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THE KING’S MILLS OF ANCIENT
LIVERPOOL.

By Richard Dennett.

(Read. 12th March. 1896.)

CORN mills possess a distinctive historical
interest over every other manufactory the
world has known. If the irrigation wheel was the
first power machine devised by human ingenuity, the
water cornmill was its immediate successor. The
ownership and working of corn mills have been for
centuries, even down to modern times, the special
prerogatives of the rulers of the people. None
but they or their nominees could ‘ presume to set
“up mills.” In England, * King’s Mills” and
“ King's Millers " for centuries were as household
words ; and Milling Law (binding the nation to
support the mills) is older than our statutes, and
was the common law of the land by immemorial
custom.

RECORDS OF THE CRAFT.

These are the facts which invest milling history
with its special charm. They are also the con-
siderations which may, perhaps, in the future lead
historians to elaborate the diverse records of the
craft. These are found scattered through charters
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of kings and barons, customs’ rolls of medizval
manors, chartularies of most monastic houses,
muniments of all our ancient cities, national
archives of sovereigns and parliaments, pleadings
and awards in courts of law from Plant: agenet days
almost down to the present century ; and transac-
tions of municipal corporations who have, in recent
times, raised rates to buy out and destroy milling
obligations created by ancient feudalities. It is
from such sources as these that the records of mills
and milling are to be derived. DBut, closely bound
up as the trade has ever been with great affairs of
national concern in the past, 1nt1mdtelx as 1t 1s
associated with national prosperity in the future,
our national historians and local topographers alike
(mpuu to have consistently ignored its nnpoltdme
No * History of British Corn Milling " has ever
been attempted; and it is to 161116(13, in some
degree, this obvious omission, that I have been led
to undertake a comprehensive work on the subject,
which I hope will shortly appear in print.

IFrom the commencement of the Norman rule in
England, corn milling, together with its allied pur-
suits of corn dedlmw and bread baking, received
the constant and anxious consideration of kings
and parliaments. William I, indeed, manifested
little concern with the corn supply, but did not fail
to schedule in Domesday the number and value of
the mills throughout the country, the great portion
of which indeed belonged to himself. For ages
our statute books abounded with enactments con-
trolling alike the corn dealer, the baker, and the
miller, “and penalising them for frauds on the public.
The tumbrel, the hurdle, and the pillory were long
the favourite means of punishment ; and, in Ixehmd
the gallows was held i terrorem over the head of
the miller who should purloin even four penn\ worth
of flour,
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The evident intention of centuries of milling and
corn-law and bread-assize legislation was to regu-
late prices and prevent an undue increase in the
cost to the people. Dut, notwithstanding the evi-
dent care manifested 1in this direction, the expedient
of providing national stocks of grain in seasons of
plenty was never adopted, and though famines
were of periodical occurrence, it was indeed but
once, and then only slightly, attempted. DPublic
opinion at the present dayv presents a striking con-
trast to this. There 1s a demand for public
granaries, to provide against scarcity in the event
of war - and the trade )()uuuls as well as the daily
press are full of a controversy on the necessity of
legislative interference : not now, as anciently, to
Lheapen corn, but actually to make 1t dearer. In
the milling world the ancient and the modern laws
and aims present a contrast quite as great. Still,
like our national historians, our lawyers have had
very little to say on the subject; and Barrington,
m his Obser vations on the Statutes, justly remarks —

‘Less 1s to be found with 1egd1d to mills in the
“laws of England than perhaps in those of any
‘ other European country.”

