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THE TOWER OF LIVERPOOL

WITH SOME NOTES ON THE CLAYTON FAMILY
OF CROOKE, FULWOOD, ADLINGTON,
AND LIVERPOOL

By Ronald Stewart-Brown, M.A.
Read 11th November 1909

IT is certainly a remarkable fact that a paper

has never been read to the Historic Society
of Lancashire and Cheshire upon the Tower of
Liverpool ; nor, so far as can be ascertained, has
any serious attempt ever been made to elucidate
its history.

I fancy the view of most people who have taken
an interest in the Tower has been that there is
really not much more to be known than the facts,
generally stated in local histories, that the Tower
was built early in the fifteenth century by Sir
Fhomas Stanley, that he obtained leave to fortify
it, that it was used by members of the Stanley
family when on their way to and from the Isle of
Man, and, after being the scene of numerous ban-
quets and entertainments, it eventually passed into
the hands of the Corporation of Liverpool, when it
was used as a gaol, and was eventually pulled down
about 1820.

To the early history of the Tower I confess I
cannot add much, but there is a good deal of its
later history, and especially during the Common-
wealth, which has never been satisfactorily investi-
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gated, and upon which new light can be thrown, and
I shall try and make a clear and accurate statement
of all material facts so far as I can ascertain them.

The fields and gardens, upon which the Tower .
was afterwards erected, pleasantly abutting upon I3
the river Mersey, and within a stone’s-throw of the b
Chapel of St. Mary del Key, were, in the twelfth )
and thirteenth centuries, part of the property of an
offshoot of the de Lathom family, calling itself
de Knowsley, and, as part of the estates of this
family, probably passed back again to the main line
upon the marriage of Sir Robert de Lathom with
Katherine Knowsley toward the end of the thir-
teenth century.

The romantic story of the acquisition of these
lands by Sir John Stanley is to be found in all our ;
local histories, and I regret to have to come to the
conclusion that it is only another specimen of the ,
historical legends which it is our duty to reject.

The story is related by Seacome in his zstory
of the House of Stanley, and is practically accepted
and repeated by Sir James Picton in his Memorials
of Liverpoolt Picton rightly ridicules Seacome’s
ludicrous statement that Sir John Stanley was born
in 1354 and fought at Poictiers in 1357, saying that
“Seacome perpetrates such grotesque blunders in
the matter of dates that it is very difficult to come
at the truth.” Let us see if Picton is any less
grotesque than Seacome in the matter of facts.
Whilst he says, “ It is clear any legend founded on
a statement of this kind must be very mythical in
its character,” he goes on: “It is tolerably certain,
however, that at a tournament held at Winchester,
near the close of King Edward’s reign, John Stanley
greatly distinguished himself, was knighted on the
spot, and by his knightly deeds won the heart of
the fair Isabel of Lathom, who was present with

! 1873 edition, vol. ii. pp. 8o, 88.

- oy



The Tower of Liverpool 43

her father. On their marriage, which was cele-
brated soon afterwards, Sir John was presented
by his father-in-law with the site of the Tower.”
Elsewhere in his volumes, Picton states that Sir
Thomas Lathom had no legitimate male issue, and
an only daughter Isabel. Let us now state a few
real facts, and I believe and hope this legend will
disappear for ever.

Sir Thomas Lathom died in 1382, and the
marriage of his daughter to Sir John Stanley did
not take place for several years, and probably not
before 1385. A dispensation was granted some
years later.”

I am not concerned with the tournament and
knighting, matters of everyday occurrence in those
times, but the above statement renders it certain
that the site of the Tower was not given to Sir
John Stanley by his father-in-law on the occasion of
his marriage. That it ever was given to him at all
is rendered extremely unlikely by the following
facts.® Neither at the time of her father’s death,
nor of her own marriage, was Isabel the heiress
or only child of her father. Far from having no
legitimate male issue, and an only daughter, Sir
Thomas Lathom had five children — Thomas,
Edward (who did not live to inherit), Isabel, Mar-
garet, and Katherine. Upon Sir Thomas’s death
in 1382 the Lathom estates, including no doubt
those in Liverpool, passed to the eldest son and heir,
Thomas, who married Isabella, daughter of Roger
Pilkington, and died within a short time, namely,
on 3rd November 1383. A posthumous daughter,
Ellen, inherited his estates. She only lived a few

1 See Lancs. Ing. (Chet. Soc.), vol. xcv. pp. 10, 11, 17-20; vol.
xcix. p. iv ; Vict. County History of Lancs., vol. iii. pp. 158, 251 ; Rof.
Parl., vol. iil. pp. 204-5 ; Miscell. Palatina (Ormerod).

