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Medieval Cossington
By S. H. Skillington

CHAPTER I

COSSINGTON, the name of which has from time immemorial beeu 
pronounced Cussington by its inhabitants and their neighbours, 
is a pleasant, homely village, in the hundred of East Goscote, 
about six miles north of Leicester and a similar distance south 
east of Loughborough. It stands midway between the main road 
from Leicester to Loughborough and the stretch of the old Roman 
Fosse that is known locally as the Six Hills Road. The rivers 
Wreake and Soar flow through the parish, which is adjoined by 
those of Rothley, Sileby, Seagrave, Ratcliffe-on-the-Wreake, 
Syston and Wanlip. Sileby is about a mile north of Cossington, 
and Barrow-on-Soar is some two miles further on towards Lough- 
borough. It is desirable to bear in mind the relative positions of 
Cossington and Barrow.

Short accounts of Cossington are given in Curtis's Topo 
graphical History of Leicestershire, which was published in 1831, 
and in Kelly's Directory of Leicestershire and Rutland for 1932. 
Curtis says that, when he was writing, there were in the parochial 
area thirteen hundred acres of land, two hundred and thirty-seven 
inhabitants and fifty-nine houses. The principal landed pro 
prietors were Thomas Babington, esquire, who was lord of the 
manor, and Thomas Heap, esquire. Mr. Babington was patron 
of the rectory, which had a glebe of fifty acres. From Kelly's 
Directory, we learn that the living is a rectory, of the net yearly 
value of three hundred and seventy pounds, with residence, inclu 
ding fourteen acres of glebe, in the gift of the executors of the 
Rev. J. C. S. Mathias, and held since 1911 by the Rev. Howard 
Stewart Mathias, M.A., of St. Edmund Hall, Oxford; and that 
the tithes were commuted in 1846 for four hundred and twenty- 
eight pounds, eighteen shillings and elevenpence. Kelly also 
states that Percy Lancelot Babington, esquire, is lord of the 
manor and principal landowner. He gives the area of the parish 
as 1,543 acres of land and fifteen acres of water, and says that the 
population in 1921 was four hundred and ninety-five. About a
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hundred and fiftjp of these people would be students and members 
of the staff of Ratcliffe Roman Catholic College, which is in 
Cossington parish, but did not exist in Curtis's day.

The Babingtons have been lords of the manor of Cossington 
since the 18th of May, 1549, when, as is shown by a deed still 
extant among the Rothley MSS., John Mershe, of London, 
esquire, and Alice, his wife, one of the daughters and heirs of 
William Gresham, late citizen and mercer of London, sold their 
manor of Cossington, with its members and appurtenances, to 
Thomas Babington, eldest son of Humphrey Babington (then 
deceased), and grandson of Thomas Babington, of Dethick, Derby 
shire. The Leicestershire branch of the Babington family was 
chiefly associated with the manor and Temple (manor house) of 
Rothley, which had been held successively by the Knights Tem 
plars and the Knights Hospitallers. We may therefore be helped 
to understand how Thomas Babington, the purchaser, came to be 
interested in Cossington if, at this point, we consider a few of the 
salient facts related and proved by Mr. Farnham in his masterly 
study of the descent of the manor of Rothley. This exposition 
occupies pages 35—61 of the twelfth volume of our Society's 
Transactions. In order to get a well rooted idea of how the 
Babingtons arrived at their position in Rothley, we must go back 
to the end of the twelfth century.

In 1199, king John granted " £35 of land in Roleia [Rothley] 
and the soke of Roleia to John de Harcourt for his homage and 
service, to hold to John de Harcourt and his heirs of the king 
and his heirs by a service of one knight's fee". John de Har 
court, who died about 1221,while with the crusaders at Damietta, 
by his will, which he made just before his death, gave £10 of 
land in Rothley to the brethren of the Order of the Temple. This 
land was situated in Baggrave, in the manor of Rothley, and con 
sisted of fifteen virgates, i.e. about four hundred and fifty acres. 
Through this bequest, which was confirmed by the Crown in 
May, 1227, the Templars' connection with Rothley was brought 
into being. At least, so it appears to me; for I have seen no 
evidence of any earlier grants to them there.

On the 6th of July, 1231, Henry III "gave to St. Mary and to 
the master and brethren of the Temple, to whom the king has 
entrusted his body for burial after his mortal end, the king's part 
of the manor of Roel [Rothley], with the advowson of the church
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there, in frank almoin [i.e. in free alms = freed from secular ser 
vices to the donor], with all the liberties and customs possessed 
by the said master and brethren under the charters previously 
granted to them". Mr. Farnham points out that this was the 
first definite grant of the manor to the Templars, and that it was 
reinforced by a royal command, enrolled on the Patent Roll on 
the following day, the 7th of July, 1231, addressed to the freemen 
and others holding in that portion which the king had in the 
manor and its outlying hamlets. Notwithstanding this command, 
and others that followed it, the Templars experienced much diffi 
culty in obtaining secure possession. At last, in November, 1237, 
the king peremptorily ordered the barons of the exchequer to 
enrol the grant of the manor to the master and brethren of the 
Temple of Solomon of Jerusalem, and from this date the Templars 
"were in full enjoyment of whatever the king could grant them 
in the manor and soke of Rothley". Their tenure lasted until 
1312, when the whole Order was suppressed by pope Clement, 
and its lands were transferred to the Knights of St. John of 
Jerusalem, commonly known as the Knights Hospitallers.

On the 8th of December, 1312, "the custody of the manor of 
Rothley, late of the Templars, now in the king's hand, was given 
to William de Ferrers to hold during pleasure [Patent Roll]; and 
on 26 December. 1313, William de Ferrers was commanded to 
deliver seisin of the manor of Rothley to the Knights Hospitallers, 
who for the next two hundred and twenty-seven years were lords 
of the manor and soke of Rothley". Mr. Farnham states, in a 
footnote, that "the actual date of the dissolution of the Knights 
Hospitallers seems to have been 7 May, 1540. A bill for their 
dissolution was introduced into the House of Lords 22 April, 
1540, and read a third time on the 29th of the same month."

The earliest mention of the Babington family in connection 
with Rothley occurs in a charter dated at Clerkenwell on the 7th 
of July, 1524, by which "Thomas Docwra, prior of the hospital 
of St. John, and the brethren of the same Order granted to 
Anthony Babington, esquire, the office of supervisor, feodary and 
governor of all their lands and tenements and of the courts of Dalby 
and Rothley, co. Leicester, as also in co. Lincoln, to be held of the 
said Anthony or his sufficient deputy for the term of Anthony's 
life, and especially within the soke of Rothley, at a remuneration 
of forty shillings yearly, payable June 24, with full powers of
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doing whatevej- of right belongs to the said office, especially in 
the soke of Rothley". (Cotton MSS., Claudius I, vii, m. 250.) 
The reference to Dalby calls for a word of explanation. It appears 
that, in 1346, the Hospitallers, who for a long time had held one 
of the manors in Old Dalby, increased their property in that place 
by exchanging their manor of Thrumpton, co. Notts., with Sir 
John Waleys, knight, of Swithland, for his manor of Old Dalby, 
which had come down to him from his grandmother, Margaret, 
daughter and heir of William de Meignell, of Old Dalby. In the 
latter part of the fifteenth century, or possibly earlier, the 
Hospitallers had made Old Dalby, instead of Rothley, the 
residence of their commander or preceptor, and had let out to 
farm the manor house, demesne lands and rectory of Rothley. 
The relationship of Anthony to the other Babingtons of his period 
has not been ascertained; but Mr. Farnham suggests that he may 
have been a nephew of two notable members of the family who 
were prominent at Rothley when the Hospitallers were almost on 
the eve of being suppressed. One of these noteworthy members 
was Sir John Babington, preceptor of the Hospitallers at Dalby 
and Rothley, and second son of Thomas Babington, of Dethick: 
the other was Humphrey Babington, fifth son of Thomas Babing 
ton, of Dethick, and father of the Thomas Babington who in 1549 
acquired the manor of Cossington.

What we know of Sir John Babington, the preceptor, is 
derived from the record of an action brought, in Trinity term, 
1533, by William Weston, then prior of the hospital of St. John, 
against one Andrew Nowell, who owed him forty pounds "on a 
bond given by Andrew at Nottingham, 26th April, 1529, to the 
prior and to a certain brother John Babington, Turcopolier and 
preceptor of Dalby and Rothley, now deceased, to be paid on 
24th June next ensuing, still unpaid, by which the prior says he 
is damaged ten pounds". Mr. Farnham says that "the substance 
of the bond .... was that on 5 October, 1527, Andrew had 

. made an agreement by a pair of indentures with the prior and Sir 
John Babington to leave in as good a condition as when he took it 
some farm, of which the place is not mentioned, but probably at 
Old Dalby, when his lease came to an end". The prior no doubt 
thought the conditions had not been fulfilled. As Andrew, 
adopting his usual tactics in such circumstances, asked leave to 
iniparl, no verdict is recorded. This need not concern us. The
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document, for our present purpose, is valuable only because of 
what it tells us about Sir John Babington. The title "Turco- 
polier" was originally given to the commander of the Turcopoli, 
the Hospitallers' light cavalry.

The Hospitallers had another and earlier transaction with 
Andrew Nowell, which led them into dispute and litigation with 
him. This is recorded on the Common Pleas Roll, Michaelmas, 
25 Henry VIII, m. 636, Middlesex, 1533 :—On the 9th of July, 
1524, the day upon which Anthony Babington had been granted his 
appointment by them, "at Clerkenwell, the same prior [Thomas 
Docwra] and brethren by their writing indented, with the 
unanimous assent of their chapter, granted and to farm let to 
Andrew Nowell, of Dalby, co. Leicester, gentleman, their rectory 
of Rothley with all the tithes, oblations, rights, profits and com 
modities to the said rectory pertaining in the county of Leicester, 
as Thomas Pachet lately held and occupied, to hold to the said 
Andrew Nowell and his assigns for the term of his life, rendering 
yearly to the prior and his successors, or to the preceptor of the 
preceptory of Dalby and Rothley, for the time being, twelve 
pounds sterling, payable at the feasts of the Purification B.V. 
Mary (Feb. 2) and the Nativity of St. John the Baptist (June 24) 
by equal payments, with a clause of distress and re-entry for non 
payment of the rent and an undertaking by Andrew Nowell to 
maintain the property in good repair, and to pay to Stephen 
Gardyner, archdeacon of Leicester, four marks yearly for the said 
rectory, under a penalty of twenty-four pounds". In the suit 
heard at Michaelmas, 153S, William Weston, the prior who 
succeeded Docwra, claimed the forfeit of twenty-four pounds, 
and damages a hundred shillings, for the default of Andrew Nowell 
in payment of four pounds to the archdeacon in 1530. Andrew 
declared that he had paid the archdeacon. The record tells us 
no more; but in August, 1560, when a court of survey of the 
manor and its appurtenances was held at Rothley, the rectory was 
still in the hands of Andrew Nowell. The jurors found it to be 
worth twelve pounds annually, and added :—"Be it remembered 
that if the aforesaid Andrew Nowell should die, or if the demise 
shall be void or determined, then it would be worth yearly twenty 
pounds".

The name of Humphrey Babington, the fifth son of Thomas 
Babington of Dethick, first appears in connection with Rothley
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in a document* of 1529, when, his brother, the preceptor, was in 
all probability still alive. On the 24th of June in that year, the 
prior and the brethren of the Order granted to the said Humphrey 
Babington a lease for twenty-nine years of "the site of the manor 
of Rothley, with the buildings and certain demesne lands per 
taining to it, at a yearly rent of £6 13s. 4d." All woods, 
advowsons, profits and perquisites of courts, fines, amercements, 
etc., were excepted; but, during his tenancy, Humphrey was to 
be allowed to have firewood and wood for repairs of his hedges, 
carts and ploughs from the woods of the manor. The use of the 
word "manor" in the lease is misleading. What Humphrey 
really obtained for twenty-nine years was the manor house 
(Rothley Temple), with the buildings and certain demesne lands 
pertaining to it, for the annual rent specified in the deed. When 
the Hospitallers were suppressed in 1540, his lease of these 
properties had still eighteen years to run, and there is no evidence 
that he had any other possessions or rights in the place. He died 
on the 22nd November, 1544, and was succeeded by his eldest son, 
the Thomas Babington who, on the 18th of May, 1549, bought 
from John Mershe, esquire, and Alice, his wife, their manor of 
Cossington, co. Leicester.

At the time of the dissolution of the Hospitallers, Humphrey 
Babington made no application to the Crown for a grant of the 
premises held by him under his lease. Mr. Farnham tells us that 
these were applied for by "a certain Henry Cartwright, of Brick- 
hill Magna, co. Bucks., yeoman, among several other pieces of 
monastic property in which he was much more closely interested 
than in Rothley. Henry Cartwright made his bargain with the 
Crown through the Court of Augmentations, the particulars of 
which are dated 17th July, 1543; he obtained all that Humphrey 
Babington held under his lease at Rothley, and in addition 'Tem- 
pylland Wood', containing twenty acres, of which ten acres of 
forty and sixty years' growth were really reserved to Humphrey 
Babington for supplying him with wood under his lease. Henry 
Cartwright evidently cared nothing about his purchase at Roth 
ley; for, by a fine levied in the octaves of Trinity, 1544, he sold to 
Ambrose Cave, esquire, the manor of Rothley and two messuages, 
six tofts, a watermill, five hundred acres of land, a hundred of 
meadow, two hundred of pasture, forty of wood and a hundred 
of furze and heath, and ten shillings of rent in Rothley, which
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must certainly have included all his interest in that place. Of 
course, the term 'manor of Rothley' is an error; for he had not 
obtained the manor, only the manor house, which is by no means 
the same thing." The facts thus brought to light by Mr. Farn- 
ham's researches make it quite plain that Nichols was wrong 
when he said that Humphrey Babington died possessed of the 
lordship of Rothley. What Humphrey Babington did possess in 
1544, when he died, was an unexpired lease of the manor house 
and certain demesne lands, which had then fourteen years to run, 
and of which Ambrose Cave owned the reversion. The Crown 
still held the manor, and whatever else had belonged to the 
Hospitallers, with the reversion of the rectory at the death of 
Andrew Nowell.