In the same way Liverpool topographers have been
unanimously silent on the topic. Kings and queens,
earls and dukes of Lancaster, the Stanleys, Moly-
neuxs, Mores, Crosses, and many another of the
old Liverpool families, as well as the Corporation,
have in their turn owned and worked Liverpool
mills, and bound the citizens under heavy penalties
to grind their breadstuffs at them, * for the main-
“ tenance of our mills and our inheritance,” as
Queen Mary once observed. Irom kings to squires
these manorial lords for ages drew considerable
revenue from milling rights in Liverpool, and, so
long as they could, held to them tenaciously and
fought for them. Yet the local records, few and
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fragmentary, 1t 1s true, compared with those of
many other towns, have all been overlooked ; and
the present attempt to gather and collate them is
a novel, if 1mperfect, contribution offered to the
history of Liverpool. This paper is necessarily
very bnet and comprises no more than a rapid
sketch of the whole subject. It will be understood
that it refers solely to the ancient King’s Mills of
Liverpool, which practically became extinct at the
close of the 17th centurv. WWhile theyv lasted, these
mills held the monopolx designated by the old
Saxon term ¢ soke.”

MILLING SOKE.

Whatever mayv be said for or against the soke
system (and a good deal is p()sslble either way),
the milling (uchceologlst, at all events, has reason
to be grateful for the records it has bequeathed.
Without soke, milling would have had no fuller
history than, say, carpentry, which has neither been
controlled by 1e<>1s1dt1(m nor hampered by monopoly.
Soke 1s u)mm(ml\ regarded as a Norman feudal
institution, but, though it attained its perfect de-
velopment under the Norman feudal system, it was
probably in operation in Britain among the Saxons
before the Conquest, if not in that earlier period
between the 7th and 10th centuries, when feudalism

ras gradually being developed on the Continent.
Ihe very term itself is of Saxon derivation. There
was the privilege of exclusive jurisdiction in a Saxon
manor, saca ; the district over which the right of
saca was exercised, soca ; the special system of land
tenure under a manorial lord, socage; and the
tenant, socman. The soke of a mill comprised
the franchise system upon which it was held
under the manorial lord, and under which it was
worked, '
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The actual possessor of all landed property in
England after the Conquest was William I; and
until he granted certain portions of that property
away, and their rights ot local government with
them, he alone possessed the right to erect mills
anywhere throughout the country. At that early
stage this right was included in the jura regalia.
So soon as William alienated part of the right,
it lost this primitive character, and subsequent
monarchs only possessed equal milling rights
with other manorial lords ; that is, the\ enjo)e(l
the rights only on their own private manorial
estates.

There 1s little doubt the manors of the Anglo-
Saxons possessed this franchise, and though their
laws afford no evidence of the custom, the con-
temporary Laws and Institutes of W ales distinctly
include, among a lord’s possessions, ‘ the toll of
“his mill.” The Normans perfected this and other
feudal customs in England, and under them (still
by custom and not by any statute law until 1276)
the right to build or own a mill was vested solely
in the manorial lord ; and the tenants on his estate
were bound by him, if he chose, to abjure the use
of their much-prized querns and grind their corn
at his mill, paving a certain toll in grist. Any
tenant grinding elsewhere was liable to forfeiture
of the corn and the horses which carried it. The
lord held his court-leet, at which such offenders
were ordinarily tried ; but sometimes, as at Chester,
where the famous King's Mills of Dee have stood
for eight centuries, a special * Court of the Mills”
was constituted, for the trial of purely milling
offences. These rights and privileges, in brlef
constituted the soke of a mill. The system, of
course, began with water-mills, and was continued
with windmills (when, in the 12th century, they were
introduced) ; though when the age of steam arrived,

D
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soke was, happily, defunct. Professor Thorold
Rogers, in his History of Agriculture and Prices,
(1, 33), remarks that * on mosf manors the sole ll"'ht
‘““of grinding corn, sometimes of making malt, was
“vested in the lord. . . It is not clear whether
‘““a similar limitation applied to windmills.” This
doubt, on the part of such a close observer and
high authority on medizval industrial affairs, 1illus-
trates how slightly milling history has rrenexall\
been studied. Nothing is clearer than ‘that the
above-mentioned rights invariably vested in the
lord of every manor, both with regard to water-
mills and windmills ; and when these lords are
occasionally found not to be exercising them, the
fact 1s due to the rights having been alienated.