2 Lichfield Diocesan Register Books, 7 and 8, fol, 122; ZLocal
Gleanings, December 1875, p. 109 ; Ormerod’s Cheshire, vol. ii. p. 412.

? See references given in note 1.
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years. The records show she was alive apparently
in 1387, but was dead by the end of 1390, and it
was upon her death, and not before, that the Lathom
estates passed to Isabel Stanley as the then heiress
of Sir Thomas Lathom. Hence I think it almost
certain that the site of the Tower passed, with the
rest of the Lathom estates, to the Stanley family
simply because Sir John Stanley married the ulti- ‘
mate heiress of the Lathom family. '
The date when the Tower was built is generally
given as 1406, being based on the well-known
licence granted by Henry IV. to Sir John Stanley
to embattle his house; but other statements are
generally made in this connection which it is desir-
able to examine and correct.
Baines gives a reason for the fortification which
may, of course, be the true one, but for which I
know of no authority. He says® that, “in order to
facilitate communication between Sir John Stanley’s :
Lancashire and Cheshire estates and his new do- K
minion in the Isle of Man, [Henry IV.] authorised 3
him to fortify a house which he had built at Liver- !
pool.” Baines then gives a translation of the
Letters Patent, which is more or less accurate
except in one particular, which is of no little im-
portance. The text of these Letters Patent has, so
far as I know, never been printed, and an accurate
copy will be found in the Appendix to this paper.
The licence, it will be seen, granted leave to Sir
John to embattle and crenellate his house in Liver-
pool. Now Baines in his translation makes the
licence refer to ‘“a certain house which he [Sir ;
John] has /Zately constructed” in Liverpool, and
comments, ‘It will be seen the above deed speaks
of the tower or house as having been 7ecently built by
Sir John Stanley, and there is no evidence that any
such building existed in Liverpool previous to his

Y History of Liverpool, p. 180.
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time.” DBut, as will be seen on turning to the
Letters Patent, the reference is to a certain house
which he f‘de novo construxit” of stone and lime.
It is difficult to say how the word ‘lately” crept
in, as it is certain there is nothing of the kind on
the Patent Roll or in the Calendar,' but it has been
regularly repeated in local works down to the pre-
sent time, and will probably appear again.

As an embattled building, therefore, the Tower
came into existence in the year 1406, but it is a
fair though not certain inference from the words
‘““de novo construxit” that there had previously
been a house upon the site. By whom or when
this house was built there is no evidence to show,
and I do not know that it is of any importance
to do so.

One John the Irishman is generally credited with
being the builder, or, at any rate, the rebuilder, of
the Tower, and this may be borne out by a reference,
said to be found in the Court-book of the Manor of
Hale, a contemporary record,” which states that the
tomb of John Leyot, rector of Bangor (who died in
1428), was built in Hale Chapel in his lifetime by
two men, namely, John the Mason, the Irishman,
one of those who had built the Tower of Liverpool
for Sir John Stanley, and John the Northcountry-

1 Picton may have known of the correct text; he refers (vol. ii. p.
80) to the “house he was then building (or extending) by the river
side,” and (vol. i. p. 37) “built or enlarged.” Mr. Henry Peet, F.S.A.,
in Liverpool in the Reign of Queen Awnne, p. 55 (additional sheet),
quotes the licence as being one “to embattle a house /Jately built in
Liverpole,” and gives as his authority the Calendar of Patent Rolls ;
but he did not consult either the Roll or the Calendar, the latter
giving the licence as one “to crenellate a house which he has built in
the town of Lyverpole, Co. Lancaster.” In Gore’s Annals of Liverpool,
1910, the incorrect date of 1404 is given as the date of the licence. It
is also there stated that the Tower was supposed to be built in 1252.
A later entry, that in 1737 it was leased by the Corporation from
Thomas Clayton, who had purchased it from the Earl of Derby, is,
of course, also incorrect, as will be seen further on in this paper.