Humphrey Babington's lease expired in June, 1558. It 
appears from the findings of the court of survey held at Rothley 
in August, 1560, that a fresh lease of the properties that he and 
his successor had held there, and possibly of other items in 
Rothley, was granted by Ambrose Cave to a certain Richard 
Temple, gentleman. The record is endorsed: "Rothley. A 
court of survey for Sir Ambrose Cave in Elizabeth 2". Among 
the findings of the jurors are the following: -—

The lord of Rothley hath within the lordship there 
court and view of frankpledge, waifs and strays, felons' 
goods, and chattels of men outlawed, attainted or fled, 
with the correction of all sorts of victuallers.
The lord hath also probate of wills, return of writs, and 
he is coroner and almoner within the said lordship and 
within the soke.
The lord of Rothley is patron of the church of Rothley, 
giveth the advowson of the vicarage at every vacation or 
voidance.
Sum total of the rents within the lordship of Rothley 
according to the said recognition of the tenants is by the 
year £71 15s. 9$d.

At the end of the findings is written:—"Examined by me, 
Michael Purefey. Except the value of the woods, perquisites of 
court, customs .and works of the tenants aforesaid, the liberties 
and advowsons aforesaid which are not extended nor valued".



MEDIEVAL COSSINGTON 211

The rest< of the story of the transference of the manor of 
Rothley to Thomas Babington, the purchaser of the Cossington 
manor, and his son Humphrey may be told in the words of Mr. 
Farnham's own narrative, which cannot be abbreviated without 
essential loss: —

"This survey of the manor of Rothley was doubtless made by 
Ambrose Cave for the express purpose of further purchases by 
him from the Crown of such portions of the manor as he had not 
already obtained from Henry Cartwright, some of which were 
granted 10 January, 3 Elizabeth, to Brian Cave and Edward 
Williams, and were purchased from them by Ambrose Cave on 16 
May, 3 Elizabeth, 1561. And on 14 April, 7 Elizabeth, 1565, Sir 
Ambrose Cave, then chancellor of the duchy of Lancaster, had 
licence from the Crown to alienate his manor of Rothley with all 
its rights, members and appurtenances, and also all and singular 
his messuages, mills, houses, buildings, lands, tenements, 
meadows, woods, rents, reversions, services, courts leet, views of 
frankpledge and hereditaments whatsoever situate, lying and 
being in the town and fields of Rothley held of the Crown in chief 
to Thomas Babington, esquire, and Humphrey Babington, gentle 
man, son and heir of the said Thomas, to have and to hold to 
the same Thomas and Humphrey, their heirs and assigns 
for ever of Us and Our heirs and successors by the services there 
fore due and of right accustomed, and We have given by these 
presents special licence to the said Thomas and Humphrey that 
they may be able to receive and hold the aforesaid manor, etc., to 
them, their heirs and assigns. [Patent roll, 7 Elizabeth, part 6, 
m. 25.]

"The grant of the manor of Rothley to Sir Ambrose Cave, 
which should have come in before the above licence, is, however, 
not among the Rothley documents; so we must, in view of the 
royal licence to alienate, presume that the queen had granted the 
manor of Rothley to Sir Ambrose Cave before the licence for 
alienation was promulgated.

"In consequence of the licence for alienation having been 
granted, Sir Ambrose Cave, on 24th June, 1565, conveyed to the 
said Thomas Babington, esquire, [described as of Cossington, co. 
Leicester] and to Humphrey, son and heir apparent of the same 
Thomas, all that his manor of Rothley as quoted in the licence, 
and also the several purchases which Sir Ambrose had made,
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namely a yearly rent of £7 3s. lOd. and all services as well of 
free tenants as of customary tenants in Rothley, also his rectory 
and church of Rothley with its rights, members and appur 
tenances, together with all tithes, oblations, emoluments and 
profits and commodities to the same rectory appertaining, in as 
full and ample a manner as Sir Ambrose held them. And, lastly, 
Sir Ambrose appointed Thomas Duport and Edward Vincent, 
esquires, as his attornies to deliver full and peaceful possession of 
the manor, etc., to Thomas Babington and Humphrey Babington, 
who took possession of the manor of Rothley, etc., on 7th Decem 
ber, 1565, in the presence of William Temple, gentleman, Gawen 
Phillips and many others."

The manor of Rothley, passing from father to son, remained 
in the possession of the Babingtons until 1845, when it was sold 
by Thomas Gisborne Babington to his brother-in-law, Sir James 
Parker and Mary, his wife, sister of the same Thomas Gisborne 
Babington. In 1893, Sir James's son, Harry Rainey Parker, 
esquire, sold the manor of Rothley and the estate of Rothley 
Temple to the late Frederick Merttens, esquire, who then became 
lord of the manor.

Though the facts related in this chapter do not justify us in 
drawing any definite conclusions, they do, or so it seems to me, 
lead to certain inferences that are inherently very probable. The first 
of these is that it was through his brother, Sir John Babington, 
the preceptor of the Hospitallers, that Humphrey Babington 
became so interested in the Temple and its demesne lands that, 
in 1529, he took them upon the long lease of twenty-nine years. 
The next inference is that Thomas Babington, the son and heir 
of Humphrey, would not have been attracted to Cossington, the 
manor of which he bought five years after his father's death, if it 
had not been for the family association with Rothley and the 
Knights Hospitallers. My third inference is that Thomas 
Babington and his son Humphrey wished to found a I^eicester- 
shire branch of the important family from which they sprang; and 
that it was with this end in view that, probably with the help 
of influential friends, they set to work to obtain, gradually and 
by a series of rather complicated transactions, the very considerable 
estates and manorial rights they ultimately possessed in the 
adjoining vills of Rothley and Cossington, in both of which they 
and their successors were the predominant local lords. These
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can neither be proved nor disproved, are 
respectfully submitted for whatever they may be worth. In any 
case, the history of Cossington becomes more interesting and alive 
when we know the main facts, for which there is documentary 
evidence, concerning the Babingtons and their predecessors at 
Rothley. That is the chief justification of what has been written 
above.

CHAPTER II

WE learn from the Domesday Book, which was compiled about 
1086, that the extensive Leicestershire manor of Barhou (Barrow- 
ou-Soar), with its numerous appendages, was then held of the 
the king by his nephew, Hugh Lupus, earl of Chester. The same 
manor and appendages are stated to have been held by earl Harold, 
better known as king Harold, who was defeated and slain at the 
battle of Hastings. Barrow is described as being in the wapen,take 
of Guthlaxton, and second in the list of appendages appears 
Cossington, concerning which is the following entry:—"In 
Cosintone 6 carucates of land". The average carucate is 
generally reckoned as being equal to a hundred and twenty acres; 
but the measure was not standardised, and it varied in different 
districts. There is one village, at least, in Leicestershire where 
it is known to have been less than a hundred and twenty acres. 
On pages 75 and 76 of volume xvi of our Society's Transactions, 
in a paper called "The Skeffingtons of Skeffington", it is shown 
by a simple calculation that "the virgate in Skeffington consisted 
of twenty-four acres, and the carucate of ninety-six acres". 
We shall probably not be far wrong if we regard the 
carucate in Cossington as having been about a hundred 
acres, which would make earl Hugh's holding of arable land 
there approximately six hundred acres. The Leicestershire 
Survey of 1124-9 places Cossington in the hundred of Dalby-on- 
the-Wolds, and informs us that "in Cosinton the earl of Chester 
[holds] 6 carucates", as at the time of the Domesday. The earl 
of Chester referred to in this second survey would be either 
Ranulph de Meschines, the third earl, who died in 1128, or his 
son and successor, Ralph de Gernoniis. The Domesday and the 
Leicestershire Survey entries relating to Cossington are on pages 
336 and 348, respectively, of the first, and at present only, volume 
of the Victoria County History of Leicestershire. Particulars of
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the earls of Chester and their successors in the thirteenth century 
are given by Mr. Farnham on pages 3, 7 and 8 of his Quorndon 
Records. The lordship of Barrow remained in the Chester family 
until 1232, when Ralph de Blondeville, the sixth earl, died with 
out issue. After Ralph's death, the earldom of Chester was 
annexed to the Crown, and his other estates were divided among 
his four sisters and heirs, one of whom, Mabel, had married 
William de Albini, third earl of Arundel, by whom she had two 
sonis. The elder of these succeeded his father as fourth earl of 
Arundel, but died without issue in the earl of Chester's lifetime. 
The younger son, whose name was Hugh, succeeded his brother 
as fifth earl of Arundel, and also came into his mother's share of 
the Chester inheritance on the death of his uncle in 1232. The 
portion of the Chester estates assigned to Hugh, earl of Arundel, 
included the manor of Barrow, but did not include the six caru- 
cates in Cossington. Mr. Farnham says that, on the death of the 
sixth earl of Chester, the chief lordship of Cossington "seems to 
have passed to the earl of Derby, as in right of his wife Agnes, 
one of the sisters and co-heirs of the late earl of Chester, while 
Robert de Monte Alto, who married Cecily de Albiniaco, one of the 
nieces of the earl of Chester, appears to have obtained some of 
the manorial rights". This statement is taken from a note by 
Mr. Farnham prefixed to his collection of documentary abstracts 
concerning Cossington, which are printed, in chronological order, 
on pages 109 to 130 of the second volume of his Leicestershire 
Medieval Village Notes, and upon which the rest of this paper will 
be almost exclusively based. To avoid the necessity of constant 
references to this invaluable series of abstracts, all quotations 
from it will be set in from the left-hand margins of the pages, so 
that they may easily be recognised as such. The chronological 
arrangement of the abstracts enables any one of them to be readily 
found without page-references.

Mr. Farnham, in the note referred to above, explains that the 
chief lord of Cossington in the twelfth century was one or other 
of the earls of Chester, "under whom the family of Pincerna or 
Boteler [i.e. Butler] held in demesne. Towards the close of the 
twelfth century the manorial rights held by Boteler were divided 
by the marriages of his two daughters and co-heirs, one to Roger 
de Somervill and the other to Ralph de Meisham." The evidence
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for this division of the Boteler holding in Cossington is an official 
record, of which the following is a sufficient abstract: —

Pipe Roll, 29 Henry II, 1182-3. Roger de Sumervill 
renders account of £15 that he may have a moiety of 
the land of Robert Pincerna (Boteler) with his daughter. 
Ralph de Meisham renders account of £20 to have the 
other moiety of the above land with the other daughter.

The next record in which the names of Somervill and Meisnam 
appear relates to the advowson of Cossington church : —

Curia Regis Roll 12, m. i, Leic., temp. Richard I. Roger 
de Sumervill and William de Meisham put themselves on 
the Grand Assize against the abbot of St. Severus con 
cerning the advowson of the church of Cusington and 
ask for recognition which of them has the greater right. 

To this is appended the following summary of relevant facts : — 
In the Matriculus of Hugh Welles, Cant. & York Soc., i, 
259, "Hugh Despenser is patron of the church of Cosing- 
ton, the parson is W. Despenser. And the church pays 
to the abbot of St. Severus 10s. in the name of pension".
The advowson was evidently in litigation, for in the rolls
of bishop Grosseteste (ibid., p. 402), Thomas de Preste-
walde is presented to the church of Cusington by Hugh,
son of Hugh Despenser, letters of the king having been
received containing that the said Hugh, in the king's
court before the justices, had recovered seisin of the said
church against Hugh, earl of Arundel, W. earl Ferrers,
the abbot of St. Severus, Roger de Sumervill and William
de Meisham by an assize of last presentation (A.D. 1239).

The elder of the two Hugh Despensers mentioned in this note was
a sub-tenant of the earl of Chester in the manor of I/oughborough,
probably in succession to his father and brother, who were both
named Thomas. Though no documentary proof of this has come
to light, it is generally accepted that the manor of Beaumanor
was created for the elder Hugh's benefit, and that it was granted
to him before 1232 by the sixth earl of Chester. Hugh senior,
the first lord of Beaumanor, died in 1238. His son and successor,
the Hugh Despenser who recovered seisin of Cossington church,
to which he presented Thomas de Prestewalde, was born about
1223 and became a man of much more than local distinction. In
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the fifteenth volume of our Society's Transactions, pages 153-4, 
Mr. Farnham says of him that he " rose to several important 
positions in the State. On 25 Oct., 1260, he was appointed 
Justiciar of England, as the nominee of the barons, of which office 
he was deprived by the king in 1261. He was again appointed as 
Justiciar by the barons in 1263, and in the same year was made 
Constable of the Tower of London. He was present at the battle 
of Lewes on 14 May, 1264. He joined Simon de Montfort, earl 
of Leicester, in his last campaign against the king, and was slain 
with the earl at the battle of Evesham on 4 August, 1265." The 
name Despenser occurs in several of the earlier Cossington docu 
ments; but the family's connection with the place appears to have 
ceased in 1275, upon the death of John Despenser, son of Geoffrey 
Despenser and a nephew of the Hugh Despenser for whose benefit 
the manor of Beaumanor was created.

