parcel of his Estate late White’s (J.G. Welch Allstone Estate) 

148  Great Witherley Piece 4.3.. 

142  Little Witherley Piece 1.3.. 

347  the Langett 2.0.17 (Langet) 

301  Benhill Piece 2.1.. 

321  Whitehornes 5.1.. (Whithornes) 

314  Little Wood Brooks 3.0.. 

340  Jones’ Piece 3.2.. (Jones Piece) 

306  a Garden with the cottage & buildings 0.2.4 (Cottage & Garden) 
 

 The Churchwardens of Withington 

164  pt. of Poor Ground 1.1.26 (check) 

  [Note: the two areas called ‘pt. of  Kings Meadow’ combine to form an area of  14.0.1 which is equal to 

that of  numbered plots 5+7+9]. 
 

  [Next in the Act follows a description of  various formalities. Rights of  common were to be extinguished 

on 29th September “next,” which would be in 1831]. 
 

16.2.2 HIGHWAYS 
 

  [In this section I have underlined all field-names to draw attention to them, and included here the name 
of  the field’s owner in (brackets) for reference]. 
 

HIGHWAYS 
No.1  commencing at NE corner of the Orchard (late H. Butt) & extending across the Sandfield W to the SE 

corner of also The Orchard (Jane Cook) and thence N to the NE corner of the same where it communicates 

with the ancient road leading to Arle. 
 

No.2 commencing at the Bridge over the River Chelt on the S of The Meadow (T. Spinney & J.  Agg), extending 

S in its ancient course [c.f. the 1828 O.S. 1” map] over allotment (D.  Bowly & S. Sadler) to the 2nd allotment in 

Sandfield. (T. Spinney & J. Agg) 
 

No.3 branching off S side of No.1, extending SW over allotments (D. Bowly & S. Sadler) in the Sandfield to 

NW corner of Great Witherley piece, and thence E in its ancient course over allotments awarded to J.G. Welch, 

R. Roy, S. Butt, D. Trinder & H. Trinder respectively, till it communicates with the ancient road at Allstone. 
 

No.4 branching out of No.3 at NW of Great Witherley Piece over allotment (D. Bowly & S. Sadler) in its 

ancient course W to Great Lower Hitchlands and thence SW over the same  allotment in Sandfield and an 

allotment in Hill Field (D. Bowly & S. Sadler) to Upper Russells Hill, and from thence [as] a Private Road only to 

N corner of an allotment in the Hill Field. (T. Spinney & J. Agg). 
 

No.5 commencing at the Turnpike Road at the E corner of an allotment (J.N. Belcher) in Rowen Field and 



extending on the N side thereof in its ancient course to the Vineyard. 
 

No.6 [described in the Index as running from Arle to Fidlers Green]: commencing at the ancient road leading 

from Arle at the E corner of a … (J.G. Welch) in Clay Pit Field & extending on the E side thereof in a SW 

direction to the Fidlers Green Road. (To be kept in repair by the several estates to which the same road leads, 

‘for the time being’). 
 

No.7 branching out of the ancient Road leading from Arle at the NE corner of Townsend and extending over an 

allotment in Hill Field (D. Bowly & S. Sadler) in SW direction to N corner of the 1st  allotment in the said Field 

awarded to Mary Betteridge; (to be kept in repair by M. Betteridge ‘for the time being’). 
 

No.8 branching out of the Old Turnpike road, at the N corner of Brickkiln Ground in a S direction on the W 

side thereof to an old inclosure (T. Parker as mortgagee of J. Liffully); (to be kept in repair by owners & 

occupiers of Toghills). 
 

No.9 commencing at NW corner of allotment (T. Newell etc), and extending over said allotment in a S direction 

on the W side thereof to the N corner of Thickthorn. 
 

No.10 branching out of No.6 at the N corner of an allotment in Arle Field (J.G. Welch) in E direction and then 

over allotments in the said field and in the Hill Field [note this and compare with map] (D. Bowly & S. Sadler), till 

it communicates with No.4. 
 

No.11 [described in the Index as from the Arle Road to Thickthorn]: commencing at ancient  Road leading 

from Arle at E corner of an allotment (J.G. Welch) in Clay pit field and  extending over the said Field in its 

ancient course on N side thereof in NW direction to Thick Thorn (F.P. Stratford). 
 

No.12 [described in Index as over Arle Field]: commencing at E corner of an Old Inclosure (late T. Buckle) and 

extending over an allotment in the Arle Field (D. Bowly & S. Sadler) in NE direction to SE corner of said Old 

Inclosure called Townsend (D. Bowly & S. Sadler). 
 

No.13 [described in Index as over Sand field to Ashlands Meadow]: branching out of No.1 at the E corner of an 

allotment in Sandfield (D. Bowly & S. Sadler) & extending NW over said allotment on N side thereof at or near E 

corner of Ashlands Meadow (D. Bowly & S. Sadler). 
 

No.14 commencing at SE corner of Little Dudleys (T. Billings) over said allotment in NW direction on E side to 

the Langett, then NW over the Langett and the Nine Lands on the S  sides thereof to the W corner of 

the last mentioned where it enters allotment of W.H. Prescod. 
 

(Road no.1: Public Carriage Road, width 40’. Roads nos.2-9 & 14: Private carriage roads, width 20’, except nos.5 & 

14 width 15’. Nos.10-13: Public footpaths, width 4’). 

  [The above are obviously not all the highways in the area, only those for which rights and 

responsibilities needed to be clarified. Most footpaths were covered by separate consideration in 1831. 
Some others had been covered by earlier 1829 legislation dealing with the Lansdown area]. 

 
  [Two special cases are dealt with next: a tiny area of  Demesne, and a huge area for Tithes. The lord of  

the manor claimed a tiny area for demesne - presumably either he donated his rights freely, or the 
lordship had earlier surrendered rights in the area. In the latter case, the tiny area presumably represents 

his fair share of  the roadside verges which were inclosed].  
 

  Allotment to John Lord Sherborne as lord of the said Manor of Cheltenham, all that piece or parcel of land 

containing 9 perches [0.0.9] bounded on the S by Redgrove Lane and on all other sides by Old Inclosures 

belonging to James Pritchett. No. on map 263. (To be fenced and maintained by him ‘for the time being’). 
 

16.2.3 LANDS FOR TITHES 
 

 LANDS FOR TITHES 



 

 to D. Bowly & S. Sadler 

82  Far Field Piece 3.2.. 

155  in Arle Field 62.1.. (including roads nos.7,10 & 12) 

91  Townsend 4.1.. 

92  also Townsend 3.2.. 

96  Far Hitchlands 4.1.. 

97  Bricks Close 3.2.. 

98  Colletts Close 2.0.. 

99  Bricks Close and Wood 2.0.. 

153  Hill Field 62.0.. (including road no.4) 

302  Upper Close 9.1.. 

304  Bridge Pasture 2.1.. 

 - all of which adjoin: [the boundary of the total area is then described, largely by using landowners’ 

names, but does include “on the west by Fidlers Green Lane” adjacent to land of T. Buckle. 

 

 and to The Revd. Richard Skillicorne Skillicorne 

482  allotable garden 0.1.27 

483  allotable garden with cottage 1.0.5 

 and these are “bounded on the N by an ancient road leading to the Knapp…” 

 
  [To clarify as best I understand it. The right to collect tithes had been appropriated from the church by 

aristocrats - perhaps because they also had the responsibility to pay the parson and maybe maintain the 
building? Anyway, this right was a valuable commodity, bought and sold between local bigwigs. Inclosure 

Acts passed in the 1830s also included a “tithe commutation” element, i.e. in order to do away with this 
anachronistic practise, the holder of  the appropriation received payments from all the other landholders, 

either in cash or land at that time. The right to collect tithes in Arle and Alstone appears to have been in 

the hands of  T. Butt of  Arle Court. He died as the Inclosure Act was being put together, so the document 
refers to his executors D. Bowly and S. Sadler. 

  Note that this tithe element was huge: although many landowners paid it off  in money, the acreage from 
those who paid it in land is quite considerable. 

  The smaller section of  award to Skillicorne presumably means either that a small part of  Arle and 
Alstone’s tithes had somehow got included with Cheltenham’s, or perhaps it is something to do with 

Glebe land which I don’t quite understand. Either way, the inclusion of  a cottage in the land transfer 
must have complicated the valuation of  the land somewhat!] 
 

16.2.4 GENERAL ALLOTMENTS 
 

  [Here follows a long list of  lands and landholders. It is not a complete list, and - like the list of  highways 

above - seems to include primarily those landholders whose duties of  fence maintenance needed to be 
clarified. The field numbers are included, therefore these are the owners AFTER the Act had been 

passed. Underlining of  field-names here draws attention to a different spelling to that used elsewhere in 
the Act]. 
 

 

GENERAL ALLOTMENTS 
 

 J.N. Belcher        (customary [i.e. copyhold]) 

382  in the Rowen Field 8.2.. (including road no.5) 
 

 M. Betteridge            

429  pt. of The Home Orchard (belonging to Jesus College) 0.0.34  (freehold) 

93  in Arle Field 1.1..        (copyhold) 

94 & 95 in the Arle Field 1.0.25 [check also 102 & 103?]    (”) 
 



 T. Billings          (copyhold) 

352  Little Dudleys 1.1.. 

350  The Langett 1.2.. 

357  in the Hill Field 0.1.. 

358  in the Rowen Field 0.0.12 

330  pt. of an ancient Lane 0.0.15 

333a  pt. of Westalls 0.1.. 
 