2 See Gregson’s Fragments (1869), p. 204; and Hale Hall (1881),
p. 84. I have not been able to check this doubtful statement.
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man, another mason, who had built Sir Henry
Norris’s vault.
We have no means of knowing what the original
il crenellated building was like, and alterations doubt-
| less took place; but in all probability the building
did not differ very materially from the earliest repre-
| sentation of the Tower in the well-known view of
| Liverpool about 1680.) One of the best pictures of
’ the Tower is that shown in Richard Wright’s oil
|

painting of Liverpool in 1760,® now in the Public
Museum, and there are numerous views reproduced
in Herdman’s four volumes of Relics of Ancient
Laverpool.®

It is not possible to speak with any certainty as
to the history of the Tower for the first century or
so of its existence, but from the sixteenth century
onwards it is safe to say that it could only have
been an occasional residence of the Stanley family,
waiting for a favourable wind to proceed to the Isle
of Man, or upon the occasion of some important
event calling upon them to pay a visit to the town.

Leland, writing about 1540, whilst noting that
the Earl of Derby had a stone house in Liverpool
(the Tower), and referring to Knowsley as ““ a pretty
house” of the Earl, calls Lathom his ¢chiefest
house.” In a survey of the Hundred of West
Derby, taken in 1590, the Tower is not included in
a list of three of the Earl’s chief houses, the third
one on this occasion being New Park, Ormskirk.
After the destruction, during the Civil War, of
Lathom House, Knowsley took, and maintained,
its place as the principal residence of the Earls of
Derby until the present time.

In 1673, there is the often-quoted reference by

1 For an account of this picture see vol. xxiv., N.S., Zrans. Hist,
Soc. of Lancashive and Cheshire.

2 Exhibited (No. 103) in Historical Exhibition of 1907.

3 For a list of views, see the catalogue of Liverpoo! Prints and
Documents issued by the Liverpool Public Library.
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Blome to “a stately and strong pile of building
called ‘the Tower,” erected many hundred years
ago by Sir John de Stanley and his Lady.”

So far, I have added little or nothing to the
history of the Tower, but I now pass to a period
when, owing to the control of it passing temporarily
from the Derby family, we can find numerous
records throwing light upon its history.

During the Commonwealth, one Alexander Greene
seems to have got into possession of the Tower,
whether under a lease from Lord Derby or not is
uncertain, but it is very probable. We first hear of
the name of Greene in this connection in 1651. In
that year Lord Molyneux was captured and brought
into Liverpool (which he was plotting with Lord
Derby to take). He was temporarily imprisoned,
no doubt in the Tower, under Greene’s charge. In
a letter dated 18th March 1650/1, from Richard
Worsley at Liverpool to Edward Moore of Bank-
hall, then in London,! we read: ‘“here is great
newes in Leverpoole. . . . My Lord Mollineux was
yesterday brought prisoner to the towne with most
of his gentlemen and horses. . . . Mr. Alex. Greene
in Leverpoole hath a guard set on him with many
others ; they must goe very speedily to Chester.”

The Tower of Liverpool was, of course, among
the estates of the Earl of Derby forfeited for his
treason to the Commonwealth, and sequestrated.
It was probably alternately occupied by whichever
party, Royalist or Parliamentary, happened to be in
power in Liverpool, and used as a temporary prison.
After the execution, in 1651, of Lord "Derby, con-
tracts were made by the trustees of the forfeited
estates for the sale of various portions, and
Alexander Greene entered into an agreement for
the purchase of the Tower outright. He is called

! Moore MSS., vol. xiii, Zrans. Hist. Soc. of Lancashire and
Cheshire, p. 272.
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“tenant” in some of the documents, and the Tower
may have been let to him by the trustees, but I
think he probably had been a tenant of the Earl
before the estates were forfeited.

The date of this transaction has been incorrectly
given. The following entry appears in the books
of the Committee for Compounding :'—

“16th SEPT. 1653.

“By the Trustees for y° sale of Lands and
Estates forfeited to y® Commonwealth for
treason.

‘““ Alexander Greene, gent., on the 25th May
1653, contracted with the said trustees for
the purchase of two tenements with appur-
tenances in Liverpool in the several occu-
pations of the said Alexander Greene
(known by the name of the Tower), and
Ralph Massam,” or their assigns, Co.
Lancaster, late part of the estate of
James, late Earl of Derby. And the said
Alexander Greene having paid the first
moiety of the purchase money on the
16th Sept., as appears by the acquittance
of the monies raised by sale of the said
estates, It is ordered that the Com™ for
Compounding at Goldsmith’s Hall give
direction to the Com™ of Sequestration to
permit the said Alexander Greene, or his
assigns, quietly to enjoy the premises and
take the issues and profits thereof, and
that the occupier of the premises do pay
rent unto the said Alexander Greene, or
to such person as he shall appoint.”