The internal history of Cossington, so far as this can be 
derived from documentary evidence, begins in 1182-3, when, as 
we have seen, the lands held there by the Botelers, under the chief 
lordship of the earls of Chester, were divided into two moieties, 
one of which passed to the family of Somervill, and the other to 
the family of Meisham. The descents of these two manorial 
estates will be more clearly understood if they are treated separ 
ately; and, for several reasons, I think it will be best to deal with 
the Somervills first. The Somervills were very numerous, so 
numerous indeed that, from the genealogist's point of view, they 
sometimes tend to get in one another's way. However, it will 
certainly make for simplicity if we start by considering such of 
the documentary abstracts as help us to trace the descent of their 
manor, and throw light upon the family's general standing and 
activities in the village and its locality.

CHAPTER III
IN his paper : "The Town of Hamilton, in Leicestershire, and its 
Ancient Lords" (A.A.S. Reports and Papers, vol. xxxv, pp. 
336-7), Mr. G. E. Kendallsays that "much might be written of the 
Somervilles, who were gallant knights and gentlemen, in the three 
hundred years following the Conquest. Under the Edwards they 
saw much service in the wars against the Scots, and also against 
the French about the time of Crecy and Poitiers. Honours and 
broad acres, they held in almost every county between Trent and
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Tweed. SIP Walter, the first of the English family, left his native 
Somerville, near Evreux in Normandy, it is said, to follow the 
Conqueror to England, who for prowess on the battlefield gave 
him Wichnor, in Staffordshire, long to remain the principal seat 
of his descendants. On Sir Walter's foundation arose a house 
which by successive alliances with heiresses brought to it Stockton 
in Warwickshire, Ingleby in Derbyshire, and in this county 
Cossington, and subsequently Hamilton", which, before it gradu 
ally decayed away, was a hamlet of Barkby. Barkby is a village 
about four miles south-east of Cossington, and the site of 
Hamilton is about a mile and a half further south, in the direction 
of Scraptoft. Signs of its foundations, invested by popular legend 
with a vague air of mystery, are, I believe, still to be traced in 
the fields which are crossed by the footpath from Humberstone, a 
village on the outskirts of Leicester, to Beeby. The connection 
between Hamilton and the Somervills of Cossington will appear 
as we proceed, though it will not be our business to discuss, except 
incidentally, the tenurial complications and lawsuits that arose 
from it. These belong more directly to the history of Barkby 
and its hamlets.

We have learned from the Somervill abstracts cited in the last 
chapter that, in 1182-3, Roger de Somervill rendered account of 
fifteen pounds that he might have a moiety of the land of Robert 
Boteler in Cossington with his daughter, and that, in the time of 
Richard I, he and William de Meisham instituted legal proceedings 
against the abbot of St. Severus concerning the advowson of 
Cossington church. The next record tells us that Roger was 
dead in 1202-3, and that his widow was named Matilda : —

Pipe Roll, 4 John, 1202-3. Matilda, who was the wife 
of Roger de Somervill, renders account of 4 marks and 
one palfrey that she be not distrained (to marry) as is 
contained in the second roll. Into the treasury 2 marks; 
and she owes 2 marks and one palfrey.

The abstract that comes next shows that Matilda was dead in 
1220-1, and, though it is obscurely worded on one point, about 
which we should have liked it to be quite clear, is of considerable 
genealogical interest: —

Curia Regis Roll 77. Oct. St. Michael, 4-5 Henry III, 
1220-1, m. 9 d. Leic., Derby. Ralph Grim and Idonea, 
his wife, Geoffrey de Greseleye and Margery, his wife,
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Simon de Berleston and Elisabeth, his wife, were 
attached to answer by what warrant they intruded into 
the land which Matilda de Sumervill held in Cusinton; 
which land descended by hereditary right, after the said 
Matilda's death, to Roger de Sumervill, as it is said, 
who is under age and in. the king's custody. They came 
and said that they did not intrude, but they hold the land 
as the right and inheritance of the said Idonea, Margery 
and Elisabeth, which descended to them by hereditary 
right from the said Matilda, their mother, who died 
thereof seised long after the death of Roger de Sumervill, 
the father of the said Roger. They also said that the 
said Matilda did not hold that land or other land from 
the king. They also said that Roger, the said Matilda's 
son, only held from the king in respect of his purchase. 
And because they acknowledged that Roger is the son 
of Roger, brother of the said Idonea, Margery and Elisa 
beth, and he is of male descent, it is adjudged that Roger 
has greater right in that land. Therefore let him have 
his seisin, and the others are in mercy.

This record establishes definitely that Matilda, daughter of Robert 
Boteler and relict of Roger de Somervill, was survived by three 
daughters, Idonea, Margery and Elisabeth, who had married, 
respectively, Ralph Grim, Geoffrey de Greseley and Simon de 
Berleston, and either a son or a grandson named Roger. The 
wording of the last sentence but one of the record is ambiguous; 
but I think that the more natural interpretation of it is that the 
Roger concerned in the suit was the nephew of Idonea, Margery 
and Elisabeth, and the grandson of Matilda and the first Roger 
Somervill of Cossington. There seems to be an intended differen 
tiation between "Roger, the said Matilda's son", and the Roger 
who was "under age and in the king's custody". If this reading, 
which Mr. Farnham favoured, is correct, Matilda had a son called 
Roger, who predeceased her, and the Roger in whose favour the 
suit was decided, was the son of this Roger, and consequently her 
grandson.

The next abstract shows that, by means of a fine, Geoffrey 
de Greseley and Margery, his wife, at Michaelmas, 1221, pur 
chased "a virgate of land in Cusington" from Gilbert, son of 
Herebert. The land was declared to be the right of Geoffrey and
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Margery, and Margery's heirs, and "Geoffrey de Greseley and
Margery gave Gilbert two silver marks for a quitclaim of the
land". The name of Somervill appears in the following abstracts,
the first two of which prove what has been said about the descent
of the chief lordship after the death of the sixth earl of Chester : —

Book of Fees. Testa de Nevill, part i, p. 520. 1235-6.
On the aid granted to the king for marrying his sister
Isabel to the emperor. Fees of Monhaut (Monte Alto).
From half a fee which Roger de Somervill holds in
Cosinton, as to one moiety of the earl of Derby and the
other moiety of the steward of Monhaut—1 mark1 .
Book of fees, part ii, p. 947. 1242-3. Fees of earl Ferrers. 
In Cosinton, half a fee which Roger de Sumervill, the 
steward of Monhaut and William de Meisham hold of the 
earl Ferrers, i.e. of the earl of Derby.
Pipe Roll. 31 Henry III. 1246-1248. Among the 
amercements by R. de Lexinton. Roger de Sumervill 
owes 100s. for unjust detention, as is contained in the 
27th roll.

Our documents tell us no more about the Somervills until 
1291, when Elena, who was the wife of Robert de Wauton, 
demanded against Roger de Somervill "a third part of a messuage 
and carucate of land in Cusington" as dower. It is impossible to 
identify this Roger and to fix him in his right place in the family 
pedigree. He was possibly the Roger de Somervill mentioned in 
the following record, which suggests that, in the reign of Edward 
I, a certain amount of guile, engendered by their love of sport, 
still existed among the leading people of Cossington and their 
associates: —

Coram Rege Roll 136. Easter, 21 Edward I, 1293, m. 
22 d. lyeyc. : John de Folevill, John Tok and Roger de 
Somervill were attached to answer the king and John de 
Braban concerning this, that they, in the first week in 
Lent, 19 Edward I, took and detained a certain tame 
falcon of the said John Braban, by which Richard Bret- 
vill, who sues for the king, says that they are damaged 
1000 marks. The king pardons John de Folevill as far 
as pertains to him, therefore he is quit; and as to Roger 
de Somervill, he says that one Richard Heilward took
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the said falcon in the fields of Cossington, and that he, 
Roger, had the said falcon by the delivery of the said 
Richard, and that he was unaware that the said falcon 
belonged to John de Braban or the king, nor did he 
hear any clamour thereof in the market, or anywhere else. 
And this he is prepared to prove. John Tok says that 
he had the falcon of the gift of the said Roger, and held 
that falcon for a space of time in co. Notts., and carried 
it about openly and neither knew nor heard that it was 
John Braban's falcon, or the king's; and John Tok makes 
a fine with the king for 100s. at the king's will, by the 
pledge of Gilbert de Hoby; and likewise Roger de Somer- 
vill made a fine with the king for 40s., at the king's will, 
by the pledge of William de Bredon. The king accepted 
the above fines, and the defendants are quit. 

The John Tok who was fined a hundred shillings, a very con 
siderable sum in those days, may have been connected with 
the William Towke who, at Easter, 1292, with the alternative 
of John Batolf, was appointed by Margery, relict of John de 
Farnham, as her attorney against Robert de Farnham, her 
father-in-law, in a plea of dower. (Leicestershire Medieval 
Pedigrees, p. 71.) The falcon used in England was a long-winged 
hawk, which did its work in open country, first rising in the air, 
and then "stooping" upon its quarry. The late Mr. G. Town- 
send Warner, on page 338 of Mediaeval England (Clarendon 
Press, 1924), says that to steal a hawk was felony, and that a 
bishop of Ely once excommunicated a thief who took one from 
the cloisters of Bermondsey. Any one who destroyed falcons' 
eggs was liable to a year's imprisonment. Richard Bretvill's 
estimate of the damage caused by the detention of the falcon 
astray at Cossington shows how highly these creatures were 
valued by our ancestors.

The next two abstracts relating to the Somervills of Cossing 
ton introduce us to their connection with Hamilton, the vanished 
hamlet of Barkby mentioned at the beginning of this chapter. 
We shall be helped to see the bearings of these if we first consider 
the retrospective portion of a judicial record dated twenty-five 
years later : —

De Banco Roll 285. Easter, 5 Edward III, 1331, in. 231, 
Leyc. Alexander deSomervill demands v. John de Somer-
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vill 4 messuages and 4 bovates of land in Barkby and 
Hamelton, which Gerard de Hamelton gave to Roger de 
Somervill in free marriage with Matilda, the daughter 
of the said Gerard, and which, after the deaths of Roger 
and Matilda, and of Roger the son of Roger and Matilda, 
to the said Alexander, as brother and heir of Roger son 
of Roger, ought to descend by the form of the gift. 
Roger and Matilda were seised of the said gift in the 
time of king Edward I. John denies the gift. Order to 
summon a jury.

Mr. Kendall, in his paper on Hamilton, says that the Gerard de 
Hamilton referred to in this record died between 1270 and 1282. 
He was the son of Richard de Hamilton (d. before 1246) and a 
certain Juliana, who married a second husband named Stephen de 
Rothley. The father of Richard was an earlier Gerard de Hamil 
ton. Mr. Kendall thinks that the evidence that Gerard, the 
father of Matilda, was the last male of his family is almost con 
clusive; and that it was through the marriage of Matilda and 
Roger that the manor of Hamilton passed to the Somervills of 
Cossington. We must see what conclusions, if any, can be drawn 
from later documents concerning the Somervill interests in 
Hamilton. In the meantime, we had better return to our chrono 
logical sequence of abstracts : —

De Banco Roll 154. Hilary, 33 Edward I, 1305, m. 14, 
Leyc. The sheriff was ordered to cause to come here 
on this day Roger de Somervill and Matilda, his wife, 
[and] Roger, son of Roger de Somervill.

Mr. Farnham, in a note to this abstract, says that the suit leaves 
off abruptly; but that the interesting information is recorded that 
the sheriff returned that Roger de Somervill was dead, and that 
Matilda, his relict, was attached by Thomas de Belgrave, of 
Hamilton, and Roger le Provost, also of Hamilton. In the 
Barkby section of Leicestershire Medieval Village Notes (vol. i, 
pp. 112-13), is an extract from the same De Banco Roll as the 
above which begins : "The sheriff was ordered to cause to come 
here on this day Henry Bole and Mary his wife, the abbot of 
Croyland, William Gerard" and many others, "to recognise by 
what services they held their tenements of Thomas, son of Thomas 
de Lincoln, in the manor of Barkby, which services the said 
Thomas, in the king's court at York, granted to Roger de
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Wilughby by a fine made between them". In the second part of 
this record, it is stated that "Henry Bole and Mary say they held 
of the said Thomas a messuage, 5 acres of land, and 1 rood of 
meadow, in the said manor by fealty and a service of 1 Ib. of 
cummin for all services, and for which they attorned to the said 
Roger de Wilughby in court here and did fealty, and further the 
said Roger granted that he and his heirs would warrant and 
acquit the said Henry and Mary, and the heirs of Mary, against 
all men for ever." In another record of the same year concerning 
Barkby, Roger de Wilughby is described as "of L/eycester". It 
may be that the order to the sheriff to cause the Somervills "to 
come here" was connected with the same business. The next 
abstract relating to Cossington is as follows : —

De Banco Roll 158. Hilary, 34 Edward I, 1306, m. 266, 
Leyc. Henry, son of Roger de Somervill, of Cossington, 
John and James, brothers of the said Henry, v. Matilda, 
who was the wife of Roger de Somervill, of Cossington, 
in a plea that she hold to the agreement made between 
them concerning 15 messuages and 13 bovates of land in 
Hamelton and Thorp juxta Barkeby [Barkby Thorpe]. 
Order to produce Matilda in court in 3 weeks of Easter 
day.