Numerous charters could be cited, but one or
two must suffice, to illustrate the incidence of soke.
Randolph, Earl of Chester (1181-1232), stipulated
that his tenants at Salford should grind at his mill
it‘ he had one there, adding, *“ If I have not a mill

“ they may grind where the\ please.” About this
date there was already in existence a lord’s mill
that subsequently played a very conspicuous part
in the historyv of modern Manchester; and the soke
of which, as will be seen, though only destroved a
dozen years ago, still vields a valuable revenue,
in the form of ground rent, to the Grammar
School. :

Henry de ILacy, in his charter to Congleton
about the vear 1312, reserved the soke of his mills
““so long as the mills may be sufficient for the
“purpose ’; a clause that, if more generally
adopted, would have avoided many a bitter feud,
much heartburning and hatred, throughout the
towns and shires of mediaval England. But I am

compelled to hurry over this important aspect of

the question. Enough has been said to indicate
the nature of the monopoly held by the Liverpool
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mills when, in the vear 1257, we find them first
mentioned.

ORIGINAL MILLS.

We know nothing of Liverpool mills, and very
little of Liverpool, before the year 1257, which date
is the starting point of our milling history. It is,
however, impossible to avoid the conjecture that
the voung garrison town and embryo port had not
possessed some kind of corn-mill other than querns
earlier than 1257, or that the avocation of the
dusty miller was not already thoroughly established
as the first manufacturing industry of the town.
A horse-mill would doubtless have been set up in
the castle, probably at the same ‘‘ bakehouse ”’ (the
oven and the mill usually being erected together)
which is included in the ** Exfent” of Liverpool in
1347 ; which was repaired in 1399, and appeared
in still later records referring to the castle. One
or more water-mills also would, no doubt, have
begun to cope with the necessities of the increasing
population. But speculation even can carry us
no farther back; and though in many places
throughout the kingdom we may point with
certainty to mills l)emo owned and worked, at the
earliest peuod of our national industrial hlStOI) by
Saxon thanes and freemen, no such retrospection is
possible at Liverpool. Domesday Survey is silent
on the point. Though mills elsewhere are sche-
duled by the score and the hundred, not a single
mill is cited as existing, not in the Liverpool district
merely, but in the whole of Lancashire ; and the
inference is only too plain that the site of the future
port of the Mersey, in 1086, was still unbroken forest
land ; and that the major portion of the country
between the Ribble and the Mersey, to use the
oft-repeated words of Domesday, ** was and 1s
‘““waste.”

D 2
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Liverpool is essentially a town of Norman foun-
dation, and by the year 1257, when its mills are
first mentioned, it had become a place of some little
moment. It was then held by Robert de Ferrers,
Earl of Derby, a minor in ward to Prince Edward,
son of Henryv III. and had been constituted a mesne
manor within the manor of West Derby. The
well known ¢ Extent” of these estates, taken in the
above vear, recites a lease of the town with toll,
stallage, &c., and “ two water-mills and one wind-
“mill.”  So that, in precisely half-a-century from
its foundation by King John, the place had de-
veloped a fairly entelpusmo degree of preparation
for the needs of the future. These three mills were
the private property of the Earl, by whom they
were leased out.

An interesting subject for conjecture is the pro-
bable site of these primitive mills. Picton has
shrewdly suggested that the water-mills were
situated on the declivity of the heath outside the
town, on the site of the present Down Street,
Richmond Row, through which the upper reach of
the stream from Moss Lake Fields ran on its way
to the Pool. All the circumstances confirm this
suggestion. \Water-mills were of the overshot or the
horizontal type, the water being conveyed from a
high level to the top of the wheel ; and such mills
could be well worked in this Dingle. Later on, as
we shall see, this hollow was banked across and a
pool constructed. There 1s every reason to believe
that the original windmill of 1257 also stood at
this place. It is a fact that the largest and most
valuable King’s windmill in Liverpool, called
¢ Eastham Mill,” in the 15th, 16th, and 17th cen-
turies, stood near the head of the Dingle. Searching
back from this point we find Eastham windmill
leased in 1451, and further back still discover a
certain Everstan mill existing in 1390, which we
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believe to be identical with the original windmill of
1257. And, as the mill stood in the 17th century
(till its destruction in 1644) above the old pool at
‘ Eastham,” so we may be sure it stood in 1451,
in 1390, and in 1257 ; and that this pool and dam,
which were old and disused in 1543, were, without
doubt, the relics of the two water-mills once stand-
ing adjacent to the windmill which survived them.
Another consideration assists us in localising the
two primitive water-mills.