 S. Butt/D. Trinder/H. Trinder/late H. Butt 

405  in the Sand Field 16.1.. (including road no.3)    (freehold) 

406  in the Sand Field 0.2..        (”) 

407  Old house Piece 2.1..         (”) 

408  in the Sand Field 0.0.37        (”)  

409  The Orchard 3.3.. (all the above bounded “on the South by the Village Street”)(”) 

402  Wet Furrows Orchard 2.1..       (copyhold) 

403  also Wet Furrows 5.1..        (”) 

404  also Wet Furrows 2.2..        (”) 

362  in the Rowen Field 15.1..        (”) 

361  Arcott Piece 2.1..         (”) 

329  pt. of an ancient Lane 0.0.15 (bounded on N by the Lansdown Turnpike Road) (”) 
 

 D. Bowly & S. Sadler [as executors and trustees for the late T. Butt]    

301  Benhill Piece 2.1..        (freehold) 

287  Benhills 5.2..          (”) 

288  also Benhill 2.3..         (”) 

184  pt. of the Seven Acres 2.3..       (”) 

146  in the Sand Field 6.0.. (including road no.3)    (copyhold) 

160  Great Ground 7.0..          (copyhold, late Welch [check]) 

161  Starve Acre 1.1..         (”) 

   (these two are bounded on W by “an ancient Lane”) 

100  Great Lower Hitchlands 6.3..           (copyhold, late Burge) 

105  The Plantation 0.1.21         (”) 

107  The Cherry Orchard 2.3..        (”) 

138  pt. of the Sand Field 4.0.. (including road no.2)     (”) 

144  in the Sand Field 2.3.. (including roads nos.13 & 3)    (”) 

1  the Wood 2.0..            (copyhold, late Whit[e]horn) 

2  Pilgrove 4.0..          (”) 

3  also Pilgrove 3.1..         (”) 

55  The Shallows 4.1..         (”) 

59  Little Crab tree piece 7.0..        (”) 

60  ancient Lane 0.3..         (”) 

61  Great Crab tree Piece 25.1..       (”) 

64  Brandy Piece 1.2..         (”) 

134  Benham Meadow 7.0..                   (copyhold, late Belcher) 

   (this is bounded on the W by the Road leading to Arle Mill) 

162  Starve Acre 1.3..           (copyhold, late Trinder) 

163 [i.e.164?] Withington Poor Ground 1.1..       (”) 

145  in the Sand Field 1.2.. (including road no.3)  (copyhold, late Waldo & Critchett) 

143  in the Sand Field 18.0..          (copyhold, late Hartlebury, White, Harvey & Welch) 

   (including roads nos.3 & 4) 

147  Great Witherly piece 0.0.3        (”) 

196  yard & buildings 0.1..    (copyhold, in respect of expenses paid for J.G. Welch)        

198  pt. of Barrow Slads 12.2..        (”) 

280  Barrow Slads 5.3.. (bounded on the S by the Brook)    (”) 



182  pt. of the Seven Acres 0.3..   (copyhold, in respect of expenses paid   

                        for Revd.E.Jones)   

183  pt. of the Seven Acres 1.1..              (copyhold, in respect of expenses paid    

                 for Revd. Newell, etc) 

  [note the reference to the S boundary of  this plot: “if made”:- it wasn’t. The point about 

fences to be made only if  necessary, is an acknowledgement by the Inclosure Commissioners that some 
of  the new fences that they had plotted onto their new map might not need to be made - if  the landowner 

on one side sold their field to the landowner on the other side] 
  [I had been confused by what these “late” sections were all about. D. Bowly and S. Sadler were 

appointed executors and trustees of  the will of  T.P. Butt, who died as the Inclosure Act began to be put 
together. His son was still too young to inherit. But I’ve discovered in a final codicil of  1828 that T.P. Butt 

also left £1700 for the executors and trustees to buy land in areas adjoining the existing estates on behalf 
of  his son. Possibly at the time that the Act was being put together, plots were being purchased by these 

executors]. 
 

 E. Fagg          (copyhold) 

127  pt. of Butchers Meadow 0.1.. (“bounded on the W by Arle Street”)  
 

 Jesus College 

441  in the Sand Field 10.1..       (freehold) 

442  The Meadow 5.2..         (”) 

443  pt. of Nettleship 4.1..        (”) 

444  The Meadow 2.1..         (”) 

446  also The Meadow 4.2..        (”) 

440  in the Sand Field 4.3..        (”) 

386  The Langett 0.2.. (“bounded on the N by Allstone Street”)  (copyhold) 

367  in Rowen Field 10.2..         (”) 

368  Harp Corner 1.1..         (”) 

369  Junction Piece 12.1..         (”) 

370  in Hazards Field 1.2..        (”) 

343  in Hazards Field 0.0.31        (”) 

342  Jones’ Piece 4.3..         (”) 

339  Lower Dean Close 3.0..        (”) 

340  Jones’ Piece 3.2..         (”) 

338  pt. of Upper Dean Close 2.1..       (”) 

336  pt. of a garden 1.2..         (”) 

333  pt. of Westals 3.0..         (”) 

332  pt. of an ancient Lane 0.1..        (”) 

331  Cottage Piece 4acres        (”) 

334a  pt. of the Nine Lands 0.0.8        (”) 

330a  Jones’ Piece 0.0.5         (”) 

323  pt. of Hazards Field 0.0.14        (”) 

324  The Eight Acres 7.0..        (”) 
 

 Sir A. Lechmere baronet        [?] 

5  pt. of Kings Meadow 2.0.. 
 

 Thomas Jones as mortgagee 

438  in the Sand Field 2.0..       (freehold) 

439  in the Sand Field 0.0.33       (copyhold) 
 

 Samuel Nettleship         (copyhold) 

6  pt. of Kings Meadow 2.1.. 

7  pt. of said last mentioned 8.3.. 

 S. Nettleship (in respect of expenses paid for him for Mr Welch)  [?] 



8  pt. of Kings Meadow 0.0.16 

9  also pt. of Kings Meadow 2.3.. 
 

 T. Newell, etc.         [?] 

46  pt. of Toghills 0.3.. 

47 & 48 Foxes Close 6.2.. 

53  Hayden Hill Piece 1.2.. 

54  The Shallows 9.1.. 
 

 William Pearce         (copyhold) 

172  pt. of Westons Ground 1.1.. 
 

 W.H. Prescod          (copyhold) 

356  in the Hill Field 1.0.. 
 

 R. Roy [The Index describes R. Roy’s copyhold property as “late Hughes” - studying  the Index and 

text more carefully may well give many other clues like this to previous transactions]. 
344  in Hazards Field 5.0..       (freehold) 

371  in Hazards Field 9.0..        (”) 

347  the Langett 2.0..         (”) 

349  Free Piece 4.0..         (”) 

348  Dudleys 5.1..          (”) 

351  the remaining pt. of Little Dudleys 0.3..      (”) 

305  pt. of Bridge Pasture 1.2..        (”) 

359  in the Hill Field 6.2..         (”) 

363  in the Rowen Field 39.3..        (”) 

393  The Orchard 1.2..         (”) 

395  Garden, cottage, buildings 0.1..       (”) 

396  ancient Lane 0.0.29 [all the above bounded on N by Allstone Street]  (”) 

150  Upper Hitchlands 3.0..        (”) 

140  in Sand Field 14.2.. [including road no.3]      (”) 

411  pt. of ancient Footpath 0.0.12       (”) 

364  in the Rowen Field 2acres       (copyhold)  

365  also in the Rowen Field 2.0.12       (”) 

366  also in the Rowen Field 0.3..        (”) 

306  garden, cottage, bldgs 0.2..        (”) 
 

 John Sargeaunt         [?] 

437  in the Sand Field 1.3.. 
 

 Poor of the Parish of Staverton       [?] 

345  in Hazards Field 0.3.. 

 

 T. Spinney & J. Agg 

137  The Meadow 5.0..        (freehold) 

139  in the Sand Field 16.3..        (”) 

353  pt. of High Breach 4.1.. [note ref. to fence on W side: “if made”]  (”) 

154  in the Hill Field 33.1..        (”) 

157  Arle Field Piece 3.3..        (copyhold) 

158  Monks Croft 19.3..         (”) 

299  Gate Piece 1.3..         (”) 

282  Bastards Breeches 7.2.26        (”) 

279  Bastards Breeches 7.2.32        (”) 

354  remaining pt. of High Breach 3.2..       (”) 

 

 Pearson Thompson 



337  Upper Dean Close 0.0.11       (freehold) 

373  Junction Piece 4.0..         (”)  

374  Limekiln Piece 5.3..         (”) 

375  Bald Hill 5.3..          (”) 

381  in the Rowen Field 1.1..        (”) 

376  Doctors Paddock 3.1..    (copyhold estate & tenements) 

377  pt. of an ancient Lane 0.1..        (”) 

378  pt. of Doctors Paddock 1.2..        (”) 

496  remaining pt. of the Rowen Field 0.1..      (”) 

379 & 380  remainder of Doctors Paddock 1.1..      (”) 

   [note ref. to fences on E & SW sides of  this plot: “if made”]  
 

 J.G. Welch (moiety of estate formerly Gregorys & which he purchased of his sister Mrs  Farmer) 

84  in the Arle Field 11.3.. (incl. path no.10)       (freehold part) 

85  Aysters way Orchard 3.1..        (”) 

86  Aysters way Orchard 5.3..        (”) 

87  homestead with the house & buildings 0.2..     (”) 

88  Aysters way Orchard 1.1..        (”) 

89  Further Aysters way Piece 6.1..       (”) 

90  Hither Aysters way Piece 8.1..       (”) 

69  in Clay Pit Field 20.0.. (incl. roads nos.6 & 11)     (”) 

70,71,72,73 Snipes Piece, with the Plantations thereon 9.0..      (copyhold part) 

75  Branchers Piece 8.0..        (”) 

   [note new fences on W of  69 and N & W [chk] of  75:  “if made”]  

74  also Branchers Piece 9.0..        (”) 

78  Branchers Close 4.0..        (”) 

83  remaining pt. of the Arle Field 4.3..      (”) 
 

 J.G. Welch (settled estate at Arle, formerly Gregorys) 

11  Brick kiln Ground 4.3..          (freehold part) 

12  Little Barbridge Piece 1.3..        (”)  

13  Sanfords Corner 3.0..        (”)  

14  Barbridge Piece 6.0..         (”)  

15  ancient Lane 0.1..         (”)  

16  Davis Piece 4.2..         (”)  

17  Ducks Leys 3.2..         (”)  

38  Barbridge Piece 4.3..         (”)  

44  Rye Grass 10.3..         (”)  

41  New Meadow 4.1..         (”)  

40  Upper Benkson’s and Meadow 10.0..      (”)  

33  Benksons 6.3..         (”)  

19  Oldbury Meadow 5.2..        (”)  

18  Home Orchard 6.3..           (copyhold part) 

20  garden with the cottages thereon 0.0.39      (”)  

21  homestead with the buildings thereon 1.2..     (”) 

22  Plantation 0.0.14         (”)  

23  plantation 0.0.11         (”)  

24  Home Close 1.1..         (”)  

25  Garden 0.2..          (”)  

26  Lawn & Pleasure Grounds with the mansion & buildings thereon 2.2..  (”)  

27  Yard & stables thereon 0.1..       (”)  

28  Whitehornes 2.3..         (”)  

29  homestead called Whitehornes 0.1..      (”)  

30  garden 0.0.33          (”)  



31  Gotheridge 4.1..         (”)  

34  The Sitch 5.3..         (”)  

35  Dandy Close 5.2..         (”)  

36  Home Piece 4.0..         (”)  

37  Whitehornes Piece 2.2..        (”)  

39  the Butts 5.2.. (all the above bounded on the E by Arle Street)  (”)  

141  in the Sand Field 0.3..        (”)  

142  Little Witherley Piece 1.3..        (”)  

149a  remainder of the Sand Field 0.0.3       (”)  

148  pt. of Great Witherley Piece 4.3..       (”) 

152  in the Hill Field 4.2..         (”) 

  [note fences on NE & W sides of  141 & on E & S sides of  152: “if made”] 
 

 J.G. Welch (in respect of the tithes arising, renewing and issuing out of the whole 

  of his estate situate in the said Tithings).     [?] 