The agreement mentioned is referred to by Mr. Kendall, who says 
that "Roger Somerville lived long enough to produce a family of 
at least seven children. He died prior to 1306, for in that year 
an agreement was entered into by three of his sons, Henry, John 
and James, and their widowed mother Maud {i.e. Matilda, of which 
Maud is a variant], respecting 15 messuages and 13 bovates of 
land in Hamilton and Thorpe. (Fine Roll, 34 Ed. I.) Under 
Feudal Aids we learn that in 1316 the abbot of Leicester and 
Roger Somerville, who was apparently the eldest surviving son 
of Roger and Maud, were lords of the manors of Barkby, Hamil 
ton and Thorp, and that Roger was lord of Cossington. (Feudal 
Aids, vol. v, p. 181.)" The last Farnham abstract (De Banco Roll 
187. Trinity, 4 Edward II, 1311, m. 257, Leyc.) relating to 
Matilda, the daughter of Gerard de Hamilton, is as follows : "The 
essoiner of Richard de Belgrave and Joan, his wife, v. Matilda, 
who was the wife of Roger de Sumervill, in a plea of a messuage 
in Cusington". According to a pedigree printed by Mr. Kendall 
she died in 1316.
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The Rqger de Somervill who married Matilda, daughter of 
Gerard de Hamilton, may well have been the Roger who was co- 
defendant with John Tok and John de Folevill in the case con 
cerning the falcon said to have been taken in the fields of Cossing- 
ton in Lent, 1291. We have seen that the sheriff reported him 
to be dead in 1305. He appears to have been succeeded in the 
manor of Cossington by his eldest son, Roger, who married a 
lady named Felicia and died between 1325 and 1327. So much, 
I think, may be legitimately deduced from the following docu 
mentary evidences : —

Rothley MSS. Charter by which Hugh le Mayster, of 
Cosington, grants to Thomas, son of Geoffrey the clerk, 
of Cosington, and Margery, his wife, that plot which 
lies between a toft of the same Thomas and his croft, 
together with the whole lane which used to be the way 
to the grange of Walter Leverych, as appears in the 
original charters. To hold to Thomas and Margery, 
their heirs and assigns, for ever, by doing to the chief 
lords of the fee the right and accustomed service.
These being witnesses, Nicholas de Dranefeld, of 
Cosington, Sir Nicholas, rector of the church of Cosing 
ton, Roger de Somervile, William Pynkeneye, William de 
Meysham, Roger Bateman, all of Cosington, John the 
clerk and many others.
Dated Cossington, Tuesday before the Annunciation, 9 
Edward II, 1316.

The next two documents are important, because they will be 
referred back to when we come to later stages in the Somervill 
descent: —

De Banco Roll 231. Midi., 13 Edward II, 1319, m. 41, 
Leyc. Roger de Somervill and Felicia, his wife, give 
50s. for licence to agree with Nicholas Vertefaux, parson 
of the church of Cosynton, in a plea of covenant of the 
manors of Cosynton and Hamelton.
Fine. Morrow of All Souls, 13 Edward II, 1319. Between 
Roger de Somervill and Felicia, his wife, plaintiffs, and 
Nicholas de Vertifaux, parson of the church of Cosyng- 
ton, defendant of the manors of Cosyngton and Hamel 
ton. Grant to Roger and Felicia and their issue, in
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default of issue then to Alexander, the brother of Roger, 
with remainders over to John and James successively, 
brothers of Alexander, in default to Roger, the son of 
Robert de Overton, and his issue, in default to Roger, 
the son of Henry de Notingham, and his issue, and in 
default to the right heirs of Roger de Somervill for ever. 

This fine, of course, was a collusive suit by which, with the 
friendly aid of the then rector of Cossington, Roger and 
Felicia de Somervill aimed at securing the manors of Cossington 
and Hamilton to themselves and their issue, or, failing issue of 
their own, to the brothers of Roger in the order named, 
or, failing them, to Roger de Overton and his issue, or, in turn 
to Roger de Notingham and his issue, or, in the last resort, to 
"the right heirs of Roger de Somervill for ever". It is to be 
presumed that the Roger de Somervill who married the daughter 
of Gerard de Hamilton had two daughters, and that Robert de 
Overton married the elder, and Henry de Nottingham the 
younger, of these. The last appearance of the name of Felicia's 
husband, as a living man, is at the head of a list of witnesses to a 
charter dated "Cosington, on the Purification [the 2nd of Feb 
ruary], 18 Edward II, 1325", where he is styled "Roger de Somer- 
ville, lord of Cosington". Inanoteupon this charter, Mr. Farnham 
gives the field-names that are mentioned in it: —Briggefurlong, 
Hertecroft, Brodewong, Staniland, Bremehow, Stacfurlong, Little 
Foxol, Stonehow, Schardewellfurlong, Hundane, Dickfurlong, 
Rengeston, Hungerhill, Horsadel, Langebozel, Burbladhil, 
Peiseland, Waterforowes, Wadesorn, Goldhou, Crokenest, le 
Breche, Zekebusk, Grenhou, Calehil, Brodedol, Heridol and Clif. 
The meanings of several of these names are fairly obvious, and 
it is possible that some of them, more or less modified, may sur 
vive to the present day.

That Roger de Somervill, the husband of Felicia, was dead 
in 1327 is shown by the fact that the name of Felicia herself heads 
the list of holders of land in Cossington assessed for the Lay Sub 
sidy of that year : —

From Felicia de Somervyll 4s. Ojd. 
Robert de Houby 2s. 6d. 
William Hande 2s. 
Roger Payn 2s. 
Ralph Brid 2s. 6jd.
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* Ralph de Dranfeld 2s. 
William de Meisam 2s. 6|d. 
Ralph Germayn 3s. Id. 
William Somervfll Is. 
Roger son of Robert 2s. 6jd- 
Thomas son of Geoffrey 2s.

Sum 28s. 2fd.
The earliest litigation in which Felicia figures on her own 

account is thus recorded : —
De Banco Roll 277, Easter, 3 Edward III, 1329, m. 169 
d. l,eyc. Alexander de Somervile demands v. Felicia, 
who was the wife of Roger de Somervile, the manor of 
Cossington, which John de Somervile gave to Henry de 
Somervile and his issue, and which, after the deaths of 
the said Henry, and of Roger the son of the said Henry, 
and of Roger the son of the said Roger, to the said 
Alexander, as brother and heir of the said Roger son of 
Roger, ought to descend by the form of the gift. Felicia 
came, by John de Overton, her attorney, and asks for a 
hearing. Result: Felicia may go without a day, and 
Alexander takes nothing by this writ, but is in mercy 
for a false claim.

Mr. Farnham makes no comment upon this suit, beyond 
remarking that the court evidently upheld the settlement by fine 
of 1319. In the record of a suit of 1335, in which he was defen 
dant, Alexander de Somervill is described as "parson of the 
church of Retherby [i.e. Rotherby]". It will be remembered that 
he appears as defendant in a suit (De Banco Roll 289. Easter, 
1331), the abstract record of which has already been cited above, 
because of the information it contains about the settlement of 
certain messuages and lands in Barkby and Hamilton made by 
Gerard de Hamilton upon Roger de Somervill and his wife, 
Matilda, the daughter of Gerard, who "were seised of the said 
gift in the time of king Edward I". John de Overton, Felicia's 
attorney, was probably a relation of the Robert de Overton men 
tioned in the settlement of 1319. There are only two more 
abstracts concerning Felicia in Mr. Farnham's collection: —

Coram Rege Roll 282. Mich. 4 Edward III, 1330, m. 
27, Leyc. Felicia, who was the wife of Roger de 
Somervill, v. James de Somervill in a plea of trespass.
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Order to distrain James for default of advent. 
De Banco Roll 284. Hilary, 5 Edward III, 1331, m. 
207, Leyc. William, son of William Pynkeney, of 
Cusyngton, demands v. Felicia, who was the wife of 
Roger Somervill, of Cusington, a messuage and 5 acres 
of land in Cusington.

Mr. Kendall, in his paper on Hamilton, says that Felicia de 
Somervill was granted letters of protection for two years in 1329, 
when she was about to start upon a pilgrimage to Santiago. (Cal. 
of Patent Rolls, 1327-30, p. 454.) She probably died in 1331; for 
the name of Alexander de Somervill heads the list of Cossington 
landowners who contributed to the Lay Subsidy in the following 
year: —

From Alexander de Somervill 4s. 
Robert de Houby 4s. 
Juliana Germayn 3s. 
William Pynkeneye 3s. 
Roger son of Roger de Somervill 4s. 
William de Meisham 2s. 4d. 
Roger de Sytheston 2s. 4d.

For reasons that will soon become manifest, the Roger, son of 
Roger de Somervill, whose name appears in this list can hardly 
have been Felicia's son; and I have no means of identifying the 
Roger, son of Robert de Somervill, who was one of the witnesses 
to a charter executed at Cossington on the Sunday before St. 
Michael, 1331. According to Mr. Kendall, Alexander de Somer 
vill held the manor of Cossington from the time of Felicia's death 
until about 1340, when he died himself. At about that date, the 
manor passed from the Somervills through the marriage of a 
certain Alice de Somervill, whose parentage has not yet been 
determined, to a member of the family of Willughby, of Wil- 
loughby-on-the-Wolds. In order to get as near as possible to a 
right understanding of the succession from this period, we must go 
forward and consider Mr. Farnham's abstracts of two records 
dated, respectively, 1423 and 1449. The earlier of these begins 
by reciting the terms of the fine of 1319 : —

De Banco Roll 651. Mich. 2 Henry VI, 1423, m. 140, 
Leyc. A fine was levied in the court of king Edward III 
(rectius II) in the 13th year of his reign, at York, on the 
morrow of All Souls, between Roger de Somerville and
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Felicia, his wife, plaintiffs, and Nicholas de Vertifaux, 
parson of the church of Cosington, defendant of the 
manors of Cosington and Hamelton. Nicholas granted 
to Roger and Felicia and their issue, with remainder to 
Alexander, the brother of Roger, remainder to John, 
brother of Alexander, then to James, brother of John, in 
default to Roger, son of Robert de Overton, in default 
to Roger, son of Henry de Notingham, and in default to 
the right heirs of Roger de Somervile for ever.
And now, on the information of Hugh de Wilughby, 
esq., kinsman and heir of the aforesaid James de Somer- 
ville, the king learns that Roger and Felicia are dead 
without issue, John also is dead without issue, Alexander 
and James are also dead, and a certain John Jaunvyle, 
esq., has lately entered on 9 messuages, 7 bovates of 
land and a moiety of a messuage in Hamelton, parcel of 
the said manor, and holds them contrary to the form of 
the said fine. John Jaunvyle is ordered to be there on 
the quindene of St. Michael to show wherefore the said 
premises, after the said respective deaths, ought not to 
descend to the said Hugh Wilughby, kinsman and heir 
of the said James, namely, son of Edmund, son of Alice, 
daughter of the said James. And he demands execution. 
John Jaunvyle says that John, the brother of Alexander, 
had issue a certain William and died, after whose death 
the said William entered as son and heir, whose state in 
the premises John Jaunvyle now has, and William had 
issue Margery, which Margery is now living. Hugh 
says that John, the brother of Alexander, died without 
issue.
Result. The jury decide in favour of Hugh Wilughby, 
and say that John, the brother of Alexander, died without 
issue.

The later record gives a succession that is vitally different from 
the one put forward by Hugh de Willughby in the above suit. It 
represents the finding of the jury at the inquisition taken after 
Hugh Willughby's death : —

Inquisition p.m. Hugh Willughby, knight. Taken at 
Leicester on 21 Jan., 27 Henry VI, 1449. On the oath
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of William Somervile, of Cosington, and others, jurors, 
who say that a certain fine was levied at York in the 
court of king Edward II, anno 13, between Roger de 
Somervill and Felicia, his wife, plaintiffs, and Nicholas 
Vertifaux, parson of the church of Cosington, defendant 
of the manors of Cosington and Hamelton.
Roger and Felicia were seised of the manors in fee tail 
and had issue Alice, and died, after whose deaths the 
manors descended to Alice, as daughter and heir, which 
Alice had issue Edmund (Willughby) and died, after 
whose death the manors descended to Edmund as son 
and heir of Alice, which Edmund had issue the said 
Hugh Willughby, knight, named in the commission, 
and died, after whose death the manors descended to the 
said Hugh, as son and heir of Edmund.
The manor of Cosington is held of the king, as of the 
duchy of Lancaster, of the honor of Leicester, by service 
of a fourth part of a knight's fee.
The manor of Hamelton is held of Thomas de Roos, 
service unknown to the jury.
There are in the manor of Cosington the site of the 
manor, worth nothing beyond the outgoings, 24 bovates 
of land, each bovate worth 3s. yearly, 40 acres of meadow 
worth 12d. per acre yearly, 50 acres of pasture worth 2s. 
yearly per acre, 20s. yearly rent from divers free tenants 
there, a watermill worth 20s. yearly. The perquisites of 
the courts of the said manor are worth nothing yearly 
beyond the fee of the steward.
Hugh Willughby, kt., died on 15 November, 1448.
Richard Willughby, esq., is the son and heir of Hugh, 
and aged 30 years and more.