Nothing was more common in the early ages
than to construct windmills and water-mills toge-
ther (when the site suited) and work both plants in
one locality by one set of millers. Sometimes the
water-mills were without water, or the windmills
scant of wind, in which case the mills were worked
alternately by the one staff. The monks of Meaux,
in Holderness, in 1249, had a water-mill with a
windmill erected close by; and their ¢ Leger Book”
records with satisfaction how these were *“ attended
“by one miller and one page, who worked both
“mills easily, and ground our grain by water or
“wind.” Again, Edward More, in his Rental,
1667, advises his son to ** cause another windmill
““to be erected, for vou will need but one carrier
‘“ and one horse to them both ; and a miller and a
“boy of a cheap wage.” And many later instances
occur of windmills being erected beside water-
mills, as, locally, at Gallow Mills, Bootle, and Tox-
teth ; also at Chester and other places.

EASTHAM WATER-MILLS.

It 1s very probable, therefore, that the suitability
of the stream in the Dingle first determined the
site for the water-mills ; while the existence of the
latter at the spot led to the subsequent erection of
the windmill on the heath adjacent, the place being,
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in fact, the Earl’s milling centre in Liverpool. The
site, now covered by the streets bounded by Circus
Street, Christian Street, Richmond Row, and
Byrom Street, bore, in common with the neigh-
bouring uplands, the general mediaval designation,
“ Eastham,” or East-town ; an appellation which,
together with the existence of the great windmill
there has long been forgotten.

Before rev eltmo further to the windmills, it may
be convenient to trace the fate of the water-mills.
Referring to the Inquisitions post mortem of the
Earls of Lancaster, we find Edmund Plantagenet,
at his death in 1296, possessed of *“two mills, one
““a water-mill and the other a windmill, worth
‘““ together by the year ﬁ\'e marks,” £3 6s. 8d., or
about £43 plesent money ; so that one water-mill
had become prostrate or dcca\ ed and the windmill
was still flourishing. In 1322 Earl Thomas also
was found to have possessed, in Liverpool, ‘‘ one
‘windmill and one water-mill,”” the former being
valued at 26s. and the latter at 24s. per annum: a
considerable falling off from the valuation of 24
years earlier. In 1346 Earl Henry, however, pos-
sessed no water-mills, but ““ two windmills and one
“horse-mill,” leased with various rights to John,
son of William del More, ancestor of the great

17th century local King’s millers, the Mores of

Bank Hall. It is necessary here to mention, in
passing, that Picton, in quoting the terms of this
Inquisition of 1346, states that the Earl held “ two
‘“water-mills,” instead of ** two windmills ™ (M uni-
cipal Records, 1, 13), an accidental error, which, if
uncorrected, considerably mystifies the issue ; the
correct rendering being tound in T'. Baines' History
of Liverpool, 153, and Gregson's Fragments, 284.
Earl Henry, then, died possessed of ‘* two wind-
“mills and one horse-mill.” Their value is not
stated in the Inquisition; but the following year,
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1347, 1n an ‘* Exfent” of the Liverpool possessions
of Henry, the first Duke of Lancaster, they are
worth £6 13s. 4d. per annum, a greatly increased
valuation, which, no doubt, was owing to the sub-
stitution of wind for water power, and the addition
of the horse-mill, which could work in any weather.