42  Further New Mead 7.0.. 

43  Arle Meadow 8.2.. 

68  remaining pt. of Clay Pit Field 12.3.. (incl. path no.11) 

51  The Rump of Beef 0.2.. 

67  The Shoulder of Mutton 0.3.. 

58  Hayden Hill Piece 9.1.. 

66  The New Inclosure 15.3.. 

76  Further Branchers 8.2.. 

77  Branchers Orchard 3.2.. 

170  Little Ground 2.3.. 

171  pt. of Weston’s Ground 3.1.. 
 

 J.G. Welch (in respect of his Copyhold estate, late Hartlebury’s) 

186  Hewitts Orchard 0.3.. 

189  Brocks Piece 7.0.. 

190  Barrow Slads 7.3.. 

191  also Barrow Slads 3.0.. 

197  also Barrow Slads 3.2.. 

126 (now Eliz. Fagg) & 127 [?] 
 

 J.G. Welch (his Settled Alstone Estate, late Francis Asser White) 

308  High Breach 4.1..        (freehold) 

318  Nod Paddock 2.0..         (”) 

314  Little Wood Brooks 3.0..        (”) 

315  Wood Brooks 4.0.. (Plots 314 & 315 bounded on the S by Hatherley Lane) (”) 

307  Brick Yard 2.0..         (”) 
309  Oak ground 8.0..         (”) 
310  Little orchard 1.2..         (”) 
311  Whitehornes Folly 2.1..        (”) 
312  Long Ground 6.3..         (”) 
313  Grove 0.2..          (”) 
316  Brook Piece 5.0..         (”) 
317  Nod Paddock 4.1..         (”) 
149  The Four Leys 1.2..        (copyhold) 

151  remaining pt. of the Hill Field 22.2..      (”) 

321  Whitehorns 5.1..         (”) 

322  remaining pt. of Hazards Field 0.0.10      (”) 

415  Homestead 0.2..         (”) 
416  Orchard 1.2..          (”) 
  [In the text at G.R.O. reference Q/RI 41, the sections just above in italics are missing. I got them from 



Barbara Rawes’s notes: she may have used a different copy of  the text, maybe the one at reference 

P78/SD1. Note the reference of  lands lately belonging to Frances Asser White - a relation of  J.G. Welch 
- as Settled Alstone Estate in clear contrast to the earlier mentioned Settled Arle Estate]. 
 

16.2.5 WASTE LANDS 

 

 The commissioner doth hereby allot & award the waste Lands within the said Tithings as follows:- 

 

167 to John Betteridge, at Fidlers Green    0.0.23 

104a to Thomas Cooper, in Arle Lane     0.0.6 

163 to D. Bowly & S. Sadler, at Fidlers Green    0.1.19 

257        , adjoining S & W of 258 & 259  0.3.11 

107a        , pt. of an ancient Lane   0.0.15 

247 to Joyce Fisher, Widow, pt. of an ancient Lane   0.0.7 

245 to James Fowler, N of 244      1.0.20 

246 to Thomas Gray, pt. of an ancient Lane    0.1.17 

249      , pt. of an ancient Lane    0.0.36 

492a  to Richard Roy, at Allstone Green     0.0.29 

396a     , at Allstone     0.0.6 

400a     , at Allstone     0.0.9 

392a     , at Allstone     0.0.2 

248 to Giles Summers, pt. of an ancient Lane    0.0.30 

32 to J.G. Welch       0.0.38 

[These were verges of  highways which were unnecessarily wide, so were inclosed and assigned to a 
neighbouring landowner]. 

 

  In witness whereof the said Commissioner hath hereunto set his hand and seal the 27th day of June 1835: 

Daniel Trinder. 

(also signed by J.G. Welch, Thomas Billings and J.N. Belcher). 

  [This is the end of  the Inclosure Act. It is followed by schedules relating to the simultaneous 
commutation of  Tithes. This is followed by the Map accompanied by a large single sheet “Terrier” of  

fields which I have resequenced into numerical order 16.3.3]. 
 

16.2.6 TITHES 
 

 TITHES 

The Schedule referred to by the Foregoing Award 

  SCHEDULE A 

  Proprietors of Estates in the Tithings of Arle and Allstone whose premises are exonerated from tithes by the 

payment of an equivalent in money: 

  [here follows a list of  names, and prices varying from 11/6- to £55-4s-2d]. 

  SCHEDULE B 

  Proprietors … whose premises are exonerated from tithes by the surrender of an equivalent in land: 

  [here are listed mostly the larger landowners] 

  SCHEDULE C 

  … the Proprietors of which had purchased the Tithes thereof from the Rectors Impropriate before the 

passing of the Inclosure Act: 

  [This is the most interesting group, listed field by field. So the value of  a tithe was specifically related to 

each plot, whether agricultural or residential. For the following list, acreages are given for every plot, but 

I haven’t copied them out. I have underlined field-names that are spelled differently than in the main 
Terrier. The listed names of  the landowners are those AFTER the passing of  the Act]. 

 
Charles Arkell  484  Orchard 



    485  Mill, etc. 

    488  Orchard 

Thomas Buckle  79,80  - 

    156  - 

Walter Buckle  62  Orchard 

William Buckle  169  Orchard 

    169a  House, Garden & Yards 

Bowles    422  House & Garden 

Commissioners of Turnpike Road 346 House[s?] & Garden 

Cooper    104  - 

    106  Orchard 

    110  ditto 

    111  homestead 

Corporation of Gloucester 211  Blacksmiths Meadow 

    215  Upper Eighteen Lands 

    221  Cherry Orchard 

    223  Barn Leaze 

    225  Brints Leaze 

    227  Pease Hill Plock 

    229  ditto 

    232  Meadow Plat 

    234  Little ditto [i.e. Little Meadow Plat] 

    243  pt. of Little Tinley 

    244  Great Tinley 

    253  Lower Eighteen Lands 

Cox    424  House & Garden 

Davis    490  House & Garden 

    491  House & Gardens 

Dore    421  House & Garden 

Daubeny   427  House, Garden, etc. [check] 

Joyce Fisher   213  - 

    214  House & Garden 

    216,217 - 

    224  - 

    235  - 

    239,240,241 - 

    252  - 

    254  - 

Fluck    426  House & Garden 

James Fowler   228  House, Garden, etc. 

    475  - 

Gloucester & Cheltenham Railway Company 372 House, etc. 

Thomas Gray   218a  Wheat Close Orchard 

    212  Rickyard 

    218  Wheat Close Orchard 

    219  pt. Home Orchard 

    220  Homestead 

    222  Orchard 

    231  Harthurst Field and Hoopers Close 

    233  Meadow Plat 

    236  Nine Lands 

    237  Windmill Hill 

    238  Pear Tree piece 



    242  Little Tinley 

    250  Nine Lands 

Goulder   445  - 

Higgs    385  House & Garden 

    419  House & Garden 

Hopkins   230  House, Garden, etc. 

Jenkins   418  Houses & Gardens 

Baynham Jones  451  Garden 

    452  ditto 

    454  Meadow 

    455  Brewery 

    456  House & Garden 

    457  Garden 

    472,473 - 

    474  Houses & Garden 

 

 

Longmore Esq.  199  - 

    200  House & Garden 

    203  - 

Larner    492  Cottage & Garden 

Motley  432  Mill, Garden, Orchard, etc. 

S. Nettleship   6  1st All.t pt. of Kings Meadow 

    7  2nd All.t pt. of Kings Meadow 

Page    425  Houses & Garden 

W. Pearce   172  pt. of Westons Ground 

    168  - 

    175  Sturmers Piece 

W.H. Prescod   384  House, Lawn, etc. 

Pritchard, Esq. [sic]  260 & 261 Grove Field 

    262  Redgrove Wood 

    264  - 

    265  House, Garden, Pleasure Ground, etc. 

    268  - 

    277  Grove Field 

    256  Orchard 

Rev.d J. Sargeaunt  434  Homestead 

    435  Orchard 

    436  - 

Spencer   487  Buildings & Garden 

Smith    459,460 - 

    461  Homestead, etc. 

    462  - 

    486  Garden 

Smith    493 & 494 Cottage & Garden 

late Rev.d R.S. Skillicorne 489  - 

    502  Bays Hill House, etc. 

    503,504,505,506,507,508,509 - 

    510  Old Well Ground 

    511  House & Garden 

    512,513 - 

Snelus    391  House, Garden, etc. 

    394  ditto 



F.P. Stratford  49  Thick Thorn 

    50  ditto 

    205  Fidlers Ground 

    208,209 ditto 

J.C. Straford   417  Houses & Garden 

Summers   251  Garden 

Pearson Thompson  337  1st All.t pt. of Upper Dean Close 

    272  2nd ditto, Junction Piece 

    374  3rd All.t pt. of Limekiln Piece 

    375  4th All.t Bald Hill 

    501  - 

    514  Close, Houses, etc.   

    515,516,517,518 - 

    519  Stalls, etc. 

    520,521 - 

    522  House, etc. 

    523  Garden 

    524  - 

    525  Garden & Buildings 

    526,527 - 

    528  Homestead 

    529  Westalls 

    530,531 - 

Pearson Thompson copyhold 381  All.t in Rowen Field 

    376  1st All.t Doctors Paddock 

    377  2nd ditto Lane 

    378  3rd ditto pt. Doctors Paddock 

    499  Dickes Breaches 

Pearson Thompson  496  1st All.t In Rowen Field 

    379  2nd ditto pt. of Doctors Paddock 

    500  Barn, etc. 

    498  Orchard 

    497  ditto 

Troughton   420  Houses & Garden 

Weale    176  Orchard 

David Whatley  255  House & Garden 

George Wood   453  - [my correction, 452 in text] 

James Wood   52  - 

    57  - 

    63  - 

    65  - 

    173,174 - 

Ward    458  - 

    201  - 

    488a  - 
 

16.2.7 SOME STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 
 
  I made the following statistical analysis, which I'll leave here for now, although my assumptions may have been 

wrong. I now think all land not specified whether it was freehold or copyhold was probably copyhold. 
 
  Analysing it statistically produces the following results. (This is the accumulation of  a lot of  mental arithmetic!):- 

  Uninclosed areas  Inclosed areas  Total 

  (arable)   (pasture/dwelling) 



Copyhold 311.0.13    582.3.6    893.3.19 

Freehold 133.1.9   1163.3.0   1297.0.9    

          2190.3.28 
Assuming all area not specified as copyhold or freehold to have been either copyhold arable or freehold inclosures, produces the 

following categories by field-number: 

Copyhold arable:- 68,69,83,93-95,138,141,143-146,149a,151-155,322,323,343,345, 
 356-358,362,364-367,370,281,382,437,439,440,496 

Freehold arable:- 84,139,140,344,359,363,371,405,406,408,438,441 
Copyhold inclosed:- 1-3,6,7,18-31,34-37,39,49,50,52,55,57,59-65,70-75,78-80,100, 

 102-118(except 104a,107a),120,121,126,127,129-131,134,142,147-149,157,158, 

 160-164,168-169a,172-175,182,183,186,189-198,218a,279-282,299,306,321,324-336, 
 338-342,350,352,354,355,361,368,369,376-380,386,402-404,  415,416,423,430,431,433, 497-500 

Freehold inclosed:- 4,5,8-17,32,33,38,40-48,51,53,54,56,58,66,67,76,77,81,82,85-92, 
 96-99,101,104a,107a,119,122-125,128,132,133,135-137,150,156,159, 

 165-167,170,171,173,174,176-181,184,185,187,188,199-278,283-298,300-305, 

 307-320,337,346-349,351,353,360,372-375,383-385,387-401,407,409-414,417-422, 
 424-429,432,434-436,442-495,502-513 

The resulting total arable of  444½ acres is already a little larger than the estimate of  430 acres of  open and waste in the 

introductory paragraph of  the Act. 