If we reject, as the jury did, the descent upon which John 
Jaunvyle based his claim in the suit heard at Michaelmas, 1423, 
two alternative descents remain for our consideration : (1) that 
placed before the court on behalf of Hugh Willughby in the same 
suit, and (2) that returned by the jury at the inquisition post 
mortem taken at Leicester in January, 1449, after the same Hugh 
Willughby's death. According to the information supplied by
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Hugh Willugfcby himself in 1423, the said Hugh was the son of 
Edmund de Willughby, the grandson of Alice de Willughby, 
and the great-grandson of James de Somervill, who was Alice's 
father and the youngest brother of Felicia's husband, the Roger 
de Somervill who died between 1319, the date of the fine so often 
alluded to, and 1327. The jurors of the inquisition taken, twenty- 
five years later, after the death of Hugh Willughby found that 
"Roger and Felicia were seised of the manors [of Cossington and 
Hamilton] in fee tail and had issue Alice, and died, after whose 
deaths the manors descended to Alice as daughter and heir, which 
Alice had issue Edmund [Willughby] and died, after whose death 
the manors descended to Edmund as son and heir of Alice, which 
Edmund had issue the paid Hugh Willughby, knight, named in 
this commission, and died, after whose death the manors 
descended to the said Hugh, as son and heir of Edmund". In 
both versions of the succession, it is declared that Hugh was the 
son of Edmund, and that Edmund wap the son of Alice; the 
difference between them is that in the suit of 1423 Alice was 
declared to have been the daughter of James de Somervill, whereas 
the jurors of the inquisition post mortem attested that she was 
the daughter of Roger and Felicia, so that Sir Hugh Willughby 
was made to appear as the direct descendant of the original 
makers of the settlement by fine. I am strongly inclined to 
believe that Alice was the daughter of James de Somervill, as 
was stated in 1423 on the authority of Hugh himself, who would 
be likely to know the facts. The documentary evidence suggests, 
but hardly proves, that Alexander succeeded Felicia, and died, 
as Mr. Kendall says he did, about 1340. The brother, John, 
who came between Alexander and James, so far as the evidence 
goes, never held the manors; it may be that he predeceased 
Alexander. If this was so, the youngest brother James and his 
heirs would be the right successors. It seems, therefore, to be 
almost certain that Sir Hugh Willughby was indeed, as he claimed 
to be in the suit against Jaunvyle, the "kinsman and heir of the 
aforesaid James de Somervill", the last in order of Felicia's 
brothers-in-law named in the original settlement.

Some interesting particulars of the family of Willughby and 
their places of residence are given by Mr. J. B. Firth in Highways 
and Byways in Nottinghamshire. On pages 43^44 of that book, 
Mr. Firth says :—"The Willoughbys owe the foundation of their
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family fortunes to a Nottingham wool merchant, named Ralph 
Bugge, who in 1240 purchased an estate at Willoughby-on-the 
Wolds—where we shall see several Willoughbys lying in state— 
and changed his own unpleasing patronymic for that of his new 
home. The Wollaton estate came to them through the heiress 
of the Morteins in the reign of Edward III, and the Willoughby 
of the time of Henry VIII enriched himself, by favour of the 
Crown, on the spoils of the Priory of Lenton. The most famous 
member of the family in Elizabethan days was Sir Hugh, the 
Arctic explorer, who was lost in the ice with all his company at 
'Arzina in Lapland neere unto Kezur'. Hakluyt, who tells the 
story, describes with much dramatic power how some Russian 
fishermen came upon this ship of the frozen dead and found Sir 
Hugh seated in his chair in the cabin with his will laid before 
him and the ship's papers all carefully kept to a date in January, 
1554."

On page 77 of his book, Mr. Firth gives the following account 
of the village from which the Willughbys derived their surname : 
"Willoughby-on-the-Wolds, which lies close on the Leicester 
shire border, is a place of considerable historic interest. Its chief 
visible attraction is its church, a roomy and well-restored building, 
containing a fourteenth-century mortuary chapel, where lie the 
tombs of several of the Willoughbys. The effigy by the north 
wall, in the dress of a judge, is that of Sir Richard de Willughby, 
Chief Justice of the King's Bench in 1327. He married Isabella 
de Mortein, and through her became possessed of Wollaton, near 
Nottingham, which has been associated with the Willoughby 
family from that day to this. The double tomb in the middle of 
the little chapel is that of Sir Hugh Willoughby [grandson of 
Alice, whom we presume to have been the daughter of James 
de Somervill of Cossington], who died in 1448. An heiress of the 
Frevilles brought him the Middleton estate in Warwickshire, 
from which the head of the family took his title when enrolled in 
the reign of Queen Anne. The manor-house of the Willoughbys, 
whence this noted family sprang, survives, at any rate in part, 
in the cottages and farmhouses on the south side of the church, 
which have been subdivided out of the original building."

By the courtesy of Mr. Edgar Backus, I am able to add a few 
details concerning the early history of the Willughbys that are 
not mentioned by Mr. Firth. These are taken from the first
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volume, publMed in 1853, of Thomas Bailey's History of the 
County of Nottingham, pp. 127-8:—"At this period [1235], 
Ralph Bugge, the first name which .appears in our local records, 
in that long list of merchants and manufacturers, by which our 
ancient town [Nottingham] for now more than six centuries, has 
been distinguished, was in the height of bis commercial glory. 
.... Ralph Bugge erected a mansion in this town, at the corner 
of St. Mary's Gate, leading to the High Pavement, a portion of 
which was, until very recently, in existence, and was known as 
the 'Old Angel Inn'. Formerly this mansion was called 'Bugge 
Hall', and descended to the grandson of the founder, Sir Charles 
de Bingham, who, it would seem, still continued to carry on the 
business of a wool-merchant. This family appears, at this early 
period, to have acquired great riches by trade, and, in con 
sequence, to have aspired after that rank and influence in society, 
which the enjoyment of large territorial possessions have [sic\ 
ever conferred in this country.

"The first acquisitions of the family in landed property 
appear to have been at Willoughby-on-the-Wolds, as we find, that 
in this year, John, son of Geoffrey de Willoughby, gave acquit 
tance to Ralph Bugge, for all that was due to him for lands, which 
the said Ralph Bugge bought of him in Willoughby, excepting 
six marks. He promised, also, to get the deed of sale confirmed 
to the said Ralph, by the chief lords of the fee, John de Ercy, and 
Robert le Vavasour. Hugh de Rutinton, or Ruddington, (43, 
Henry III) sold to Richard Bugge a sack of wool, for the security 
of the delivery whereof he gave him possession of an oxgang of 
land, in Ruddington. . . . Roger de Somervill (42, Henry III) 
released, or sold, to this Richard Bugge, son of Ralph, half the 
fishing in Trent, with a tenement at Engleby [i.e. Ingleby, near 
Repton] in Derbyshire. [The Somervills' connection with Ingleby 
has already been mentioned, in a quotation from Mr. Kendall's 
paper on Hamilton, in this chapter.]

" 'Here', says Thoroton, 'divers persons conveyed lands to 
him, whereby he became a very great man; he was called Richard 
Bugge, of Willoughby. His son took the name of Richard de 
Willoughby, dropping the old patronymic of Bugge; he was a 
lawyer, and acquired great riches; he was buried in the church 
of Willoughby. His son was called Sir Richard de Willoughby, 
and first purchased Wollaton, which was previously the property
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of Sir Roger de Morteyn* ". It will have been observed that, 
according to Mr. Firth, it was the original Ralph Bugge, the Not 
tingham wool-merchant, who changed his name to Willoughby; 
and that Thoroton states that it was Ralph's grandson, the second 
Richard, who did this. Probably Thoroton, whose book upon 
Nottinghamshire Mr. Firth describes as "an astounding store 
house of local information", is correct on this point.

Though the name of Bugge is not euphonious, it appears to 
have been inoffensive, and possibly distinguished, in origin. 
Professor Weekley (The Romance of Names, p. 77, 1914 edition) 
quotes a passage from Matthew Arnold's essay on the Function 
of Ciiticism at the Present Time, in which Arnold, offended by 
the surname of a man called Wragg, expressed his indignation at 
our racial lack of refinement thus :—"What a touch of grossness 
in our race, what an original shortcoming in the more delicate 
spiritual perceptions, is shown by the natural growth amongst us 
of such hideous names—Higginbottom, Stiggins, Bugg!" Upon 
these fastidious remarks, Mr. Weekley makes the following com 
ment :—"Though there may have been 'no Wragg on Ilyssus', it 
is not a bad name, for, in its original form Ragg, it is the first 
element of the heroic Ragnar .... Bugg, which one family changed 
for Norfolk Howard, is the Anglo-Saxon Bucga, a name no doubt 
borne by many a valiant warrior. Stiggins, as we have seen, goes 
back to a name great in history, and Higginbottom is purely geo 
graphical."

Before the above digression into the early history of the de 
Willughbys, we were considering the stages by which the manors 
of Cossington and Hamilton descended from Felicia, relict of 
Roger de Somervill, which Felicia died about 1331, to Sir Hugh de 
Willughby, who succeeded to them in or before 1423, and died 
on the 15th of November, 1448. When I had presented the 
evidence afforded by Mr. Farnham's abstracts, I expressed my 
own opinion that Hugh de Willughby was almost certainly, as he 
claimed to be, the kinsman and heir of James Somervill, the 
youngest of Felicia's brothers-in-law named in the fine of 1319. 
Sir Hugh is described in a De Banco record of 1423, already quoted 
in this paper, as "Hugh Wilughby, kinsman and heir of the said 
James [de Somervill], namely, son of Edmund, son of Alice, 
daughter of the said James". Though this descent cannot be 
proved, taking all the known facts into consideration, it seems to
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me to be murh more likely to be correct than the direct descent 
from Roger and Felicia de Somervill given in the record of the 
inquisition taken after the death of Sir Hugh de Willughby.

Except in citations of the fine of 1319, the names of James de 
Somervill and his daughter Alice do not appear in Mr. Farnham's 
chronological abstracts; but Edmund, the son of Alice and the 
father of Hugh de Willughby, was among the witnesses to the 
following charter: —

Rothley MSS. Charter by which Symon Pynkene, of 
Cosington, grants to .William Pynkene, of Cosington, and 
Joan, his wife, and the assigns of William, all his lands 
and tenements in Cosington at a yearly rent of 40s. for 
the life of Symon.
These being witnesses : Edmund de Wylughby, knight, 
lord of Cosington, Simon de St. German, of Cosington, 
Roger Somervile, Alexander de Meysam, Simon Somer- 
vile, Richard Kyng. all of Cosington, and others.
Dated Cosington, Tuesday after the Annunciation, 43 
Edward III, 1369.

Sir Edmund is not mentioned again in the abstracts; but the name 
of another member of the family appears in a record of ten years 
later: —

De Banco Roll 475. Trinity, 3 Richard II, 1379, m. 
205 d. I/eyc. Gervase de Clyfton, chivaler, Hugh de 
Wylughby, clerk, and Robert Martell v. Roger Somervill 
in a plea wherefore he made waste, sale and destruction 
of houses, gardens, etc., in Cosington which the plain 
tiffs had demised to him for a term of years, to the dis 
inheritance of the plaintiffs, and against the form of the 
statute.

From this "date the name of de Willughby does not occur in any of 
the abstracts until we come to the record of the suit of 1423, which 
was decided in favour of Hugh de Willughby's claim to be the 
lord of the manors of Cossington and Hamilton. There are, 
however, several abstracts of the fourteenth and early fifteenth 
centuries which relate to the de Somervills and their interests in 
Cossington. It will be remembered that, according to Mr. Ken- 
dall, whose view is supported by the documents, the manors of 
Cossington and Hamilton were held, after the death of Felicia,
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by Alexander de Somervill, who died about 1340. The following 
abstract belongs to the period of Alexander's tenure, or, if we are 
to be extremely cautious, presumed tenure : —

De Banco Roll 307. Trinity, 10 Edward III, 1336, m. 
101 d. Leyc. Ralph Burgess of Melton demands against 
Alexander de Somervyle and John, his brother, the 
manor of Hamelton, of which John, the ancestor of 
Ralph, was seised in his demesne as of fee in the time of 
king Edward I. And from John the right descended to 
a certain Robert, as son and heir, and from Robert to 
Ralph, who now demands as son and heir.

We shall hear more of Ralph Burgess and his claim as we proceed. 
The next abstract, in order of date, relates to the chief lordship of 
Cossington : —

Cal. inquisitions p.m. Henry de Beaumont, vol. viii, p. 
189. File 62-2. Taken on 10 April, 14 Edward III, 
1340. The jury say that Henry died seised of the manor 
of Loughteburg [I^oughborough] with its hamlets, 
amongst them Cosington, held of the king in chief, 
jointly enfeoffed with Alice, his wife, who survives, by 
a charter of the present king, to hold to Henry and Alice 
and their issue, in default to the king. Henry also held 
the advowson of the church of Cosinton, of the same 
enfeoffment.
John, his son, aged 22 and more, is his next heir. 

The manor of Loughborough, of which Cossington had become 
an appendage, had formerly been held by the Despensers. It was 
granted to Henry de Beaumont and Alice, his wife, in 1327. 
(Calend. Rot. Char. 159.) The de Beaumonts obtained the manor 
of Beaumanor at about the same time. Mr. Farnham describes 
the circumstances thus :—"In 1322 Hugh Despencer was created 
earl of Winchester; he and his son Hugh, the younger, were the 
unpopular ministers and favourites of king Edward II. The 
elder Hugh, at the age of nearly ninety, was taken prisoner and 
hanged at Bristol by queen Isabella in 1325, whilst his arrogant 
sou, the younger Hugh, was captured and hanged, with all the 
revolting cruelties that hip enemies could devise, at Hereford in 
the following year. They were at once attainted, and their large 
estates being forfeited to the Crown, Beaumanor was granted to 
Henry de Beaumont, as a reward probably for his desertion of his
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unfortunate ^.ing and friend in his extremity." (Quorndon 
Records, p. 2.)