From this point, the history of the King’s water-
mills 1s lost; and, in fact, under the energetic
management of John More, they vanished alto-
gether from the scene. The Dingle stream at
Eastham became disused, and the pool partly silted
up; and in 1563 the place is designated, in the
Corporation Assembly Book, as * pdlt ot the town’s
“land called Mylne de East-town.” In 1587,
it was pleaded in a milling action, in the Duchy
Qouxt that ¢ Her \Idjest\ hath not any water-

“milnes within the town of Liverpool. M T his;
indeed, was the fact, and with it the history of the
King's water-mills in Liverpool comes to a close.
In modern times the stream was diverted and
destroved, but the pool at the foot of the sloping
hollow, on the north side of Circus Street, remained
till the present centurv, and is shown in the local
Guide Book for 1801.

THE EARLIEST WINDMILLS.

Referring now to windmills, we have the original
windmill of 1257 standing, as conjectured, above
the mill-dam at Eastham, and mentioned, as already
stated, in 1298, 1322, 1346 in which year a second
windmill was erected), and 1347. The next fee-
farm lease 1s one by Duke Henry to the burgesses
in 1357, and in this appear alone the two wind-
mills—* our two mills of the same town.” In
1394, John of Gaunt granted a similar lease, ¢ with
“"all our mills to the said town bc]onwmq,” which
was confirmed by Henry IV in 1399. The terms
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of this lease stipulate that the specified four repre-
sentative burgesses ** shall make and repair the said
“mills at their own proper cost, taking sufficient
“ great timber for the same, when necessary, from
‘“ the parks of Toxteth, Croxteth, and Simonswood,
‘““under the supervision of the Royal Foresters
‘“ there.” These were the ordinary terms of a
chief milling lease, whether royal or otherwise ;
the lord being at the expense of the structure and
principal plant and of great timber for repairs, and
the lessee finding the labour for the repairs and the
minor utensils of the mill. At this time the title
and estates of the Duke of Lancaster had passed
to the Crown, and the ducal mills had become
“ king’s mulls.”

It will be remembered that the lease of John of

Gaunt, 1394, confirmed by Henry IV, 1399, makes
no specific mention of the number of mills, but
includes generally ““ all our mills.” Other evidence
suggests that, though this legal phraseology claimed
all the King's mxllm«r rights, these were represented
by only one of the two town windmills, viz., the
orwmal one of 1237, conjectured to be erected at
Eastham. Lonsequentlv the Corporation in 1394
seemed to have acquired under their lease only the

Jastham mill. For the present we may leave this,
and endeavour to account for the other, which there
is reason to believe was erected opposite the wind-
mill at Eastham, but on the other side (the town
side) of the pool.

MIDDLE MILL.

At all events, this second mill of 1346 and 1347
could not be the Townsend mill; for, as will
shortly be seen, this was a ‘“‘new mill” in 1451.
The problem is, what mill was it ? It appears
desirable to suggest some solution of so obvious

S——
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a difficulty; but perhaps this may not be msur-
mountable so long as we keep all conjecture

strictly 1n accordance with the law and custom
which ruled the milling monopolies. We have

found a windmill, apparently at first sight a private
establishment, existing in the town, altogether
independently of the Corporation and the rights
theyv leased. But, of course, as none but the lord
of the manor (the duke) had the right to set up
mills, this one could have been none other than a
ducal mill. Still we have evidence that it was in
the hands, not of the Corporation, who held the
lease of the town, but of a private person, who was
practically the freeholder—a curious state of affairs.
The holder of this mill was a prominent citizen,
not hitherto mentioned in milling annals. William,
the son of Adam, of Liverpool, whose will of 1383,
directing his burial ““in the Chapel of Liverpool,
‘“ before the face of the white image of the Virgin,”
and disposing of his property to his widow, Kath-
erine, and their children, has been quoted by mosc
of our local historians. But it has so far csulpcd
notice that this ex-mavor, one of the signatories to
the Corporation lease of the town, was a mill-
owner; or, as all the evidence suggests, the holder

of a perpetual lease of one mill under the Duke of

Lancaster. Picton remarks, as to the inventory
of the property of William, the son of Adam :—