 

  The following is an analysis I began to make of  the status of  certain lands at the time of inclosure. It may not be 

complete. 
 
STATUS OF JESUS COLLEGE’S LANDS IN THE INCLOSURE ACT 1830-35 

 
CORE OF THE ESTATE, RETAINED: 

323, 325, 326, 342, 343, 367, 370, 380(check map), 423, 431, 433, 440, 441, 444, 445 

 
OLD INCLOSURES OFFERED UP BUT RETAINED: 

324, 333, 338, 339, 369, 386, pt. of  430, 442, 446 
 

OLD INCLOSURES OFFERED UP AND LOST: 

137, 149(??), 333a, 337, 373-379(probably) 
 

OLD INCLOSURES ACQUIRED FROM OTHERS THROUGH THE ACT: 

330a, 331, 332, 334a, 336, 340, 368, 443 
 

STATUS OF PROPERTY OF J.G. WELCH AT INCLOSURE 1830-35 

In view of  being perhaps the largest landholder, and therefore probably a prime instigator of  the Inclosure, Welch appears to 
have offered up for redistribution his entire estate, including Arle House, excluding some of  his Alstone fields. Obviously the 

Commissioners didn’t deprive him of  his home, but he did lose quite a chunk of  land because he paid off  his tithe commutation 
to T.P. Butt in land rather than money. 

Owned by Welch before Act: B. Owned by Welch after Act: X. 

 
BX CORE OF HIS ESTATES, NOT OFFERED FOR EXCHANGE: 

307, 309-313, 316, 317 (Allstone Estate; late White’s; freehold) 
415, 416 (Allstone Estate, late White’s; copyhold) 

 

BX CORE OF HIS ESTATE, RETAINED (technically exchanged but returned): 
9 (Arle Estate; of  which part was formerly Hartlebury’s) 

11, 12, 14, 17 (Arle Estate; formerly Gregory’s freehold) 

19, 28-30 (Arle Estate; formerly Gregory’s copyhold) 
41 (Arle Estate; late Gregory, or late Hartlebury?, freehold) 

69, 74 (chk not orig Butt‘s), 83, 84 (late Farmer/Gregory) 
70 (late Farmer/Gregory, or late Hartlebury?, copyhold) 

141, 149a, 152 (Arle Estate; late Gregory’s) 

149 (Allstone Estate late White’s, copyhold; altho’ also listed as old inclosure given up by Jesus College) 
151, 322 (Allstone Estate late White’s, copyhold) 

308, 315, 318 (Allstone Estate late White’s, freehold) 



 

BX OTHER OLD INCLOSURES OFFERED UP, BUT RETAINED: 

Arle Estate freehold: 13, 15, 16, 33, 40, 44 (all formerly Gregory’s); 38 
Arle Estate copyhold: 18, 20-27, 31, 34-37, 39 

Arle Estate (late Farmer/ Gregory):71-73, 75, 78 (all copyhold), 85-90 (freehold)  

Arle Estate late Gregory’s according to one entry, but Allstone Estate late White’s according to another:142, 148 
Arle Estate, copyhold: 186, 189-191, 197 (late Hartlebury) 

Allstone Estate late White’s: 314 (freehold), 321 (copyhold) 
 

BX TAKEN TO PAY OFF TITHES, BUT RETURNED AS IF EXCHANGED THROUGH THE ACT (to compensate 

for some of  the following section of  losses): 
“Old inclosures” : 42, 58, 66, 67 (Arle Estate), 68 

Also: 76, 77 (Arle Estate), 43, 51, 68, 170, 171 
 

B OLD INCLOSURES OFFERED UP AND LOST: 

2, 3; 5&7 (pts of  which had been in Hartlebury’s estate), 105, 107 (Arle Estate, copyhold) 
91 (late Hartlebury), 92, 97, 99 (Arle Estate) (these four ended up with T.P. Butt as compensation for tithes) 

196, 198, 280, 306 (Allstone Estate, copyhold) (these four were put up for sale by the commissioners to cover their expenses) 

301, 347 (freehold) and 340 (copyhold) (these three lately in White’s Allstone estate) 
 

 RECENTLY SOLD OFF: 
To Fagg: 126, 127 

To Butt?: 143, 147, 160, possibly 161 

In joint ownership for some reason: 143 
 

X ACQUIRED THROUGH THE ACT: 
Old inclosures from others: 8 

From waste: 32 

 
Here’s a list of  the status of  Butt’s fields, as numbered in the Inclosure Act, as best I can interpret it. Before the Act, Butt owned 

G. After the Act, Butt owned H. 

 
GH THE HEART OF T.P. BUTT’S ESTATE; these were all freehold (Arle Court itself  is no.123): 

122-124, 128, 132, 133, 202, 204, 258, 259, 266, 267, 269, 270, 272-276, 283-286, 289-298, 300, 303 
 

GH AREAS WHICH HE HAD RECENTLY PURCHASED, AND WHICH HE RETAINED; all copyhold: 

From Mr Sparks 192-195, 281 
From Mr Cooper 109, 112 

From Mr Burge 108, 113-118, 120, 121, 129-131 
 

G SOME PERIPHERAL FIELDS WHICH HE LOST THROUGH EXCHANGES IN THE INCLOSURE ACT; 

Copyhold: 19, 28, 29, 74(chk), 127, 299, 350, 361 
Probably copyhold: 47, 48, 51, 54 

Freehold: 11, 305, 393 

 
GH SOME MORE WHICH HE HAD RECENTLY PURCHASED c.1828?, WHICH WERE PUT UP FOR 

EXCHANGE, BUT WHICH WERE RETURNED TO HIM IN THE INCLOSURE ACT; all copyhold: 
1, 55, 59-61, 64, 134, 161 

 

GH SOME WHICH WERE OFFERED FOR EXCHANGE, BUT WHICH WERE RETURNED AS PART OF THE 
COMPENSATION FOR LOSS OF TITHES: 

98, 302, 304 

 
 THE GROVEFIELD ESTATE, WHICH HAD PERHAPS BEEN PART OF BUTT’S LAND, SOLD TO MR 

PRITCHITT IN 1826 [including no. 262 Redgrove Wood, which may have been added to the original estate by Mr Butt]:  
256, 260-262, 264, 265, 268, 277 

 

H APPARENTLY RECEIVED AS EXCHANGES IN PLACE OF SMALL ESTATES THAT HE HAD 
PURCHASED; all copyhold: 



From Mr Burge 100, 105, 107, 138, 144 

From Mr Whit(e)horn 2, 3 

From Mr Trinder 162, 164 
From Messrs Waldo & Critchett 145 

From J.G. Welch (by T.P. Butt in partnership with Messrs Hartlebury, White & Harvey) 143, 147 

 
H AREAS WHICH HE GAINED FROM OTHERS THROUGH THE EXCHANGES OF THE INCLOSURE ACT: 

Old inclosures from other landholders, all freehold: 184, 287, 288, 301 
Old open fields: 155 (a huge area in Arle Field) 

‘Waste’, i.e. road verges: 107a, 163, 257 

Via the tithe commutation: 153 (a huge area in Hill Field); 
    and from old inclosures: 82, 91, 92, 96, 97, 99 

 
H AREAS WHICH THE COMMISSIONERS PUT UP FOR SALE TO COVER THEIR EXPENSES, AND 

WHICH BUTT PURCHASED; probably all copyhold: 

182, 183, 196, 198, 280 
 

Hodsdon’s MCB further entries relevant to T.P. Butt’s estates include:- 

 
   In 1797, Walter Welch and his son J.G. Welch sold lands which he had acquired in 1782. These were sold to T.P. Butt 

of  Arle Court and William Hartlebury of  Tewkesbury, John White of  Churchdown and Thomas Harvey of  Ross-on-Wye. 
   [3518, 3519. I don’t know why these lands were purchased by a consortium of  people]. 

   In 1800, John Whithorne sold for £1840 to T.P. Butt of  Arle Court lands in Arle and Alstone currently then tenanted 

by John Greenwood. 
   [3605. These lands had been acquired by John Whithorne senior from William Hill and William Prinn in 1764 and 

John Small in 1791/7]. 
   At the time of  the Inclosure Act, it seems that these lands were still being described as “late Whithorne,” thirty years 

later, indicating the degree to which copyhold land was still being treated as only provisionally owned by the owner! (Check this, 

the fields so described were allotment nos. 1-3, 55, 59-61 & 64 at Pilgrove, The Shallows, Crabtree Piece and Brandy Piece, all 
at the extreme western edge of  Arle). In the 1830s, Greenwood was the owner of  the small cottage or pair of  cottages next to 

Arle Court; a house called The Gables now occupies the site. 

   [MCB mentions further transfers to T.P. Butt in 1800: one record of  premises (acquired earlier that day) sold to him by 
J.G. Welch - then described as living at Dursley - but only for the lifetime of  his relative F.A. White. I don’t quite understand 

this type of  MCB entry: it almost suggests landholders were using the manor court as a kind of  pawnbroker: a way of  

temporarily selling land, to raise funds for something else. Also in 1800, George Fletcher (with the consent of  William Cooper) 
sold to T.P. Butt holdings which he had acquired in 1799 from Richard Newman and William Cooper. I’m not sure how this 

might relate to the properties described in the Inclosure Act as lately belonging to Cooper (in Ashlands)]. 
   In 1801, Thomas Trinder of  The Leigh sold to T.P. Butt 17 selions of  land in Heydon Hill Field in Arle (which his 

grandfather had acquired in 1746). 

   [This might relate to property of  Butt in the Inclosure Act described as lately belonging to Trinder totalling a little over 
3¼ acres, but there the allotments 162 & 164 were in the Fiddlers Green area]. 

   In 1802, T.P. Butt sold to Benjamin Bubb, miller of  Alstone, holdings which he had acquired in 1791 from William 
Joynes and Benjamin Bubb. 

   [B. & R. Bubb (with the consent of  B. Buckle) immediately proceeded to sell the grist mill in Alstone, with the 

adjoining land and dwelling, to Frances Welles of  Upton-on-Severn. 3750:- for clarification see also 3791 in 1803. I need to 

check the reference to T.P. Butt already owning land here in 1791]. 