Y Committee for Compounding, vol. xix. No. 527, fol. 451. See also
vol. xviii. A, No. 896.
* Ralph Massam’s property has nothing to do with the matter.
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It will be seen from this that in May 1653
Greene contracted to buy the Tower, and on his
paying a moiety of the purchase money on the 16th
September, an order was made by the Treason
Trustees that the Commissioners for Compounding
should direct the Commissioners for Sequestration
to allow Greene to take possession of the Tower.
The actual discharge from sequestration took place
three days later.

I have been quite unable to discover any proof
that Greene ever succeeded in obtaining any benefit
from the contract. Indeed, it is possible, though I do
not think so, that he was only a dummy set up by the
Derby family to purchase. At any rate it is certain,
as we shall see, that in a very few years the eighth
Earl of Derby had got back the Tower into his
possession. The exact process of recovery is not
clear. If Greene was a dummy, it was easily done.
If not, then, on the analogy of other cases, it is prob-
able the contract was annulled on payment of com-
pensation to Greene, perhaps under the permission,
given in 1653 to the eighth Earl, to repurchase the
family estates. It it true that in 1662 and 1663, ten
years later, Alexander Greene is rated in the Hearth
Tax returns?® for Liverpool as the occupier of a house
in Water Street with nine hearths, which, no doubt,
represents the Tower, but this is consistent with his

1 Mr. Henry Peet, F.S.A,, in his additional sheet to p. 55 of Ziwer-
pool in the Reign of szee;z Amze, quotes an entry in the Calendar of
the Committee for Compounding (1643-1660)—not, as he terms it,
¢ Calendar of State Papers (Domestic Series)”—partii. p. 1118, giving
the discharge of the Tower from sequestration. To the date given,
“Sep. 19,” he adds “ 1646,” but, of course, that year is out of the ques-
tion, as the Earl of Derby only compounded in 1649. It is true the
running date 1646 is given at the top of the page of the Calendar, and
this is misleading. But the entries immediately above and below the
one in question are for the year 1653. In addition, references are
given in the margin of the Calendar to vol. xviii. A, p. 896 of the pro-

ceedings, and to the orders (O. T. T., 79, 471) of the Treason Trustees,
which enable the correct date to be given as September 19, 1653.

¢ Partly printed for 1662 in vol. xvi., N.S., Z7ans. Hist. Soc. Lanc. .

and Cheshire, and for 1663 in Moore Rental, ed Irvine.
D
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being either tenant or owner, and there is no doubt
it was the former.

There were two Alexander Greenes (apparently
father and son) who were prominent locally at this
date, and it is not clear from the evidence which
was the one connected with the Tower. Alexander
Greene, senior, was the second recorded Postmaster
of Manchester, and as in his time that office was more
concerned with horses than with letters, its holder
was usually an innkeeper. Greene was the land-
lord of the “Eagle and Child” in St. Mary’s Gate,
one of the two best inns in Manchester. In 1648
he became postmaster, succeeding Richard Halliwell,
the rival innkeeper, who favoured the Royalists.
Greene’s sympathies were with the Parliamentary
party, though his inn is said to have been named
after the badge of the Derby family. It was in his I\
inn that the famous banquet was given in 1642 to |
Lord Strange which was disturbed by the Round- :
heads.! He was one of the trustees of Humphrey
Chetham in 1651. On the Royalist revival in 1660
the postmastership reverted to the Halliwells again
for a couple of years, but Greene again held office
from 1662 till his death. His widow then applied g
for it, but being unable, through financial embarrass- |
ment, to pay her husband’s debts to the post-office,
the postmastership was given to another.?

Probably the Alexander Greene who occurs fre-
quently in the Liverpool municipal and local records,
and who, in 1657, was elected “Chief Bailiff for
the Mayor and for his Highness the Lord Pro-
tector,” and in 1660 served as Mayor, was a son.
Apparently the father died in 1665 or 1666, without
a will. He may be the same as ““ Alexander Greene |

! Civil War Tracts (Chet. Soc.), vol. ii. p. 32. ‘

? Many facts about Greene are given in a paper by C. Roeder in
vol. xxii. Lancs. and Ches. Antig. Soc., p. 1, on “Beginnings of the

Manchester Post Office.” I have also used information kindly given
to me by Mr. Ernest Axon.
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of Manchester vintenor,” who was buried there on
2nd August 1666, but the lease next mentioned
refers to him as dead in 1665. Administration of
his estate was granted at Chester in 1666."