“ This 1s, of course, mdcpendcnt of any real estate

““ the testator had left ; . it would have been interest-
“ing to know the locality of the honest burgher’s
“residence and farm, but on this point the docu-
“ments are silent.”” From the Crosse deeds,
printed in the Transactions of this Society, we find
some clue to the landed estate and the family affairs

of this ancient city father; doubtless the friend of

William de Grenolf, Mayor of Liverpool in 1353—
who now takes precedence of Richard de Aynsargh
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(Mayor in 1356)—as the first Mavor of Liverpool
on record.” These deeds show that in 1368, John,
son of Adam, the Clerk, granted to William, the
son of Adam, of Liverpool, his heirs and assigns,
a certain plot of land in Le Boncke Street (Water
Street), near St. Nicholas’ Church. Wailliam died
in 1383. Byv 1412 Katherine, his widow, had be-
come the wife of Thomas del Hogh, of Wigan;
and she then surrendered to her son, John de
Liverpool, junr., her estates, with the windmill and
three selions of land adjoining in Liverpool, as also
the plot of land in Le Boncke Street. Three days
later, John de Liverpool conveyed the same estate
to Robert del Crosse, his heirs and assigns ; and in
1416 we may find who Robert del Crosse was, for
‘“ Katherine del Hogh, formerly wife of William,
““the son of Adam, of Liverpool,” makes a formal
grant of the same estate and other lands to “Richard
‘““del Crosse, her son,” by her later marriage. In
this deed Katherine recites that the windmill, &c.,
“the said William and the said Catherine held of
‘“ the feoffment of John de Henthorn and Richard

: This interesting addition to the still imperfect list of mayors of Liverpool
is made on the authority of a deed, found among the Moore Charters, which
is witnessed by William de Grenolf, ‘*the then mayor.” The document,
which is numbered 272 (and 159) in Mr. Morton’s transcripts of the charters
in the vossession of the Corporation of Liverpool, may be rendered as
follows :—

*“Be it known to all present and future that I Wiiliam of Maghull chap-
““lain have granted and conceded and by these presents confirmed to Richard
*“de Avneshargh his heirs and assigns one selion of my iands situated in the
*¢ Daiefield in the tenancy of John Baret: as agreed between both parties.
“To have and to hold the same fully and peacabiy with all liberties as well
“of the town of Lyvervull [local] as of that fee held in chief of the lord
*¢ [manoriai] by iawful service and custom: I and my heirs warranting and
““ defending [the titie to] the said seiion, against everyone in perpetuity, to
** the said Richard his heirs and assigns. In testimony whereof I have affixed
*“to this charter my seal. Witnesses :—William de Grenolf ‘#'nc maiore,’
¢ William the son of Adam, John del More, Alexander Comyn, Peter of
““ Walton, and others. Dated at Lyverpull on the Saturday next before the
‘¢ Feast of St. Barnabas (June 11), in the 27th year of the reign of King
¢ Edward the Third after the Conquest ™ (1532-3).
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“Munn.”*  Of Henthorn we have apparently no
evidence, but Munn was a chantry priest who had
considerable dealings in landed pmpelt\ and one
or both of them dcquued their rights in this wind-
mill apparently after 1367. when J()hll of Gaunt’s 20
vears’ fee-farm lease expired. The otherwise mys-
terious existence of this mill in the roval manor is
only explicable on the hvpothesis that it was an
alienated roval mill, and had passed through Munn
and Henthorn to W illiam, practically as freehold
property, and eventually to Richard Crosse ; being
thus the forerunner of the mill on Crosse’s estate
known as ‘ Middle Mill,” situated within the town
near the site of the present Johnson Street, Dale
Street. By the acquirement of this m1lI the
Crosses, of Crosse Hall, Dale Street, were intro-
duced to the local milling world, verv much to the
annoyance, as it transpired, of their competitors
and rivals, the Mores of the 16th and 17th
centuries. ’