   In 1802, T.P. Butt bought one ridge (2 roods) of  arable in the extremity of  Arle Field abutting the Gloucester Road, 

two ridges (3 roods 29 perches) elsewhere in the same field, one ridge (1 rood 13 perches) in Little Barbridge near the preceding 
and abutting on Gloucester Road, and two ridges (1 rood 32 perches) nearby. These lands had belonged to John Hughes until 

1767, and were sold by Hughes’s executors, namely, inheritor Richard Critchett and trustee Peter Waldo. 

   [3756. Gloucester Road here means Old Gloucester Road or Hayden Road, and therefore the reference to Arle Field 
refers to what might be better described as Barbridge Field. This add up to 2 acres 34 perches. In the Inclosure Act, plot 145 in 

Sand Field measuring 1½ acres is described as lately owned by Waldo and Critchett: I’m not sure how this relates]. 

 

16.3 FIELD-NAMES FROM THE ARLE & ALSTONE INCLOSURE AWARD ACT OF 

1834 (G.R.O. ref Q/RI41) 

 

16.3.1 INTRODUCTION 



   

  The following list may look long and complex, but it is the starting-point for researching earlier 

documents, so it needs to be thorough. 

  The Act Map is accompanied by a single-sheet index or Terrier, which however is not in 

numerical order but rather in alphabetical order by landholder. Some categories of  land are listed 

separately, e.g. land reclaimed from waste (such as road-verges):- this information I have analysed 

more carefully elsewhere. So I have re-ordered all the plots numerically, which is more useful 

geographically. The cross-reference (cf.56) for example means that the same field-name occurs 

again further down the numerical sequence. A few plots have no entry - I presume the respective 

owners refused to co-operate with the Inclosure Commissioners. 

  I have given the landholder’s surname in brackets:- abbreviated forms Corp. G. = the 

Corporation of  Gloucester, Jesus C. = Jesus College, Oxford. 

  I have also given the size of  each plot in acres, roods and perches. (A rood is ¼ acre, a perch is 

1/40th rood). These sizes can be useful in comparing with other documents. I am not infallible of  

course, but most details have been cross-checked at least twice with Barbara Rawes’s and Margery 

Hyett’s copies. 

  Also included on the original Terrier is another list of  “old inclosures.” This represents a 

substantial share of  the land held by those who initiated and supported the local Inclosure 

process. These fields were offered up for redistribution - although in fact a good deal of  such land 

was returned to its original owner. This list of  field-names is not numbered, as it was drawn up at 

the inception of  the Act before the Map or survey was created. In practise, almost all the plots 

correspond to numbered plots, but there are slight variations in spelling sometimes. 

  Also a few field-names were written onto the Map itself. I have drawn attention to these, along 

with some bits of  information which help clarify the boundary between Arle and Alstone. 

  The Terrier also draws attention to distinctions such as Freehold and Copyhold, and whether or 

not the Act caused a change of  ownership. It is interesting to note that most of  the Harthurstfield 

area was not exchanged: in fact only the wasteland there changed hands. 
 

16.3.2 ANALYSIS OF INCLOSURE BY FIELD-NUMBERS 

 

  Classifying fields in this way is the half-way stage towards tracing the medieval landscape. This is 

a lot more than dry statistics. 

  Entries here marked with no code at all were presumably totally unaffected by the Act. The 

information represented by the codes E and N - exchanged and not exchanged - is contained 

within the Act Terrier; but bear in mind that some land was reallocated back to its original owner. 

Meanwhile other land was changing hands by private sale in the normal way during the years of  

the Act’s progress. 

  The references to Welch’s Arle and Alstone estates are a clue to where the boundary between 

these two tithings lay. (However, there are two ambiguous plots, 142 & 148, described in ’Old 

Inclosures’ as in Alstone, but then in the terrier as in Arle). 

 

Codes representing ownership BEFORE Inclosure: 

A by J.G. Welch, his “Arle Estate” (in the section “Old Inclosures given up”) 

L by J.G. Welch, his “Allstone Estate” (late White’s) (in “Old Inclosures given up”) 

O Old inclosures given up by others 

 

Codes representing the status DURING Inclosure: 

R placed by Rawes in her study as being in Cheltenham tithing 

S placed by Rawes in her study as being in Sandford tithing 

E exchanged or re-allocated 

N not exchanged (by the Act itself) 



F freehold 

C copyhold 

W inclosed from waste 

P for which the tithe commutation had already been paid before the Act 

 

  Anything not specified as F or C was probably copyhold. Groups R&S probably paid their tithes 

to Skillicorne rather than Butt; (however, that has nothing to do with which administrative tithing 

they were in). 

 

Codes representing the status AFTER Inclosure: 

V given to J.G. Welch “of  his Arle Estate” 

U given to J.G. Welch “of  his Allstone Estate” (according to Rawes [my ref  BK]) 

 

16.3.3 THE DEFINITIVE LIST from the terrier 
 
CE  1 The Wood [Butt, late Whitehorne]   2.0.28 
ACE  2 Pilgrove [Butt, late Whitehorne]    4.0.22 

ACE  3 Pilgrove [Butt, late Whitehorne]    3.1.35 
OFN  4 pt. of  Kings Meadow [Sir Lechmere]   10.3.38 

AptFE 5 in Kings Meadow [Sir Lechmere]   2.0.36 
OPCE 6 pt. of  Kings Meadow [Nettleship]   2.1.6 

AptPCE 7 pt. of  Kings Meadow [Nettleship]   8.3.33 

OE  8 pt. of  Kings Meadow [for expenses/Nettleship/Welch] 0.0.16 
AptE  9 pt. of  Kings Meadow [for expenses/Nettleship/Welch] 2.3.12 

FN  10 Kings Meadow [Sir Lechmere]    0.2.19 
VFE  11 Brick Kiln Ground [Welch Arle] (also named on map) 4.3.26 

VFE  12 Little Barbridge Piece [Welch Arle]   1.3.34 
AVFE  13 Sandfords Corner [Welch Arle]    3.0.29 

VFE  14 Barbridge Piece [Welch Arle]    6.0.22 
AVFE  15 Lane and Path [Welch Arle] (“an Ancient Lane” in text) 0.1.18 

AVFE  16 Davis’s Piece [Welch Arle]    4.2.37 
OVFE  17 Ducks Leys [Welch Arle]     3.2.9 

AVCE  18 Home Orchard [Welch Arle]    6.3.. 
VCE  19 Oldbury Meadow [Welch Arle]    5.2.25 

AVCE  20 Cottages and Gardens [Welch Arle]   0.0.39 
AVCE  21 Homestead [Welch Arle] (“farm, homestead & buildings” in text) 1.2.37 

AVCE  22 Plantation [Welch Arle]     0.0.14 
AVCE  23 Plantation [Welch Arle]     0.0.11 

AVCE  24 Home Close [Welch Arle]    1.1.8 
AVCE  25 Garden [Welch Arle]     0.2.5 

AVCE  26 Arle House Lawn, etc. [Welch Arle]    2.2.25 
    (or “Lawn, Pleasure Grounds, Mansion & Buildings”) 

AVCE  27 Stables & Yard [Welch Arle]    0.1.0 

VCE  28 Whitehornes [Welch Arle]    2.3.12 
VCE  29 Whitehornes Homestead [Welch Arle]   0.1.35 

VCE  30 Garden [Welch Arle]     0.0.33 
AVCE  31 Gotheridge [Welch Arle]     4.1.3 

WE  32 in The Waste [Welch]     0.0.38 
AVFE  33 Benksons [Welch Arle]     6.3.6 

AVCE  34 Sitch [Welch Arle]      5.3.25 
AVCE  35 Dandy Close [Welch Arle]    5.2.23 

AVCE  36 Home Piece [Welch Arle]     4.0.36 
AVCE  37 Whitehornes Piece [Welch Arle]   2.2.17 



AVFE  38 Barbridge Piece [Welch Arle]    4.3.2 

AVCE  39 Butts [Welch Arle]      5.2.31 
AVFE  40 Upper Benksons & Meadow [Welch Arle]  10.0.21 

OVFE  41 New Meadow [Welch Arle]    4.1.12 

AE  42 Further New Mead [Welch]    7.0.12 
OE  43 Arle Meadow [Welch]     8.2.29 

AVFE  44 Rye Grass [Welch Arle]     10.3.19 
N  45 Toghill [Liffully] (named “Toghills” on Map)  5.2.16 

OE  46 pt. of  Toghill [Revd. Newell]    0.3.24 
E        47&48 pt. of  Foxes Close [Revd. Newell]   6.2.36 (for both) 

     (also called “Fox’s Close” in the text) 

C?N  49 Thick Thorn [Stratford]     8.1.34 

C?N  50 Thick Thorn [Stratford] (also named on the Map) 10.1.35 
E  51 Rump of  Beef  [Welch]     0.2.39 

C?N  52 - [Wood]       10.1.8 
OE  53 Heydon Hill Piece [Revd. Newell] (cf. 56,58)  1.2.35 
E  54 pt. of  Shallows [Revd. Newell]    9.1.35 

CE  55 pt. of  The Shallows [Butt, late Whitehorne]  4.1.37 
N  56 Heydon Hill Piece [Revd. Newell] (cf. 58)  7.1.18 

C?N  57 - [Wood]       8.2.29 
AE  58 Heydon Hill Piece [Welch]    9.1.26 
  (spelled Heydon in the Terrier for 53,56,58 but Hayden elsewhere in the Act) 

CE  59 Little Crabtree Piece [Butt, late Whitehorne]  7.0.13 
CE  60 Lane [Butt, late Whitehorne]    0.3.12 

CE  61 Great Crabtree Piece [Butt, late Whitehorne]  25.1.28 

C?N  62 Orchard [Buckle]      3.2.31 

C?N  63 - [Wood]       1.3.9 
CE  64 Brandy Piece [Butt, late Whitehorne]   1.2.24 

C?N  65 - [Wood]       1.3.37 
AE  66 New Inclosure [Welch]     15.3.9 

AE  67 Shoulder of  Mutton [Welch]    0.3.29 
E  68 in Claypit Field [Welch]     12.3.39 

CE  69 in Clay Pit Field [Welch, late Gregory]  20.0.21 
OCE  70 Snipes Piece [Welch, late Gregory]    

ACE          71-73 ditto          (total area of  70-73 is) 9.0.2 
   (The recital of  Old Inclosures lists two areas 7.3.27+1.0.15) 

GCE  74 Branchers Piece [Welch, late Gregory]   9.0.7 
ACE  75 Branchers Piece [Welch, late Gregory]   8.0.37 

AE  76 Further Branchers [Welch]    8.2.1 
AE  77 Branchers Orchard [Welch]    3.2.32 

ACE  78 Branchers Close [Welch, late Gregory]   4.0.32 

C?N  79 - [Buckle]       4.0.33 

C?N  80 - [Buckle]       3.1.31 
N  81 - [Withington Poor]     6.1.12 

OE  82 Far Field Piece [Butt]     3.2.4 

CE  83 in Arle Field [Welch, late Gregory]   4.3.24 
FE  84 in Arle Field [Welch, late Gregory]   11.3.7 