Returning again to the Tower, by July 1665 it is
certain that Charles, Earl of Derby, was once more in
possession of it, for, on the 14th of that month, he
granted a lease of it, “late in the occupation of
Alexander Greene deceased,” to Lawrence Halstead
of Rooley, Lancs, gent., and George Hill of St.
Clements Danes, London, gent. It is possible this
lease was taken in their names to avoid claims by
Greene's creditors. At any rate, in July 1667 the
lessees executed a declaration that they held the
lease in trust for Ruth Greene of Manchester. This
was the widow of Alexander Greene, and she was
the daughter of Thos. Atherton of Liverpool and
Ruth his wife.

Atherton was one of the town’s bailiffs in 1668,
and died on 23rd October 1671, and both he and
his wife were buried in St. Nicholas’ Church. His
widow seems to have occupied the Tower after his
death, and this led me to make an examination of
the Hearth Tax returns® for 1673. I found there

! The inventory, dated 2nd August 1666, of his effects, of the value
of £362, is of great length. It mentions articles in a great number of
places. In “the barne” was an “eagle and child signe at the dore,”
valued at 6s. 8d. Other places mentioned are as follows: “The
cellar, the Closet next to the Pump, the closet nearer the Stable, the
ostlery and Corn Chamber, the Great Chamber, the Nursery, the
Chamber called Paradise, the Stayrehead chamber, the little store-
house in the Gallery, the Mayden’s Chamber, the Green, Yellow,
Rose, and White Chambers, ¢ Cambridge,’ the garden Chamber, the
old exchange, the gallery, ¢ Oxford,” the Angel, ¢ Labour in Vayne,
the Star Chamber, the mayd and men servants’ chamber, the new
building, the brewhouse, Westminster, ye closet in Westminster, the
new exchange, the pump parlor, London, the napery, the Bull’s Head,
the Siddar, the Barre, the Bell, the ¢ billyard’ rooms, &c.”

® Vol. xvi.,, N.S., Trans. Hist. Soc. Lanc. and Cheshirve. 1t is
worth noting that Thomas Clayton is rated in 1673 for six hearths,
but from the position of his name in the return and for other reasons
I think it is certainly not for the Tower, but for the house referred to
in note I, p. 54.
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the name of Thos. Atherton rated in respect of eight
hearths (? in Water Street), which, I think, must be
for those of the Tower. Whether or not this was a
son, I do not know, but the Athertons may have
occupied the Tower under some arrangement with
their daughter, Mrs. Greene.

If further proof is needed that the Tower had h'
been recovered by the Earl, it will be found in an
entry in the Corporation records for 1669. Ii that
year Lord Derby sent a messenger to the Mayor,
demanding possession of the houses *lately erected
between my house called the Tower and the sea,”
which doubtless were a great obstruction and annoy-
ance to his tenants. This demand the Corporation
declined to comply with, on the grounds that the
houses were built on Corporation land, and appa-
rently they successfully maintained their ownership.
At any rate the Corporation kept on enclosing and
leasing the land to the west of Church Alley (after-
wards Prison Weint) and the churchyard, and a
thick belt of houses sprang up alongside the Tower.
Among these buildings was the Merchants’ Coffee
House and Assembly Rooms, which stood next to
“the Strand,” at the south-west corner of the
churchyard. In 1883 all these houses, and part of
the churchyard, were purchased by the Corporation
for £60,000, in order to widen the street alongside
George’s Dock.

Returning to the Athertons,! in 1682 we find
Mrs. Atherton entering into an agreement with ,
““Thomas Clayton of Liverpool, Merchant,” appa-
rently for the sale of her interest in the Tower.
What this exactly was is not quite clear, as the
document itself is not available,? but in a few weeks

1 About 1677, Mrs. Atherton had occupied a shop, house, and
cellars “next unto Water Street on the north side,” which were let
in that year by Lord Derby to John Waring. ZEx izf. W. F. Irvine.

? The contract, and the subsequent lease, mortgage, and release, are
mentioned in a schedule of deeds at the end of the deed of 11th
November 1775, subsequently mentioned.
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she obtained a transfer from Halstead, the surviving
lessee, and her daughter Ruth, of the rest of the
Derby lease of 1665. This was, no doubt, at once
surrendered, as the same year the ninth Earl of
Derby granted a new lease of the Tower for three
lives to Thomas Clayton. The latter immediately
t’ mortgaged it to Mrs. Atherton, probably to secure

the money he had agreed to pay for the sale of
the old lease, and on the same day he obtained
a release from Edward Lewis of Liverpool and
Elizabeth (Greene) his wife, Catherine Greene,
and Ruth Greene, of any interest they might
have in the Tower. These ladies were the
children and widow of Alexander Greene, and no
doubt it was thought wiser to obtain a discharge
from them. The mortgage to Mrs. Atherton, who
! died in 1692, seems to have been discharged in
1683.