We now come to the abstracts of three charters, the first from 
the Hastings MSS. at Ashby, and the second and third from the 
Rothley MSS., which at the present interest us only because of 
the names of some of the persons who witnessed them. The first, 
dated Cosington, Monday after the Purification, 17 Edward III, 
1343, was witnessed by Roger Laurence, of Belgrave, Laurence 
de Belgrave, Richard de Somervill, of Cosington, Simon Germayn, 
of Cosington, Roger de Meisham, of Cosington, and others. The 
second and third charters were both executed at Cossington on 
Sunday after St. Valentine, 17 Edward III, 1343, the following 
being witnesses : —Roger Laurence of Belgrave, Laurence, his 
son, Roger Somervill, Simon German, Nicholas de Dranfield of 
Cosington and others. The next abstract is of considerable 
interest, though it relates more directly to the history of Hamilton 
than to that of Cossington: —

Assize Roll 1437. 20 Edward III, 1346, m. 33, Leyc. 
The assize came to recognise whether Joan, who was the 
wife of Henry de Somervill, and Lucy, the daughter of 
the same Joan, Richard de Tours, the abbot of St. Mary 
de pratis of Leicester, brother Richard of Scraptoft, 
monk of the same abbey, Roger Somervill, John Somer 
vill, William Pynkeneye, of Cosington, and Robert, his 
son, and William, the brother of the same Robert, William 
de Blackbourne, Richard de Goudeby, John Wengare 
and John de Somerville disseised Ralph Burgeys and 
Isabel, his wife, of their free tenement, namely the 
manor of Hamelton except 9 messuages, 7 bovates of 
land and the moiety of a bakehouse. 
The recognitors say that Ralph Burgeys and Isabel were 
seised of the manor of Hamelton except as excepted, as 
a free tenement, until the said Joan and the others 
(except Lucy, Richard de Tours, and John de Somer 
ville) disseised them to the damage of Ralph and Isabel 
100 marks. Therefore Ralph and Isabel recovered their 
seisin and damages. Whereupon Ralph and Isabel 
voluntarily remit the damages in court. Afterwards 
before the same justices at Leycester come the aforesaid 
Joan and the others, and severally ask to be admitted to
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make a fine with the king for the said disseisin, and they 
are admitted.

We do not possess the materials necessary for a complete under 
standing of this action; but it is evident that Ralph Burgess and 
his wife established some kind of right in the property at issue, 
and the case seems to have ended in a compromise that took this 
into account. From our point of vi,ew, the chief interest of the 
record lies in the fact that, with other abstracts to be quoted, it 
introduces us to a set of people we have not hitherto met in con 
nection with Cossington. On page 136 of Leicestershire Medieval 
Pedigrees, Mr. Farnham thus summarises an illuminating 
document: —

Fine. Midi., 20 Edward III, 1346. Between John 
Malore and Margery, his wife, plaintiffs, and Ralph 
Burgeys, and Isabel, his wife, defendants of the manor 
of Hamelton, except 9 messuages, 1\ bovates of land, 
etc. Ralph and Isabel granted the manor to John and 
Margery for their lives, and after the deaths of John and 
Margery the said manor will remain to John, son of the 
said John Malore, and Lucy, daughter of Henry de 
Somervill, and the issue of the said John and Lucy, in 
default to the right heirs of the said Lucy for ever. 

In the tabulated pedigree of the family of Malory (or Malore), of 
Walton-on-the-Wolds, on page 138 of the same book, it is shown 
that John Malory, the son of John and Margery, married Lucy, 
daughter of Henry de Somervill, and by her had a son, William 
Malory, who married Elizabeth, daughter and heir of John Ashby, 
of South Croxton. Mr. Kendall, in his paper on Hamilton, says 
that Henry de Somervill was the son and heir of John de Somer- 
vill, co-defendant with his elder brother Alexander in the suit 
of 1336, when Ralph Burgess demanded against them the proper 
ties described as the manor of Hamilton. John de Somervill died 
in 1342, and Henry was dead in 1346, when his widow was 
described in the Assize Roll as "Joan, who was the wife of Henry 
de Somervill". At this time, Lucy, the daughter of Henry and 
Joan, was a minor; and our next abstract, with Mr. Farnham's 
note upon it, is concerned with a lawsuit about the right to her 
wardship : —

De Banco Roll 352. Midi., 21 Edward III, 1347, m. 37, 
Leyc. John Mallore, of Walton, as before, was sum 
moned to answer Henry, late earl of Lancaster, in a plea



MEDIEVAL COSSINGTON 237

that he render him Lucy, the daughter and heir of Henry 
de Somervile, of Cosington, whose custody belongs to 
the said earl, because Henry held his land of the earl by 
knight service. Henry de Somervile held of the earl a 
moiety of the manor of Cosington by homage, fealty and 
scutage, of which service the earl was seised at the hands 
of Henry as of a free tenant.
N.B.—The suit is continued on roll 356, Mich., 22 
Edward III, 1348, m. 188, Leyc. : John Mallore defends 
and says that Philip de Somervill, lord of Wychenover, 
co. Stafford, was seised of the custody of the land and 
heir of Henry de Somervill, which Philip, by his writing, 
gave the custody, together with her marriage, to the said 
John Mallore, and obliged himself and his heirs to 
warrant the same, and he called to warrant Philip, who 
came by Thomas de Holt, his attorney, and warranted 
to him. Henry de Somervill held a moiety of the manor 
of Cosington of the earl, and a carucate of land in Stoc- 
ton, co. Warwick, of the said Philip and his ancestors.

Henry Plantagenet, earl of Lancaster and Leicester, a grandson 
of Henry III, died in 1345. He was succeeded by his son, Henry, 
earl of Derby, who was created earl of Lincoln in 1349 and duke 
of Lancaster on the 6th of March, 1350-51. It will be convenient 
to quote here Mr. Farnham's abstract of the findings of the jury 
at the inquisition taken after the death of Philip de Somervill: —

Inquisition p.m. Philip de Somervill. File 131-9, vol. 
x, p. 220. Taken at Barewe on 20 March, 29 Edward 
III, 1355. The jury say that Philip held no lands in the 
county of Leicester in his demesne as of fee on the day 
he died of the king in chief, but they say he held in 
service a moiety of a fee in Cosington, in the hand of 
Isabel, kinswoman and heir of Alexander de Somervill, 
belonging to the manor of Whichenore, co. Stafford, 
held of the lord duke of Lancaster, which manor is held 

% wholly by him of the said duke by knight service, as of 
the honor of Tutbury.
And they say that the manor of Whichnore, by a fine 
made in the king's court, remains to Rese ap Griffith and 
Joan, his wife, after the death of the said Philip.



238 LEICESTERSHIRE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY

Philip de Somervill died on 23 January, 1355. 
His daughter Joan ap Griffith, aged 40, and his kins 
woman Matilda, the daughter of John de Stafford, whom 
Edmund, son of John de Vernon, took to wife, aged 13 
years, are his heirs.

There is one other record in which the name of Lucy, the daughter 
of Henry de Somervill, as well as that of Nicholas de Vertefaux, 
the rector of Cossington who acted as defendant in the fine, levied 
in 1319, by which Roger and Felicia de Somervill effected a 
settlement of their estates in Cossington and Hamilton : —

Assize Roll 1493. 22 Edward III, 1348. At Leycester 
on Monday after the feast of St. Peter ad vincula, 1 
August. The assize came to recognise whether John de 
Somervyle, of Suthcroxton [South Croxton], Lucy, the 
daughter of Henry de Somervyle, and Robert Morys, of 
Walton, disseised Nicholas Vertefaux, parson of the 
church of Cosington, of his free tenement in Hamelton, 
viz., 9 messuages, 7 bovates of land, etc. The jury say 
that John de Somervyle did disseise him to his damage 
of 20 marks; therefore Nicholas recovered his seisin and 
20 marks damages against John de Somervyle, but he is 
in mercy for a false claim against Lucy and Robert. 

Mr Kendall, commenting on this case, says:—"Who John 
Somerville, the intruder upon Vertefaux's rights, was I have not 
been able to ascertain, but it appears he left an imbecile son 
William whose possessions, including 60s. of yearly rent at 
Hamilton, were in the king's hands. At the age of twenty-six, 
however, William Somerville was declared by the Court of Chan 
cery to be capable of managing his own affairs, and his property 
was put into his hands after an enquiry in 1364. When William 
died he left a daughter Margery, who .... was the last of the 
name of Somerville to have any claim, rightly or wrongly, upon 
Hamilton." The reference given for this additional information 
is : Col. of Close Rolls (1364-68), pp. 426-27.

This chapter, so far, has been mainly devoted to the manorial 
descent of the Somervills and their successors the Willughbys 
at Cossington, and the persons mentioned incidentally have been 
for the most part more or less considerable landowners. We now 
come to the Poll Tax of 1377, which gives us a very fair idea of 
the general population of the village in that year. We have
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already had before us the Lay Subsidies of 1327 and 1332, but 
these are much less comprehensive than the Poll Tax record. On 
page 5 of Quorndon Records, Mr. Farnham briefly describes some of 
the various classes of documents from which his genealogical and 
historical facts are drawn, and states the chief reasons that make 
them valuable. This is what he says about the Subsidies : —"The 
Lay Subsidies are the returns made by the collectors appointed 
by the Crown in each county for the purpose of collecting the 
taxes imposed by Parliament for the support of the Government 
of the country, and are called 'Lay Subsidies' because the clergy 
taxed themselves in Convocation separately. The lay subsidies 
are useful records now, for they supply us with the names of 
many comparatively humble inhabitants of villages, whose names 
would otherwise be completely lost. The earliest complete lay 
subsidy for Leicestershire is that of the year 1327." Poll taxes 
were introduced at the period when national taxation was being 
substituted for the class taxes of the feudal era. A clear account 
of their history is concisely given on pages 547-8 of Medley's 
English Constitutional History (5th edition, 1913) :—"At the 
outset it will be convenient to note two temporary methods of 
taxation which never passed beyond the stage of experiment. In 
the last Parliament of the important reign of Edward III the 
king's ministers suggested to the Commons, as one among several 
alternative methods of taxation, the levy of a groat on every 
hearth. Ultimately both Parliament and Convocation granted a 
pell-tax of a groat a head on all persons over sixteen years of age, 
and this form of taxation was repeated in 1379 and 1380, with the 
important difference that in each case it was graduated. Thus, 
in 1379 the scale descended from the duke of Lancaster, who paid 
ten marks, down to the poorest person, whose contribution was a 
groat; while in 1380 the maximum difference between payers was 
on the much smaller proportion of sixty groats to three. It was 
this latter levy which formed at any rate the excuse for the 
Peasant Revolt of 1381; and consequently, this method of taxation 
practically disappears until after the Restoration. It was 
exacted on three occasions under Charles II, and regularly after 
the Revolution from 1689 to 1698. The last grant ran until 1706, 
after which the tax was not renewed. It was not a popular tax, 
although under Richard II it had served the useful purpose of 
bringing home to every individual in the kingdom the misdeeds 
of the royal ministers.
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"Nor was the similar levy of the hearth money any more 
successful. The principle had long been familiar in the payment 
of Peter's pence. This was a tax of a penny on every hearth, 
which from the beginning of the tenth century formed an annual 
contribution to the Pope, but which at some period before the thir 
teenth century was compounded for a lump sum of rather more than 
£200. The suggestion that Parliament should apply such a tax 
in 1377 did not meet with favour; nor is there mention of it until 
after the Restoration, when, from 1662 until after the Revolution, 
a levy was made of two shillings on every hearth or stove. The 
inquisitorial nature of the tax, which would necessarily lead to 
domiciliary visits of the collectors, no doubt accounts for its un 
popularity and consequent discontinuance after the Revolution." 
The marginal references given in Medley's book are to DowelFs 
History of Taxation, i. 93-99; iii, 3-4; and iii, 165-167.

The following, then, may be taken to be as complete a list 
of the inhabitants of Cossington, above the age of sixteen, as the 
collectors were able to compile : —

Lay Subsidy 133-26. Poll Tax. 1377. 
From Symon Somervyle and From Roger Somervile and

wife, 4d. wife, 2s. 
Simon Germayn and Hugh de —————

wife, 2s. John Segrave 
John Germayn William Carter 
John Burgeys Mariona, maid of Roger 
Agnes, servant —— Somervyle 
Thomas Bateman and John de Boseworthe

wife John Swanput and wife 
John Schapman and Alice Chese

wife Henry Hayward and wife 
Geoffrey Asselyn Simon Smight and wife 
Alice Asselyn Thomas Hande and wife 
Nicholas Lewyn Matilda Somervile 
Robert Webster Ralph Swan and wife 
Margaret, his sister Gilbert Hand and wife 
John Walsshe and wife Joan Howet 
Edith Carter John Longe and wife 
Alice Coure Nicholas Taylor and wife 
Robert Hurdegrom and John, his son 

wife John Bonde and wife
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From William Gossesone and From John Ung-uille 
wife Alice Asselyn 

Robert Howet William Crisp and wife 
John Longe Alexander de Meysham 
Joan Pynkeneye, leche, and wife, 12d. 