AFE  85 Aysters Way Orchard [Welch, late Gregory]  3.1.11 
AFE  86 Aysters Way Orchard [Welch, late Gregory]  5.3.0 

AFE  87 Homestead [Welch, late Gregory]   0.2.36 
    (called “A Farm Homestead and buildings” in text) 

AFE  88 Aysters Way Orchard [Welch, late Gregory]  1.1.11 
AFE  89 Further Aysters Way Piece [Welch, late Gregory] 6.1.33 



AFE  90 Hither Aysters Way Piece [Welch, late Gregory] 8.1.38 

OE  91 Townsend [T. Butt]      4.1.39 
AE  92 Townsend [T. Butt] (“Towns End” on some versions of  Map) 3.2.28 

CE  93 in Arle Field [Mary Betteridge]    1.1.2 

CE        94&95 in Arle Field [Mary Betteridge]    1.0.25 (in total) 
OE  96 Far Hitchlands [T. Butt]     4.1.19 

AE  97 Bricks Close [T. Butt]     3.2.1 
E  98 Colletts Close [T. Butt] (98 is “Bricks Close” in text)2.0.16 

AE  99 Bricks Close & Wood [T. Butt]    2.0.19 
  (divided in old inclosures text into Bricks Close 1.3.[36] and A Wood 0.0.23) 

OCE  100 Great Lower Hitchlands [Butt/Burge] (also named on the Map) 6.3.5 
N  101 House, Garden & Close [Priscilla Page]  0.2.32 

CN  102 Little Ground [Mary Betteridge]   0.3.32 
CN  103 House, Garden & Orchard [Mary Betteridge]  0.1.8 

C?N  104 - [Cooper]       1.0.15 
WE  104a in Arle Lane [Cooper]     0.0.6 
ACE  105 Plantation [Butt/Burge]     0.1.21 

CN  106 Orchard [Cooper]      1.2.10 
ACE  107 Cherry Orchard [Butt/Burge]    2.3.19 

WE  107a Lane [T. Butt] (“pt. of  an ancient Lane” in text) 0.0.15 
CN  108 Ashlands Meadow [Butt/Burge]   8.1.. 

CN  109 Ashlands [Butt, late Cooper] (cf. 112)   2.2.13 

C?N  110 Orchard [Cooper]      1.2.5 

C?N  111 Homestead [Cooper]     0.1.23 

CN  112 Ashlands [Butt, late Cooper]    1.1.31 
CN  113 Garden [Butt/Burge]     0.0.16 

CN  114 Houses & Garden [Butt/Burge]    0.0.15 
CN  115 Pighay Meadow [Butt/Burge]    5.3.10 

CN  116 Buildings, Yard, etc. [Butt/Burge]   0.3.21 
CN  117 Barn Croft [Butt/Burge]     1.3.34 

CN  118 Stables & Yard [Butt/Burge]    0.0.10 
N  119 Orchard [Jane Cook] (also named on the Map) 2.3.26 

CN  120 Millers Piece [Butt/Burge]    1.3.39 
CN  121 Fore Orchard Meadow [Butt/Burge]   3.1.7 

FN  122 Arle Court Lawn, etc. [T. Butt]    1.2.21 
FN  123 House, etc. [T. Butt]     0.0.15 

CN  124 Garden [T. Butt]      0.1.14 
N  125 House & Garden [Greenwood]    0.2.30 

CN  126 House, Garden, etc. [Elizabeth Fagg/Welch]  1.2.19 
CE  127 pt. of  Butchers Meadow [E. Fagg/Welch] (cf. 129) 0.1.2 

FN  128 Orchard [T. Butt]      2.0.14 
CN  129 Butchers Meadow [Butt/Burge]    2.0.11 

CN  130 House & Garden [Butt/Burge]    0.1.9 
CN  131 Grassholm Meadow [Butt/Burge]   9.0.32 

FN  132 Mill Garden, etc.[T. Butt] (named “Arle Mill” in text) 1.1.36 

CN  133 Hopyard Meadow [T. Butt]    1.1.24 
CE  134 Beanham Meadow [Butt, late Belcher]   7.0.23 

FN  135 The Meadow [Perry] (also named on Map, cf.137,442,etc) 7.0.32 
FN  136 pt. of  Nettleship [Perry] (cf. 443)   1.3.3 

FE  137 Meadow [Perry] (cf. 442, etc.)    5.0.23 
CE  138 in Sand Field [Butt/Burge]    4.0.27 

FE  139 in Sand Field [Perry]     16.3.22 
FE  140 in Sand Field [Roy]     14.2.14 

VCE  141 in Sand Field [Welch Arle]    0.3.2 



LVCE  142 Little Witherley Piece [Welch Arle]   1.3.22 

CE  143 in Sand Field [But, late Welch]    18.0.13 
CE  144 in Sand Field [Butt/Burge]    2.2.39 

CE  145 in Sand Field [Butt, late Critchett]   1.2.0 

CE  146 in Sand Field [Butt, late Hartlebury] (cf.149a,405 etc) 6.0.33 
CE  147 pt. of  Witherley Piece [Butt, late Welch]  0.0.3 

LVCE  148 Great Witherley Piece [Welch Arle]   4.3.21 
    (also named on map - misspelled Witherly) 

UCE  149 Four Leys [Welch Allstone]    1.2.0 
    (also described in text as being “in Allstone”) 

VCE  149a in Sand Field [Welch Arle] (cf. 405)   0.0.3 
FE  150 Upper Hitchlands [Roy]     3.0.38 

UCE  151 in Hill Field [Welch Allstone]    22.2.29 
    (also described in text as being “in Allstone”) 

VCE  152 in Hill Field [Welch Arle]     4.2.32 
E  153 in Hill Field [T. Butt]     62.0.5 

CE  154 in Hill Field [Perry] (cf. 356)    33.1.0 
E  155 in Arle Field [T. Butt]     62.1.28 

       (this includes the unnumbered area named on the Map as “Upper Russells Hill” ) 
PN  156 - [Buckle]       4.2.17 

OCE  157 Arle Field Piece [Perry]     3.3.23 
OCE  158 Monks Croft [Perry] (cf. 278)    19.3.7 

N  159 - [Dance]       2.0.31 
OCE  160 Great Ground [Butt, late Welch]   7.0.25 

C?E?  161 Starve Acre [Butt, late Welch (check)]   1.1.5 
OCE  162 Starve Acre [Butt, late Trinder]    1.3.25 

WCE  163 in Fidlers Green [T. Butt - from waste] (cf.167) 0.1.19 
LCE  164 pt. of  Withington Poor Ground [Butt, late Trinder] 1.1.26 

N  165 pt. of  Fidlers Ground [Withington Poor] (cf. 205) 2.1.22 
N  166 Cottage & Garden [T. Betteridge]   0.0.35 

WE  167 in Fidlers Green [Betteridge - from waste]  0.0.23 
     (or “at Fidlers Green” in text) 

CN  168 - [Pearce]       8.0.19 

C?N  169 Orchard [Buckle]      7.2.23 

C?N  169a House, Garden & Yards [Buckle]   0.1.7 
OE  170 Little Ground [Welch]     2.3.0 

OE  171 pt. of  Westons Ground [Welch]    3.1.28 
OPCE 172 pt. of  Westons Ground [Pearce]    1.1.7 

NP  173 - [Wood]       13.3.24 
NP  174 - [Wood]       3.3.4 

CN  175 Sturmers Piece [Pearce]     44.2.18 
NP  176 Orchard [Weale]      5.3.13 

N  177 Doctor’s Meadow [Revd. Jones]    3.2.5 
N  178 Homestead [Revd. Jones]     0.1.7 

N  179 Home Ground [Revd. Jones]    9.1.17 

N  180 Far Ground [Revd. Jones]    11.0.0 
N  181 pt. of  the Seven Acres [Revd. Jones]   2.0.29 

OC?E  182 pt. of  the Seven Acres [Butt/Revd. Jones - for expenses] 0.3.11 

OC?E  183 pt. of  the Seven Acres [Butt/Revd. Newell etc.- for expenses] 1.1.21 
OFE  184 Seven Acres (pt. of[?]) [T. Butt]    2.3.17 
N  185 - [Dance]       2.2.10 

ACE  186 Hewitts Orchard [Welch, late Hartlebury]  0.3.24 
N  187 House & Garden [Clutterbuck]    0.2.14 



N  188 - [Dance]       6.2.9 

ACE  189 Brocks Piece [Welch, late Hartlebury] (cf. 280) 7.0.13 
ACE  190 Barrows Slads [Welch, late Hartlebury]  7.3.31 

ACE  191 Barrows Slads [Welch, late Hartlebury]  3.0.34 

CN  192 Barrows Slads [Butt, late Sparks]   4.1.1 
CN  193 Barrows Slads [Butt, late Sparks]   3.3.12 

CN  194 Barrows Slads [Butt, late Sparks]   8.0.36 
CN  195 Barrows Slads [Butt, late Sparks]   3.2.22 

ACE  196 Buildings & Yard [Butt/Welch - for expenses] 0.1.34 
ACE  197 pt. of  Barrows Slads [Welch, late Hartlebury] 3.2.3 

ACE  198 pt. of  Barrows Slads [Butt/Welch - for expenses] (cf.280) 12.2.6 
PN  199 - [Longmore]      4.2.27 

PN  200 House & Garden [Longmore]    0.0.28 
PN  201 - [Wood]       1.0.19 

FN  202 Tinkers Meadow [T. Butt] (cf. 259)   6.2.14 
PN  203 - [Longmore]      5.3.27 

FN  204 Calf  Close [T. Butt]     1.0.1 
PN  205 Fidlers Ground [Stratford]    2.0.24 

N  206 - [Dance]       2.3.19 
N  207 Fidlers Ground [Stratford]    1.3.30 

PN  208 Fidlers Ground [Stratford]    6.2.22 
PN  209 Fidlers Ground [Stratford]    6.0.9 

N  210 Culverhay [Revd. Jones]     2.3.12 
PN  211 Blacksmiths Meadow [Corp. G.]   2.3.15 

PFN  212 Rick Yard [Gray]      0.3.37 

PN  213 - [Joyce Fisher]      0.3.33 
PN  214 House & Garden [Joyce Fisher]    0.0.34 

PN  215 Upper Eighteen Lands [Corp. G.]   1.2.24 
PN  216 - [Joyce Fisher]      1.0.2 

PN  217 - [Joyce Fisher]      1.3.20 
PFN  218 Wheat Close Orchard [Gray]    0.3.1 

PCN  218a Wheat Close Orchard [Gray]    2.3.26 
PFN  219 Home Orchard [Gray]     10.1.17 

PFN  220 Homestead [Gray]      1.0.35 
PN  221 Cherry Orchard [Corp. G.]    2.2.16 