Already we perceive the milling soke of the town
not only separated from the fee-farm but leased to
two different parties. This was an ordinary
arrangement elsewhere ; each mill, in such cases,

2 Mr. Radcliffe, who has drawn up the subjoined short pedigree tith
references to the Crosse Charters, informs

me that Mr. Michael Jones, F.3.A, Richard de Lyverpull =
who about the year 1820 arranged Mr. No, 38.
Crosse’s muniments, considered that the

Crosse family were the direct representa-
tives of the Liverpools. Adam de Lyverpull =
No, 58; 1360. |

William de Lyverpull = Katherine =Thomas del [Hogh=Hugh del Cross
No. 58; ob. 1383. | No.104; 1407 No. 120, 1412; 120, 1416.
Will No. 77. 120; 1412 | [Qy. Were Thomas del Hogh and

Hugh del Crosse identical, or was

one the second and the other the

third husband of Katherine ?]

|
|
! |
John de Lyverpuil, Junr. Richard del Crosse—=DMargaret.
Nos, 120, 121; 1412. (Robert ?) | No. 138, 1430.
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owning the compulsory soke of its own immediate
neighbourhood or of a specified district. There is
no record showing how the soke right of Middle
mill finally fared, but apparently it was at last

allowed to lapse. At all events, the history of

this mill seems to have been singularly quiet;
and we find no such legal and other struggles
on the part of the Crosses to enforce their rights,
as those by which, for instance, the Mores dis-
tinguished themselves. We may now, perhaps,
consider that both the original windmills have
approximately been identified as Eastham mill and
Middle mill, respectively.

EASTHAM WINDMILL.

Eastham and Eastham mill have hitherto had
no place in Liverpool archazology. It has been
noted that, in the ““ Exfent” of 1346, the two water-
mills and one windmill were presumably all erected
at the Dingle. This spot, the original milling
centre of Liverpool, was variously termed :—
Euerston (1390", Easton (1451), Eston (1487),
Estan (1521), East-town (1562), Eastham (1563 to
1655), East-tyn (1760). This place-name is un-
doubtedly still pelpetudted in that of Everton.
Ancient Eastham was apparently not comprised in
Everton, which was a separate township from
West Derby in the reign of Henry III, and a
manor in 1360. In any case the separate identity
of Eastham on Liverpool heath and within the
liberties of the town, as distinguished from Everton
manor, is established from the 14th to the 17th
century by the records of the mill; while in 1679
both places occur in one entry in the Corporation
books, and in 1760 an unpublished plan of Liver-
pool identifies the site of the mill by name as
“East-tyn mill dam " at Down Street.

—
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The mill, though existing, as may reasonably be
conjectured, in 1257, seems to be first mentioned
in 1390, when John de Hull granted to William de
Penereth one selion of land, “ next Euerston
“Mylne” (Crosse Charters, No. 83). This refer-
ence suggests ‘‘ Everton Mill”; but it would be
of interest if it could be shown that a mill
ever existed nearer Everton than that at Eastham.
“ Everton Mill” is marked on two manuscript
maps of the last century, in the possession
of the Dock Board, drawn by John Eyes and
another ; but in each case this landmark is Everton
Beacon ; and on no other map does there appear
any indication of a mill at Everton. In 1394 East-
ham mill was the one which seemed to be leased to
the Corporation. In 1451 Henrv VI, as lord of
the manor, granted to one Thomas Fletcher a lease
of the *“ windmill called Easton Mylne,” at a rent
of 26s. 8d. per annum. This was not a new mill ;
for about the same date the Compotus of the Receiver
of the Duchy included an expenditure * for repair
“of the windmill called Eston Mylne, to wit, in
‘ carpenter’s work, 4s. 7d.,” which, as the Duchy
paid for 1t, must have been a repair of the structure.
Further, in the same year, 1451, when the King
granted the lease of a certain other windmill (to be
mentioned later) to another lessee, Robert del More,
this latter mill was particularly designated as ‘“ one
“windmill called New Milne :"” Eastham mill, *“ the
“ other windmill,” being therefore presumably of
older date.