8d. Juliana Cranfield 
Henry Carter Richard Kyng and wife 
Margery Smight Geoffrey atte Symes and 
Roger Cropston wife 
Robert Whyte Margery Burstall 
John Stormer and wife William Wyles 
John, persone's man Robert de Thurmaston 
Thomas Carter Roger Sheperd and wife 
Henry Tuwe and wife Geoffrey de Segrave and 
John Taylour and wife wife 

All taxed 4d. unless otherwise noted. Husband and 
wife were reckoned as one. 
Sum 24 shillings.

All that remains to be done in this chapter, is to cite such docu 
mentary references to the families of Somervill and Willughby 
as have not already been mentioned. They call for very little 
remark, and it will be best to give most of them exactly as they 
appear in Mr. Farnham's chronological series of abstracts, without 
any comment at all. The first is taken from Nichols's Leicester 
shire, volume iii, page 221 : —

In 1346, I/oveta de Sumervill was assessed 10s. for a 
quarter of a knight's fee in Cossington, and Simon Jer- 
maine 10s. for another quarter fee, parcel of the honor 
of Huntingdon, on the aid then granted the king for 
knighting his eldest son.
Coram Rege Roll 350. Midi., 21 Edward III, 1347, m. 
177, Leyc. William Pynkeneye, of Cosington, the 
elder, v. William Somervill, of Cosington, in a plea of 
trespass.
De Banco Roll 355. Trinity, 22 Edward III, 1348, m. 
324 d. I,eyc. The essoiner of William, son of William 
Pinkeneye, of Cosington, v. Robert, son of Roger de 
Somervill, of Cosington, in a plea of one acre in 
Cosington.
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De Banco Roll 451. Trinity, 47 Edward III, 1373, m. 
69, I,eyc. Roger Somervyll, of Cossington, who sues 
for the king as well as for himself, v. Richard Kyng and 
William Somervill, chaplain, and William Barowe, in a 
plea of taking the said William Barowe, his servant, 
away from his service contrary to the statute.
De Banco Roll 479. Trinity 3-4 Richard II, 1380, m. 
182, Leyc. Simon Somervill, of Cosington, was sum 
moned to answer Thomas Walssh, chivaler, in a plea of 
breaking his close and dispasturing his herbage at 
Onlep [Wanlip] to the value of £10.
De Banco Roll 484. Hilary, 5 Richard II, 1382, m. 216, 
Leyc. Roger de Somervill, of Cosington, v. Richard 
Milner that was the servant of Roger, in a plea of 40s.
De Banco Roll 486. Trinity, 6 Richard II, 1382, m. 
233 d. Leyc. Roger Somervill v. Adam de Eyleston, 
of Grantham, in a plea of taking away his goods and 
chattels worth £20 from Cosington.
De Banco Roll 493. Easter, 7 Richard II, 1384, m. 
58 d. Leyc. Ralph de Ferrers, chivaler, v. Roger 
Somervile, of Cosington, in a plea of accounts while 
Roger was Ralph's bailiff in Cosington.
Rothley MSS. Charter by which John German, of 
Cosington, Roger Somervill, Symon Somervill, Alexan 
der Meysam, Henry Brown, Thomas Bateman, all of 
Cosington, Thomas Hand and Gilbert Hand, then war 
dens of the parish church of Cosington, remised and 
quitclaimed to Geoffrey de Asselyn, of Cosington, his 
heirs and assigns for ever, half a rood of arable land lying 
at Agenore Brogth, one rood of land at Bestwyndeke, 
2 half-roods called 2 fines next Bradgate, for a certain 
sum of £3 to them well and truly paid by the said 
Geoffrey in the said church, to hold to Geoffrey, his heirs 
and assigns for ever.
These being witnesses, John German, John Tyryngton, 
Nicholas Lewyn, Nicholas Taylor, all of Cosyngton.
Dated Cosington on St. Petronilla the virgin, 12 Richard 
II, 1389.
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A charter, d»ted Leycester on Saturday before St. Gregory the 
Pope, 15 Richard II, 1392, the abstract of which will be quoted in a 
later chapter, was witnessed by ' 'William Cosyngton, vicar of the 
church of Norton by Galby, Alexander Meysam, of Cosington, 
William Meysam, Simon Soraervyll, John Jerman, all of 
Cosington, John Oudeby of Sadington, notary public". Another 
charter, also to be referred to later, dated Cosington on St. Vin 
cent the martyr, 18 Richard II, 1395, was witnessed by "Roger 
Somervill, John German, Alexander de Meysam, Symon Somer- 
vill, Thomas Hande and others". A third charter, dated 
Cosington, Wednesday before St. Martin, 14 Henry IV, 1412, 
was witnessed by "William Somervill, John Tyryngton, Thomas 
Pynkeney, all of Cosington, and others". These charters all 
belong to the Rothley collection of manuscripts, and the lists of 
witnesses to them are given here simply because the names of 
various Somervills and their contemporaries occur in them. The 
abstracts that follow are quoted mainly because they relate to the 
families of Somervill and Willughby. Some of them arc inter 
esting from other points of view, but not at the present stage : —

Feudal Aids. Vol. iii, p. 120. 1428. From Hugh 
Wiloughby [the "Hugh Willughby, knight", who died 
in November, 1448] for a fourth part of one knight's fee 
in Cosington, which L,ucy de Somervyle formerly held 
there—Aid 20d.
De Banco Roll 660. Hilary, 4 Henry VI, 1426, m. 141 
d. I^eyc. William Bayly, of Belgrave, v. William 
Somervill and Thomas Pynkeney, of Cosington, husband 
man, in pleas of £4 each.
Rothley MSS. Charter by which William Somervyll, 
of Cosington, granted to Sir John Horrye, chaplain, 
Ralph Peyl, of Syleby, William Horrye, of Wylleby, and 
William Bayly, of Wylleby, one messuage in Cosington, 
next the tenement of John Jerman on the north.
These being witnesses, John Jerman, Reginald Hulcoc, 
Roger Godfelow, John Lamplow and others. 
Dated Cosington, on the feast of St. Martin, 27 Henry 
VT, 1448.
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Rothley MSS. Know present and to come that I, John 
Jerman, of Cosington, have given and by this my charter 
have confirmed to Robert Hanson, chaplain, my portion 
of a mill called Cosington milne, which mill I hold con 
jointly with Margaret, who was the wife of Hugh 
Willnghby, knight, and one messuage in Leicester 
situated in a street called Southgate, in the parish of St. 
Mary. To hold to Robert, his heirs and assigns for ever, 
of the chief lords of the fee.
These being witnesses, Thomas Erdyngton, of Barrow 
on Sore, knight, Richard Walsh, of Onlep, esq., Richard 
Neel, of Prestwold, Thomas Farnham, of Querndon, 
Robert Chaumbleyn, of Segrave, and others.
Dated Cossington on 27 July, 28 Henry VI, 1450.

In a charter, dated Cosington on 28 July, 28 Henry VI, 1450, of 
which a fuller abstract will be given in its proper context, men 
tion is made of "rent and service of 2s. from a messuage of 
William Somervile in Cosyngton". The next abstract seems to 
concern the son of this William : —

Rothley MSS. Charter by which John Somervile, son 
and heir of William Somervile, grants to Ralph Boteler 
one plot with a cottage lately built in Cosington, between 
the land of John German and land of William Crispe; to 
hold to Ralph, his heirs and assigns, of the chief lords 
of the fee for ever.
These being witnesses, John Baker, Roger Godefelowe, 
Reginald Hulcock, of Cosington.
Dated Cosington on 26 September, 32 Henry VI, 1453. 

From the next abstract, we learn that the relict of Sir Hugh 
Willughby, who died in November, 1448, had married again : — 

De Banco Roll 768. Hilary, 31 Henry VT, 1453, m. 143, 
Leyc. Richard Byngham and Margaret, his wife, who 
was the wife of Hugh Willoughby, knight, v. William 
Guide in a plea of half a virgate of land in Cosington. 

During the next fifty years, the abstracts contain no more 
references to the Somervills; but one of them (John Somerfelde) 
appears in a list of Cossington taxpayers in 1524. This list may 
as well be given in full: —
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Lay Subsidy 133-117. 26 May, 16 Henry VIII. 1524.
From John Laser in goods £12 tax 6s.

Thomas Wallys „ £16 „ 8s.
Thos. Francke „ £24 „ 24s.
John Somerfelde ,, £20 ,, 20s.
Will. Chamberlayne ,, £20 ,, 20s.
John Garland „ £10 „ 5s.
Thos. Muston „ £12 „ 6s.
William Oswyn ,, £6 ,, 3s.
John Tomlynson ,, £2 ,, 12d.
Will. Rotheley ,, £4 „ 2s.
Thos. Hulkoc ,, £6 ,, 3s.
John Watleyn ,, £5 ,, 2s. 6d.
Ric. Churche „ £10 „ 5js.
Ric. Holkoc „ £10 ,, 5s.
William Brygg ,, £5 ,, 2s. 6d.
Thos. Sharpuls ,, £2 ,, 12d.
Will. Noble ,, £2 „ 12d.
JohnHyne „ £2 ,, 12d.
Will. Watkyne „ £2 „ 12d.
Thos. Watkyn ,, 20 marks 6s. 8d.
Thos. Lavandder in wages 20s. tax 4d.

Sum £6 4s. Od.
The John Somerfelde of this roll was no doubt the John Somer- 
vill mentioned in the next two abstracts : —

Rothley MSS. Bond by which John Somerville, of 
Cosington, is firmly bound to Master Matthew Knightley, 
of Cosington, clerk, in the sum of £100 to be paid on 
2 Feb. next. Dated 17 January, 18 Henry VIII, 1527.
Ibid. By a deed dated 22 July, 20 Henry VIII, 1529, 
Matthew Knyghtley, D.D., parson of Cosington, sells 
to Sir John Wyllughby, kt., for the sum of £28, a tene 
ment in Cosington called "Somervyle" now in the tenure 
of one John Somervyle, and all the lands, meadows, etc., 
thereto belonging, also two cottages in Cosington and 
all such other land as the said John Somervile by his 
deed dated 17 Jan., 18 Henry VIII, bargained and sold 
to the said Matthew Knyghtley.
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There may have been, and probably were, Somervills in Cossing- 
ton for many years after 1527; but there is no later reference to 
them in the present series of abstracts. The remaining Willughby 
documents show that Sir Francis Willughby, who died between 
1595 and 1604, was, during his last years, steadily disposing of his 
properties and manorial interests in Cossington : —

Fine. Mich., 33 Elisabeth, 1591. Between William 
Marshall, plaintiff, and Francis Willoughby, knight, and 
Elisabeth, his wife, defendants of a messuage, cottage, 
2 gardens, 2 orchards, 60 acres of land, 8 of meadow, 10 
of pasture and 10 of furze and heath in Cosington and 
Syston.
Fine. The same date. Between Thomas Pepper, plain 
tiff, and Francis Willoughby, knight, and Elisabeth, his 
wife, defendants of a messuage, garden, orchard, 60 acres 
of land, 8 of meadow, 10 of pasture, and 10 of furze and 
heath in Cosington.
Fine. Easter, 37 Elisabeth. 1595. Between Ralph 
Whalley, esq., plaintiff, and Francis Willoughby, knight, 
and Elisabeth, his wife, and Percival Willoughby, esq., 
defendants of the manor of Cossington and a messuage, 
a cottage, a dovehouse, 2 gardens, 2 orchards, 150 acres 
of land, 100 of meadow, 40 of pasture, 2 of wood, 100 of 
furze and heath, 6s. 8d. rent and free fishing in Cosing 
ton. Right of Ralph.
Inquisition p.m. Thomas Pepper, of Cossington. Series 
ii. File 284-22. Taken at Melton Mowbray on 4 Oct., 
2 James I, 1604. The jury say that Thomas died seised 
of a messuage, and 5 bovates of land, meadow and pasture 
in Cosington, lately bought from Francis Willoughbie, 
knight, deceased, held of the king as of the honor of 
Leicester; also 4 acres of pasture in Syston, bought from 
Hugh Botham. Thomas Pepper died on 20 Dec. last at 
Cosington.
Matthew is his son and heir, and aged 5 years and more.

The two above records concerning Thomas Pepper show, as I 
expected to be the fact, that the carucate of (arable) land at Cos- 
siiigton consisted of ninety-six acres. The "60 acres of land"
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of the fine .levied in 1591, and the "5 bovates of land" 
mentioned in the inquisition post mortem of 1604, are evidently 
the same property. The bovate in Cossington was therefore equal 
to twelve acres; and, as there were eight bovates in a carucate, 
the carucate, or ploughland for a team of eight oxen, was the 
equivalent of ninety-six acres. 1

Inquisition p.m. John Oswynne. Series ii. File 416-9. 
Taken at Leicester on 21 December, 11 James I, 1613. 
The jury say that John died seised in his demesne as of 
fee of a messuage, a cottage and li virgates of land, 
meadow and pasture in Cosington, which John Os 
wynne, the elder, lately bought from Francis Wil- 
loughby, knight.
John Oswynne died on 15 Feb., 3 James I, 1606. 
John Oswynne is his son and heir, and aged 40 years on 
1 July last.
Inquisition p.m. William Marshall, of Cosington, yeo 
man. Series ii. File 683-194. Taken at Leicester on 
7 Jan., 11 James I, 1614. The jury say that William 
held in his demesne as of fee a messuage and 2j virgates 
of land, meadow and pasture in Cosington, all of which 
he purchased from Francis Willoughby, knight.
William Marshall died on 5 Nov., 9 James I, 1611. 
John Marshall is his son and heir, and aged 37 at the 
death of his father. The premises were held of the king, 
as of his honor of Leicester, parcel of the duchy of Lan 
caster, in free and common socage, and worth 80s.
Inquisition p.m. John Oswyn, yeoman. Series ii. File 
635-56. Taken at Hinckley on 8 August, 1 Charles -I, 
1625. The jury say that John Oswin died seised in his 
demesne as of fee of a messuage, cottage and lj virgates 
of land, meadow and pasture in Cosington, purchased by 
his father from Francis Willoughbie, knt., also of 5 acres 
of meadow in Sison [Syston], and a moiety of a close of 
pasture in Quorndon called "The Nether close".
John Oswyn died on 8 May, 20 James I, 1622.