PFN  222 Orchard [Gray]      2.3.34 
PN  223 Barn Leaze [Corp. G.]     4.2.19 

PN  224 House, Garden, etc. [Joyce Fisher]   0.3.38 
PN  225 Brints Leaze [Corp. G.]     3.1.13 

N  226 House, Garden & Orchard [Lean]   0.3.33 
PN  227 Pease Hill Plock [Corp. G.]    0.3.12 

PN  228 House, Garden, etc. [Fowler]    0.3.15 
PN  229 Pease Hill Plock [Corp. G.]    4.3.30 

PN  230 House, Garden, etc. [Hopkins]    1.2.9 
PFN  231 Harthurst Field & Hoopers Close [Gray]  6.1.8 

PN  232 Meadow Platt [Corp. G.]     3.1.17 

PFN  233 Meadow Plat [Gray]     0.2.16 
PN  234 Little Meadow Platt [Corp. G.]    1.1.29 

PN  235 - [Joyce Fisher]      2.2.23 
PFN  236 Nine Lands [Gray] (cf. 250)    0.2.18 

PFN  237 Windmill Hill [Gray]     9.1.13 
PFN  238 Pear Tree Piece [Gray]     3.3.27 

PN  239 - [Joyce Fisher]      1.2.4 
PN  240 - [Joyce Fisher]      5.2.20 



PN  241 - [Joyce Fisher]      3.2.26 

PFN  242 Little Tinley [Gray]     3.3.21 
PN  243 pt. of  Little Tinley [Corp. G.]    1.3.33 

PN  244 Great Tinley [Corp. G.]     14.3.6 

WE  245 in The Waste [Fowler]     1.0.20 
WE  246 in The Waste [Gray]     0.1.17 

WE  247 in The Waste [Fisher]     0.0.7 
WE  248 in The Waste [Summers]     0.0.30 

WE  249 in The Waste [Gray]     0.0.36 
    (246-249 are described as an “ancient Lane” in text) 

PFN  250 Nine Lands [Gray]      0.3.37 
PN  251 Garden [Summers]      2.2.11 

PN  252 - [Joyce Fisher]      0.2.13 
PN  253 Lower Eighteen Lands [Corp. G.]   3.3.7 

PN  254 - [Joyce Fisher]      1.2.25 
PN  255 House & Garden [Whatley]    0.0.23 

PN  256 Orchard [Pritchitt]      1.0.16 
WE  257 in The Waste [T. Butt]     0.3.11 

FN  258 Redgrove Wood [T. Butt] (cf. 262)   3.0.19 
FN  259 Tinkers Meadow [T. Butt]    1.1.29 

PN       260&261 Grove Field [Pritchitt] (cf. 277)    39.3.36 (in total) 
PN  262 Redgrove Wood [Pritchitt]    6.1.4 

WE  263 in the waste [Rt.Hon. Lord Sherborne, Manerial Allt.] 0.0.9 
    (described in text as “by Redgrove Lane”) 

PN  264 - [Pritchitt]       0.1.6 

PN  265 House, Garden, Pleasure Ground, etc. [Pritchitt] 3.1.24 
FN  266 Little Field [T. Butt]     13.3.29 

FN  267 Little Field [T. Butt]     17.3.19 
PN  268 - [Pritchitt]       0.1.3 

FN  269 Horse Close [T. Butt]     19.0.32 
FN  270 Pease Furlong [T. Butt]     11.1.5 

N  271 - [Prynne]       20.0.31 
FN  272 Great Grove Field [T. Butt]    8.3.36 

FN  273 Great Grove Field [T. Butt]    6.3.34 
FN  274 Coppice [T. Butt]      0.1.19 

FN  275 Great Grove Field [T. Butt] (cf. 289)   10.2.22 
FN  276 Grove [T. Butt]      0.2.32 

PN  277 Grove Field [Pritchitt]     22.2.8 
N  278 Monks Croft [Withington Poor]    7.3.7 

OCE  279 Bastards Breaches [Perry] (cf. 282)   7.2.33 
ACE  280 Barrow Slads [T. Butt/Welch - for expenses]  5.3.26 

   (this plot is “Barrows Slads or Brocks Piece” in Old Inclosures text) 
CN  281 Barrows Slads [Butt, late Sparks]   3.3.26 

OCE  282 Bastards Breaches [Perry]     7.2.26 
FN  283 Benhill Wood [T. Butt] (cf. 298)    10.2.33 

FN  284 Brook Pasture [T. Butt]     10.3.16 

FN  285 Homestead [T. Butt]     1.0.8 
FN  286 Orchard [T. Butt]      1.3.21 

OFE  287 Benhill [T. Butt]      5.2.36 
    (also spelled both as “Benhills” and as “Benhall” in the text) 

OFE  288 Benhill [T. Butt]      2.3.13 
FN  289 Great Grove Field [T. Butt]    5.2.16 

FN  290 Coppice [T. Butt]      0.1.2 
FN  291 Bridge Pasture [T. Butt] (cf.304)    6.1.26 



FN  292 Plantation [T. Butt]    0.0.34 

FN  293 Plantation [T. Butt]    0.0.24 
FN  294 Plantation [T. Butt]    0.0.23 

FN  295 Plantation [T. Butt]    0.0.8 

FN  296 Large Pasture [T. Butt]     6.1.25 
FN  297 Wood Ground [T. Butt]     9.3.39 

FN  298 Benhill Wood [T. Butt]     5.0.28 
CE  299 Gate Piece [Perry]      1.3.0 

FN  300 Gate Piece [T. Butt]     3.2.35 
LFE  301 Benhill Piece [T. Butt]     2.1.39 

E  302 Upper Close [T. Butt]     9.1.0 
FN  303 Coppice [T. Butt]      0.2.38 

E  304 pt. of  Bridge Pasture [T. Butt]    2.1.12 
FE  305 pt. of  Bridge Pasture [Roy]    1.2.26 

LC?E  306 Cottage & Garden [Roy/Welch Allstone - for expenses] 0.2.4 
UFN  307 Brick Yard [Welch Allstone]    2.0.20 
OUFE 308 High Breach [Welch Allstone] (cf. 353)  4.1.7 

 (also spelled in text as “High Brake.” 307&308 are described in text as “in Allstone”) 
UFN  309 Oak Ground [Welch Allstone]    8.0.8 

UFN  310 Little Orchard [Welch Allstone]    1.2.21 
UFN  311 Whitehornes Folly [Welch Allstone]   2.1.37 

UFN  312 Long Ground [Welch Allstone]    6.3.14 
UFN  313 Grove [Welch Allstone]     0.2.23 

LUFE  314 Little Nod Paddock [Welch Allstone]   3.0.32 

  (but called “Little Wood Brooks” in text, twice, which I suspect is correct) 
OUFE 315 Wood Brooks [Welch Allstone] (cf. 325)  4.0.20 

UFN  316 Brook Piece [Welch Allstone]    5.0.13 
UFN  317 Nod Paddock [Welch Allstone]    4.1.34 

OUFE 318 Nod Paddock [Welch Allstone]    2.0.16 
N  319 House & Garden [Edwards]    0.0.34 

N  320 Houses & Garden [Haines]    0.0.22 
LUCE 321 Whitehornes [Welch Allstone]    5.1.11 

UCE  322 in Hazard Field [Welch Allstone]   0.0.10 
CE  323 pt. of  Hazards Field [Jesus C.] (cf. 343)  0.0.14 

CE  324 The Eight Acres [Jesus C.]    7.0.8 
CN  325 Wood Brooks [Jesus C.]     4.3.7 

CN  326 Wood Brooks [Jesus C.]     3.0.24 
CN  327 Wood Brooks [H. Butt]     3.0.18 

CN  328 Gravel Piece [H. Butt]     8.0.19 
CE  329 pt. of  lane [H. Butt]     0.0.15 

CN  329a Jones’s Piece [Billings]     0.2.10 
CE  330 pt. of  Lane [Billings]     0.0.15 

OCE  330a pt. of  Jones’s Piece [Jesus C.] (cf. 340)   0.0.5 
OCE  331 Cottage Piece [Jesus C.]     4.0.0 

OCE  332 Lane [Jesus C.]      0.1.3 

CE  333 Westals [Jesus C.]      3.0.9 
CE  333a pt. of  Westalls [Billings] (cf. 529)   0.1.20 

CN  334 Nine Lands [Billings]     0.2.18 
OCE  334a pt. of  Nine Lands [Jesus C.]    0.0.8 

CN  335 Nine Lands [Billings]     1.0.27 
OCE  336 pt. of  garden [Jesus C.]     1.2.31 

PFE  337 pt. of  Upper Dean Close [Thompson]   0.0.11 
CE  338 pt. of  Upper Dean Close [Jesus C.]   2.1.35 

CE  339 Lower Dean Close [Jesus C.]    3.0.4 



LCE  340 Jones’s Piece [Jesus C.]     3.2.17 

CN  341 Jones’s Piece [Billings]     3.2.19 
CE  342 Jones’s Piece [Jesus C.]     4.3.20 

CE  343 in Hazards Field [Jesus C.]    0.0.31 

FE  344 in Hazards Field [Roy]     5.0.31 
E  345 in Hazards Field [Staverton Poor]   0.3.8 

PN  346 House & garden [Commissioners of  turnpike road] 0.0.19 
LFE  347 Langett [Roy]      2.0.17 

OFE  348 Dudleys [Roy]      5.1.36 
OFE  349 Free Piece [Roy]      4.0.9 

GCE  350 Langett [Billings]      1.2.9 
FE  351 in Little Dudleys [Roy]     0.1.3 

CE  352 in Little Dudleys [Billings]    1.1.21 
OFE  353 pt. of  High Brake [Perry]     4.1.38 

OCE  354 pt. of  High Brake [Perry]     3.2.9 
  (353 & 354 are joined in list of  old inclosures; also spelled “Highbrake” cf.308) 

CN  355 Grandley Piece [Billings]     8.1.36 
    (named on the Map as “The Nine Lands or Grandley Piece”) 

C?E  356 in Hill Field [Prescod]     1.0.11 
CE  357 in Hill Field [Billings]     0.1.1 
CE  358 in Rowen Field [Billings] (cf. 362)   0.0.12 

FE  359 in Hill Field [Roy]      6.2.17 
FN  360 Arcott Piece [Roy]      8.1.36 

CE  361 Arcott Piece [H. Butt]     2.1.26 

CE  362 in Rowen Field [H. Butt]     15.1.12 
FE  363 in Rowen Field [Roy]     39.3.12 

CE  364 in Rowen Field [Roy]     2.0.0 
CE  365 in Rowen Field [Roy]     2.0.12 

CE  366 in Rowen Field [Roy]     0.3.10 
CE  367 in Rowen Field [Jesus C.] (cf. 381)   10.2.4 

OCE  368 Harp Corner [Jesus C.]     1.1.32 
CE  369 Junction Piece [Jesus C.] (cf. 373)   2.1.7 