In one of the Crosse deeds of 1564 we find a
Fletcher tenanting lands in ““ Le Esthem Dale,”
but the family name is not continued in connec-
tion with milling. From about 1521 evidence
of Eastham mill continues to 1679. The place
1s occasionally mentioned in the Corporation books,
the Crosse Charters, the More Rental, &c., as
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¢ Estem Mill Dale,” ¢ Eastham Milne,” ‘ East-
“ ham Dale,” &c. In 1571 Alice, widow of Richard
Abraham, tenant of lands adjoining the mill, was
presented at Port Mote for casting down * the stone
‘““ coppe being one end of Eastham Mylne.” DBy
this time the Molyneux fee farm leases had com-
menced ; and in 1587 Sir R. Molyneux, in his
action against Giles Brooke and others for illicit
milling in the borough, cited ‘ Eastham’ as one
of her Majesty’s mills comprised in his lease.

In the Molyneux Rentals at Croxteth, the mill
at this period constantly appears. In 1589 the
bailiff accounts for 4os. annual rent received from
John DBolton, of Eastham, for ‘“the mill there
“called Easteham milne,” out of which 23s. was
paid for the fee farm to the Crown. In 1598,
Richard Bolton paid the same rent. The last
record showing the mill in existence i1s one of
28th October, 1630, when R. Rose, of Everton,
was fined and ordered at Port Mote * to remove
‘“ the stones that now lie on the usual way from the
“ Eastham Milne ; and the way shall be as it was
‘“anciently afore.” On October 1st, 1646, the
Corporation acquired from Parliament the Liver-
pool estate of Lord Molyneux, who was declared a
delinquent. In preferring their claim to Parliament
they speak generally of ‘“ milnes,” but in the grant
they are awarded only * one windmill.” Only one
mill then existed therefore (except Middle mill,
which belonged to the Crosses, and was not in-
cluded in ’\Iol\ neux's forfeiture). This solitary one
was More’s Townsend mill, to be mentioned shortly.

Eastham mill had dlsa.ppeared ; presumably having
been destroyed during the siege in 1644. There
are two entries in the Assembl\ “Books testifying to
the anxiety of the Corporation, when they secured
the lordship, to restore this mill. On December
19th, 1654, the mayor and bailiffs were requested
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“bargain and issue out monies for the rebuilding
% ()f Eastham Milne,” and to recover the milne-
stones which, duung the turmoil, had been taken
away by Mrs. Bixteth, who seems to have been the
tenant at the time of the siege. On August 22nd,
1655, it was again ordered that the mayor should
“treat with Richard Whytehead, or any other,
“ about the setting up of Eastham Milne ;" but
though, on November 20th, the Assembly declared
they would have * satisfaction” for the stones from
the widow, the mill was never rebuilt. The Resto-
ration, in 1660, deprived the Corporation of their
manorial privileges and powers ; and Lord Moly-
neux, when he came to his own again, seems to
have early sold his milling rights to lns ()1(1 lessee,
Edward More, who, instead of restoring LEastham,

worked the 1()\\ nseud mill, not far off, at the top of

the road over the heath, Shaw's Brow. Still the
old place-name ¢ Eastham” occurs at various
later dates. In 1679 the Corporation directed that
‘“ a sufficient bridleway be set out from the narrow
“way which leads from Everton to Eastham Mill ;”
and in 1691 one ‘* James Gore, of Eastham,” was

presented at Port Mote. This is the last trace of

the old name, which for a couple of centuries has
been obliterated from memory in Liverpool.

TOWNSEND WINDMILL.

So far, we have mentioned, from the 15th to the
17th century, two of the principal Crown lessees,

the Crosses of Middle mill, and the Molyneuxs of

Eastham and other mills. The Mores of Bankhall
may now be referred to. Their special mill was
Townsend. This was probably the  windmill
“ called New Milne,” leased in chief to Robert
More in 1451, and again to him and Robert Ley-
land in 1463 ; and was apparently the mill of which