1When I wrote the first paragraph of my second chapter, I had not com 
pared the two abstracts relating to Thomas Pepper's affairs.
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Matthew Oswyn is his son and heir, and aged 17 years 
and more.
The land in Cosington was held of the king, as of his 
honor of I/eicester, in socage, and worth 20s.

The documentary evidences brought together in this chapter 
do not enable us to trace completely, stage by stage, the descent 
of the Somervill-Willughby manor at Cossington; but they 
indicate the main course of it plainly enough. They also show 
that numerous members of the Somervill family lived at Cossing 
ton, or had interests in the place, from 1182-3, when the first Roger 
obtained possession of his part of the Boteler inheritance, until 
1529, when Matthew Knyghtley, parson of Cossington, sold to 
.Sir John Willughby, for twenty-eight pounds, "a tenement in 
Cosington called 'Somervyle', now in the tenure of one John 
Somervyle, and all lands, meadows, etc., thereto belonging, also 
two cottages in Cosington and all such other land as the said 
John Somervile by his deed dated 17 Jan., 18 Henry VIII, bar 
gained and sold to the said Matthew Knyghtley". It may further 
be claimed that the documents tell us a good deal about the people 
and the conditions of life at Cossington, during the centuries they 
cover, that we could not have known without their aid. In the 
next chapter, it will be our business to consider Mr. Farnham's 
abstracts concerning the Meisham portion of the lands formerly 

• held jafthe Botelers in Cossington.
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Church of All Saints, Cossington
By Anthony Herbert, A.R.I.B.A.

THE church of All Saints consists of a chancel and a nave of 
three bays, with a clerestory above it, and north and south aisles, 
a south porch and a west tower. The church is predominantly 
of the 12th, 13th and 14th centuries, with a few 15th-century 
additions.

The tower consists of three stages without buttresses and is 
some 50 feet high. The two lower stages, separated by plain 
bevelled string courses, are of 12th-century date. The third, 
belfry, stage is of the succeeding century. The parapet is 14th 
century and conceals a flat-pitched lead roof. The ground floor 
stage contains in the west wall a narrow high-set lancet window 
coeval with the main fabric. The second stage contains Birnilar 
lancet lights, with very wide internal splays, in the north and 
south walls; there are evidences of a serving window in the east 
wall. The top stage contains two-light belfry windows with 
cusped tracery in all four faces.

The nave, of three bays, dates from the 12th century. The 
north aisle is of 12th-century date, in three bays, separated by 
two-stage buttresses and with typical 12th century buttresses 
clasping the north-east and north-west angles. There was 
a doorway, now built up, in the westernmost bay and there are 
two-light windows with modern tracery in the two remaining 
bays. Similar windows are in the east and west walls.

The south aisle, of 13th-century date, is also three bays in 
length separated by similar buttresses to those of the north aisle. 
The westernmost bay contains a 13th-century doorway with 
refined detail, now within the south porch. The two remaining bays 
contain two-light windows with modern forking tracery and, inter 
nally, interesting moulded rear arches on shafts having caps and 
bases. At the west end of the aisle is a somewhat uninteresting 
two-light window, probably dating from the 14th century, but 
now having modern forking tracery. At the east end of the 
aisle is a three-light window, also with modem tracery and with 
a rear arch internally. There is a mass, or scratch-dial, on the 
south face of the south-east angle buttress of the south aisle.
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The chancel, so far as the fabric is concerned, is entirely 14th- 
century work, except for the roof, with double angle buttresses 
at the north-east and south-east angles. At the west end of the 
chancel, in both north and south walls, are 14th-century two- 
light low side windows with simply reticulated tracery of good 
design. There is a further two-light window in the north wall, 
high set. In the south wall is a priest's door and two-light 
windows, the latter set high to provide space for the sedilia under. 
The east window, of five lights, has tracery largely of modern 
date.

Internally, the church presents several features worthy of 
note. The nave, of 12th-century date, was originally covered 
by a steeply-pitched span roof, the position of which can be traced 
in the weather course partly visible under the present roof. The 
north arcade, three bays in length, has arches of two chamfered 
orders carried on circular piers, with typical 12th-century capitals 
and plain splayed bases. The easternmost bay was rebuilt in the 
14th century to a much shorter span, to allow the erection of a 
stone spiral staircase originally leading to the rood loft. The 
staircase is now closed down with masonry. This north arcade 
as originally built was considerably lower : the earlier level of the 
caps is easily discernible. The arches were, presumably, taken 
down and raised at the time when the rood staircase was built.

The south arcade of three bays, carried on shafts consisting 
of four cylindrical columns, appears to be subsequent to the 15th 
century. It seems to have been largely reconstructed without 
any regard for symmetry. The east and west responds, however, 
are of 13th-century date, and appear to be in their original position. 
The tower arch in three chamfered orders was inserted very early 
in the 13th century into the 12th-century tower; the capitals, 
however, have been re-worked in modern times. Over the tower 
arch can be seen the outline of the serving window, now built up. 
The chancel arch was originally of 13th-century date, but has 
been much altered in the 14th century, when the present chancel 
was built. There is a chancel screen which incorporates a con 
siderable amount of late 15th-century work, though the present 
screen is probably of fairly modern construction.

The clerestory, in four bays, was added in the 15th century, 
at which time the steeply pitched roof was replaced by a typical 
15th-century roof of flat pitch covered with lead.
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Internally, the tower presents no features of special interest. 
The belfry contains a peal of five bells.

The north aisle is covered by a lean-to roof of flat pitch 
covered with lead. The roof is probably at, or very near its original 
height. In the north-east corner of the north aisle is a recum 
bent effigy in grey sandstone. The general design and crafts 
manship indicate considerable sculptural merit. The north door, 
as has been stated, is now walled up.

The south aisle, though erected in the succeeding century, 
is of very similar proportions to the north aisle. Considerable 
interest is lent by the pleasant rear arches of the windows in the 
south and east walls. At the north-east corner there is a squint 
giving a view of the altar. The font, situated at the west end, 
immediately under the west window, consists of a plain circular 
drum carried upon a similar one of smaller diameter. This latter, 
it seems likely, was taken from one of the piers of the original 
12th-century north arcade when this was raised. The font stands 
upon a single square step formed of 14th-century encaustic tiles, 
contained within a narrow stone frame.

Internally, the chancel is notable chiefly for a very fine tomb 
recess in the centre of the north wall. This belongs to the last quarter 
of the 14th century and has a richly traceried and cusped ogee 
head, contained within a gabled feature surmounted by carved 
crockets and finial. Within the recess is an alabaster sarcophagus, 
ornamented with heraldic devices and covered with an incised 
alabaster slab. The slab also carries an inscription to the 
memory of "Mathew Knyghtley doctoure in divinity and some 
tyme parson of Cossington. . . . ", date 1561.

Opposite to this, on the south wall of the chancel, is a sedilia 
and, to the east of this, a piscina. The sedilia, of three bays, 
may be dated circa 1360. The priest's door, to the west of the 
sedilia, is of modern date. There is a characteristic 17th-century 
marble tablet.

Four crudely carved bench-ends, dating from the latter part 
of the 15th century, have been incorporated in the choir seating. 
There are no traces of the original chancel roof remaining; the 
present roof, of deal, having been erected during the latter part 
of the 19th century.

In tracing the growth and development of the church from 
its earliest period, one may say that there are no evidences of any



P
LA

TE
 

N
Q

|

M
T

M
.T.

M
T.

N
 

A
IS

L
E

M
.T.

TM
E 

S
O

U
TH

 
A

R
C

A
D

E
 

H
A

S
 

BEEN
 

R
E

-S
P

A
C

E
D

 
A

N
D

 
E

N
TIR

E
LY

 
R

E-BU
ILT, 

P
R

O
B

A
B

LY
 

IN 
TH

E 
!6

T-» 
C

E
N

T
U

R
Y

.

P
LA

N

FO
N

T

12™
 

C
EN

TU
R

Y

__ 
S

U
B

S
E

Q
U

E
N

T 
TO

 
15™

 C
EN

TU
R

Y 

M
.T. 

M
O

DERN 
TR

AC
ER

Y

N
A

V
E

O
V

E
R

A
LL 

LE
N

G
TH

 
9
5
-4

S. 
A

IS
L

E

P
O

R
C

H
(M

ODERN '

M.T.
M.T.

SED
ILIA 

PISC
IN

A

tllL
J
L

J
L

L
l

P
LA

N
 

BELO
W

 
W

IN
D

O
W

S

'M
ASS 

DIAL

CR OF ALL SAINTS 
COSS1NGTON

A
N

T
H

O
N

Y
 

H
E

R
B

E
R

T, 
IQ

35.





PLATE N° 2

CH OF ALL SAINTS 
COSSINGTON

13 T-M

CENTURY

I5 T-H

REBUILT AFTER 15™

PR09ABLE HEIGHT OF ORIGINAL 
N ARCADE CAPS AT H - M 
IT IS LIKELY THAT THE N. AISLE 
ORIGINALLY HAD A PITCHED ROOF 
W T-H CENTURY ENCAUSTIC TILES 
SURROUND BASE OF FONT

DETAILS OF 
I3T? CY S. DOOR

LINE OF EARLIER 
ROOF OF NAVE

CROSS SECTION 
LOOKING WEST

FEET

ANTHONY IQ35





P
LA

TE
 

N
°3

CR O
F ALL SAINTS 

COSS1NGTON
L

L
O

N
G

 IT
 U D

l N A
L

S
C

A
LE

A
R

C
H

 
M

O
U

LD

C
A

P
SUBSEQ

UENT 
TO

 
15™

 C
EN

TU
R

Y

D
ETA

ILS 
O

F 
S. A

R
C

A
D

E

A
N

T
H

O
N

Y
 

H
ER

B
ER

T, 
IQ

35.





THE CHURCH OF ALL SAINTS, COSSINGTON 253

building prior.to the 12th century, but by the middle of that 
century there must have been a church consisting of a low nave, 
chancel, north aisle and tower probably only two stages in height 
and with a steeply pitched conical roof.

Very early in the 13th century the original tower arch was 
replaced by the one we see to-day. In this connection, a dis 
crepancy will be noted in the longitudinal section, where the 
tower arch is indicated as 12th century. Since the drawings 
were made further consideration has pointed to the conclusion 
that this arch is not the original one.

Towards the end of the first half of the following century 
a south aisle was added, similar in general proportions to the north 
aisle. The south aisle incorporated a well-detailed south door. 
The tower was raised by the addition of a belfry stage 
with a two-light window with cusped forking-traceried head in 
each face. Externally, this belfry stage was finished with a 
corbel table of grotesque heads surmounted by a string course. 
The 13th-century roof was probably pyramidal, of rather flat pitch 
and covered with lead. Towards the middle of the 14th century, 
the earlier chancel was removed and replaced by the chancel we 
see to-day. At this period, or possibly a little later in the century, 
the north arcade was raised to its present height. The stone 
spiral staircase leading to the rood loft also belongs to this date, 
and, in the rebuilding of the north arcade, the eastern bay was 
reduced in width to accommodate this feature. The sedilia, too, 
was inserted at this time, or it may possibly have formed part of 
the original chancel scheme. The alterations to the church at 
this date was completed by the addition of a flat-pitched lead roof 
to the tower. The 13th-century corbel table was allowed to remain, 
but the string course surmounting it appears to have been replaced, 
and battlemented parapets were added, with pedestals for 
pinnacles at the angles.

The church does not appear to have undergone any further 
modifications until fairly late in the 15th century. At this period, 
however, the steeply pitched nave roof was removed, the nave was 
raised, without regard to the spacing below, by the addition of 
clerestories in four bays with windows, each consisting of three 
lights with cusped cinquefoil heads, contained within four-centred 
outer orders. A new roof was provided, of the typical 15th 
century type, very flatly pitched and covered with lead. From
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the excellent condition of the mouldings of the 13th century 
south door, it seems possible that there may have been a south 
porch.

The church appears to have retained the form reached by the 
close of the 15th century until the last quarter of the 19th 
century. Fortunately, even at this period of activity it escaped 
the fate of so many village churches, and the alterations carried 
out at this period consisted of entirely re-roofing the chancel, the 
insertion of the priest's door in the south wall and the erection of 
a new south porch. Considerable repairs to the tracery were 
carried out and several stained glass windows were inserted.

This brings the church to the form in which it is seen to-day 
—a typical fully-developed English country parish church.

Mention must, however, be made of an exceptionally fine 
modern east window, by Strachan, perpetuating the name of a 
family long resident in the locality. Indeed, it may be said 
that the church is well worthy of a visit on this score alone.