CE  370 in Hazards Field [Jesus C.]    1.2.21 
FE  371 in Hazards Fields [Roy]     9.0.9 
PN  372 House, etc.[Gloucester & Cheltenham Railway Co.]0.0.29[see Bick p.32] 

PFE  373 Junction Piece [Thompson]    4.0.20 

PFE  374 Lime Kiln Piece [Thompson]    5.3.20 
PFE  375 Bald Hill [Thompson] (cf. 518 & 520)   5.3.24 

PCE  376 Doctors Paddock [Thompson]    3.1.23 
PCE  377 Lane [Thompson]      0.1.0 

PCE(chk) 378 pt. of  Doctors Paddock [Thompson]   1.2.6 

PCE(chk) 379 pt. of  Doctors Paddock [Thompson]   1.1.24 

C?  380 pt. of  Doctors Paddock [Jesus C.?] (this plot is not apparently listed in    

  the Terrier. It’s area would be calculable from the list of  General     

 Allotments, but less than 0.0.16 certainly.)  
PCE  381 in Rowen Field [Thompson]    1.1.0 

CE  382 in Rowen Field [Belcher] (cf. 496)   8.2.23  
N  383 Brick Yard, etc. [Tale] (but called “Vineyard” elsewhere, which is    

   correct: also named “Vineyard” on the Map)  1.1.11 
PN  384 House Lawn etc. [Prescod]    6.2.11 

PN  385 House & Garden [Higgs]     0.0.24 
CE  386 Langet [Jesus C.] (also called “The Langett” in the text) 0.2.10 

N  387 Orchard [Taylor]      2.1.2 
N  388 Homestead [Taylor]     0.2.7 



N  389 Garden [Taylor]      0.1.29 

N  390 School House & Garden [Trustees of  Infants School] 0.0.15 
PN  391 House Garden etc. [Snelus]    0.1.38 

FN  392 Lower Orchard [Roy]     1.2.15 

WE  392a in Allstone [in waste/Roy]    0.0.2 
OFE  393 Orchard [Roy]      1.2.36 

PN  394 House Garden etc. [Snelus]    0.1.31 

O?FE  395 House Garden etc. [Roy]     0.1.17 
FE  396 Lane [Roy]       0.0.22 

WE  396a in Allstone [in waste/Roy]    0.0.6 
N  397 Orchard [Herbert]      1.0.13 

N  398 House & garden [Herbert]    0.0.29 
N  399 House & garden [Long]     0.0.11 

N  400 House & garden [Roy, late Stone]   0.0.27 
WE  400a in Allstone [in waste/Roy]    0.0.9 

N  401 Garden [Roy, late Stone]     1.1.31 
OCE  402 Wet Furrows Orchard [H. Butt]    2.1.24 

OCE  403 Wet Furrows [H. Butt]     5.1.14 
CE  404 Wet Furrows [H. Butt]     2.2.32 

FE  405  in Sand Field [H. Butt]     16.1.6 
FE  406 in Sand Field [H. Butt] (cf. 408, 437, etc.)  0.2.5 

OFE  407 Old House Piece [H. Butt]    2.1.7 
FE  408  in Sand Field [H. Butt]     0.0.37 

OFE  409 Orchard [H. Butt] (so named on some versions of  the Map) 3.3.13 

FN  410 Homestead [H. Butt]     0.3.21 
OFE  411 Footpath [Roy]      0.0.12 

FN  412 Orchard [Roy]      1.2.29 
N  413 House & garden [Bucknall]    0.0.12 

FN  414 Homestead [Roy]      1.0.32 
UCN  415 Homestead [Welch Allstone]    0.2.35 

UCN  416 Orchard [Welch Allstone]    1.2.24 
PN  417 Houses & garden [Strafford]    0.3.6 

PN  418 Houses & gardens [Jenkins]    0.1.17 
PN  419 House & garden [Higgs]     0.0.23 

PN  420 Houses & garden [Troughton]    0.1.0 
PN  421 House & garden [Dore]     0.0.10 

PN  422 House & garden [Bowles]     0.0.13 
CN  423 Pear Tree Orchard [Jesus C.]    2.1.18 

PN  424 House & garden [Cox]     0.0.37 
PN  425 Houses & garden [Page]     0.0.19 

PN  426 House & garden [Fluck]     0.0.24 
PN  427 House, garden, etc.[late Mrs Semper, now Daubeny] 5.0.21 

FN  428 Cottage & garden [Mary Betteridge]   0.1.38 
FE  429 pt. of  Home Orchard [Mary Betteridge]  0.0.34 

CN  430 pt. of  Home Orchard [Jesus C.]    3.2.. 

    (areas of  0.1.29 & 0.1.11 are listed amongst Old Inclosures) 
CN  431 Cottage & garden [Jesus C.]    0.1.16 

PN  432 House, mill, garden, etc. [Motley]   0.2.1 
CN  433 Homestead [Jesus C.]     1.0.8 

PN  434 Homestead [Revd. Sargeaunt]    1.0.24 
PN  435 Orchard [Revd. Sargeaunt]    2.2.27 

PN  436 - [Revd. Sargeaunt]      4.2.2 
E  437 in Sand Field [Revd. Sargeaunt]    1.3.38 

FE  438 in Sand Field [Lovett]     2.0.5 



CE  439 in Sand Field [Lovett]     0.0.33 

CE  440 in Sand Field [Jesus C.]     4.3.5 
FE  441 in Sand Field [Jesus C.]     10.1.4 

FE  442 Meadow [Jesus C.](also called “The Meadow” in text) 5.2.7 

OFE  443 Nettleship [Jesus C.]     4.1.4 
FE  444 Meadow [Jesus C.]      2.1.15 

PN  445 - [Goulder]       4.3.35 
FE  446 Meadow [Jesus C.]      4.2.30 

FN  447 The Meadow [Roy] (cf. 454)    6.3.6 
FN  448 Garden [Roy]      1.0.9 

-    449 & 450 -        - 
PN  451 Garden [Jones]      1.0.24 

PN  452 Garden [Jones]      0.0.16 
PN  453 - [Wood]       2.2.15 

PN  454 Meadow [Jones]      2.0.36 
PN  455 Brewery, etc. [Jones]     0.2.31 

PNR  456 House & garden [Jones]     0.3.8 
PNR  457 Garden [Jones]      2.0.12 

PNR  458 House & garden [Ward]     0.1.9 
PNR  459 - [Smith]       1.0.7 

PNR  460 - [Smith]       1.3.10 
PNR  461 Homestead, etc. [Smith]     0.2.37 

PNR  462 - [Smith]       1.2.25 

NR?  463 - [Wood]       0.0.7 

N  464 - [Green]       0.0.36 
N  465 Cottage & garden [Squires]    0.1.3 

-  466 -        - 
N  467 House, garden, yard, etc. [Major]   0.2.11 

N  468 - [Major]       0.1.21 
-       469-471 -        - 

PN  472 - [Jones]       1.1.12 
PN  473 - [Jones]       0.3.5 

PN  474 House & garden [Jones]     0.2.33 
PN  475 - [Fowler]       0.0.35 

-  476 -        - 
FN  477 House & garden [Lovett]     0.0.21 

FN  478 House & garden [Lovett]     0.2.28 
FN  479 pt. of  garden [Lovett]     4.0.34 

FN  480 Garden [Lovett]      2.2.35 
FN  481 Brick Kiln & Part of  Garden [Lovett]   1.2.2 

OES  482 pt. of  garden [Skillicorne]    0.1.27 
OES  483 Cottage & part of  garden [Skillicorne]   1.0.5 

   (the two plots 482 & 483 were listed in Old Inclosures as parts of  a close   
  formerly known as “the Green Close & Compasses”) 

PNS  484 Orchard [Arkell]      2.0.29 

PNR  485 Mill, etc. [Arkell]      0.3.0 
PNR  486 Garden [Smith]      0.1.16 

PNR  487 Buildings & garden [Mrs Spencer]   1.3.12 
PNR  488 Orchard [Arkell]      2.1.38 

PNR  488a - [Wood]       4.2.21 
PNS  489 - [Revd. Skillicorne]     19.3.27 

PN  490 House & garden [Davis]     1.2.6 
PN  491 House, garden, etc. [Davis]    1.0.22 

PN  492 Cottage & garden [Larner, now Roy]   0.0.17 



WE  492a in Allstone Green [from waste/Roy]   0.0.29 

PN  493 Cottage & garden [Smith]     0.0.15 
PN  494 Cottage & garden [Smith]     0.0.9 

N  495 - [Wood]       0.0.18 

P?CE  496 in Rowen Field [Thompson]    0.1.6 
PCN  497 Orchard [Thompson]     6.2.26 
PCN  498 Orchard [Thompson]     8.0.34 

PCN  499 Dicks’s Breaches [Thompson]    5.3.7 
PCN  500 Barn, etc. [Thompson]     0.1.14 

PFN  501 - [Thompson]      9.3.6 
PNS  502 Bays Hill House, etc. [Revd. Skillicorne]  1.1.34 

PNS  503 - [Revd. Skillicorne]     6.3.15 
PNS  504 - [Revd. Skillicorne]     7.2.26 

PNS  505 - [Revd. Skillicorne]     0.0.28 
PNS  506 - [Revd. Skillicorne]     0.0.16 

PNS  507 - [Revd. Skillicorne]     8.0.25 
PNS  508 - [Revd. Skillicorne]     0.0.35 

PNS  509 - [Revd. Skillicorne]     0.1.6 
PNS  510 Old Well and Grounds [Revd. Skillicorne]  4.0.26 

    (called “Old Kings Well” on the Map) 
PNS  511 House & Garden [Revd. Skillicorne]   0.3.36 

PNS  512 - [Revd. Skillicorne]     8.3.26 
PNS  513 - [Revd. Skillicorne]     12.2.18 

PFN  514 Close, Houses, etc. [Thompson]    23.2.14 

    (“Lansdown Place” under construction here) 
PFN  515 - [Thompson]      10.2.26 

FN  516 - [Thompson]      11.2.33 
FN  517 - [Thompson]      7.1.17 

FN  518 - [Thompson]      3.1.33 
PFN  519 Cottage, Garden, etc. [Thompson] (“Stalls, etc.” in text) 0.0.28 

PFN  520 - [Thompson]      6.1.19 
FN  521 - [Thompson]      3.3.18 

PFN  522 House, etc. [Thompson]     1.2.17 
PFN  523 Garden [Thompson]     4.3.5 

PFN  524 - [Thompson]      0.1.18 
PFN  525 Garden & buildings [Thompson]   7.2.4 

PFN  526 - [Thompson]      2.1.19 
PFN  527 - [Thompson]      2.3.4 

PFN  528 Homestead [Thompson]     0.1.19 
PFN  529 Westals [Thompson]     4.3.0 

PFN  530 - [Thompson]      4.2.25 
PFN  531 - [Thompson]      6.0.15 

 
[Might like to add my alphabetical lists of  field-names as CHAPTER 17]. 

 

 