Thomas Clayton was a prominent Liverpool
merchant. He was not a freeman born, and in
\ 1672 (after he had probably come here from Lon-
: don) he was permitted to trade in the borough on
payment of 20s. a quarter during pleasure, and pay-
ment of town’s customs, leys and arrears of fines.
His rise locally was very rapid, and in 1680 he was
elected Mayor, being specially admitted to the
freedom for the purpose.

In the rate assessment book of 1708' we find
him rated as ‘“ Alderman Tho. Clayton” for the
Tower and adjoining tenements. This has led
to the assumption that he was the owner, and had
acquired the Tower from or through the repre-
sentatives of Alexander Greene. There is no
foundation, except this entry, for treating him as,
at any time, the owner of the Tower. He
never was, and it is certain he is rated as occupier

1 Recently edited by Mr. Henry Peet, F.S.A., for the Historic
Society under the title of Liverpool in the Reign of Queen Anne,
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only, being a tenant of Lord Derby, as already
indicated.!

The identity of Thomas Clayton was a more diffi-
cult matter. It has always been assumed that he
was a brother of William Clayton the M.P. and
Mayor of Liverpool. I am satisfied that he was
not. The fact is of some importance, and 1 have
taken a good deal of trouble to ascertain who was
the occupier of the Tower in 1708.

The known facts about Alderman Tho. Clayton
have already been shortly stated, and are more or
less consistent with his having been one of two
persons.

To enable this to be understood, it is necessary
to give a brief account of the families of Clayton of
Fulwood and Adlington. I found, when I embarked
upon this inquiry, that the printed and MS. pedi-
grees of these families were all inaccurate or incom-
plete, and therefore I compiled one for myself,
which has been printed in 7%e Genealogist,? and
clears up a good many errors already in print.
For details of this family, therefore, reference can
be made to the pages of Z/e Genealogist; but,
shortly, it may be here stated that the Claytons of
Fulwood and of Adlington were both descended
from the Claytons of Crooke, who were established
at that place near Leyland early in the sixteenth
century. The elder branch, after producing a not-
able person in Dr. Richard Clayton, Master of St.
John’s College, Cambridge, Dean of Peterborough,
and Archdeacon of Lincoln (4. 1612),® ended in
an heiress, who married one of the Leycesters of

! A marginal note in the Moore Rental (edited by W. F. Irvine),

p. 115, mentions “ His great house next the Water, Mr. Clayton lives
there ” 1t is not clear whether William or Thomas Clayton is referred
to, nor where “the great house” was ; it can hardly refer to the Tower,
as we do not hear of Thomas as tenant of the Tower till 1682. Prob-
ably it was at the bottom of More Street. See note I, p. 5I.

* January 1910, vol. xxvi. p. 129.

3 See Dict. Nat. Biog.
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Toft in Cheshire. The younger branch acquired
the Fulwood estates, and waxed and flourished
exceedingly.

The acquisition by the Clayton family of ¢ The
Crook,” or Crowke Hall estate in Whittle in the
Woods took place in the early years of the reign
of Queen Elizabeth, and was the occasion of much
litigation,* which incidentally reveals a good deal of
family history.

Before the Claytons obtained it, Crooke Hall
seems to have been owned in moieties by two
heiresses, Mary, the wife of John Ward of Denford,
in the county of Northamptonshire, and Katherine,
wife of one Henry Richardson. Some time before
the year 1570 these moieties were conveyed, the
one to Thomas Clayton of Leyland and his heirs,
and the other to his brother John of Ulneswalton.
At the time, however, of the sale there were in
existence leases by the Wards and Richardsons of
their moieties to Oliver Breres and Cecily his wife,
and William Garstange, a son of Cecily, presumably
by a former marriage ; and between 1570 and 1573,
the Duchy records are full of bills and pleadings
relating to the property.? To further complicate
the matter, the Breres and Garstange sublet to
James Anderton for a term of years, and he also
joins in the litigation. The dispute was submitted
in 1572 to John Fleetwood, Esq., who decided that
the lease must be given up to the Claytons, who
were to grant Garstange a lease of a moiety for
fourteen years, and give the Breres 430. The
lessees refused to recognise the award, and the
litigation recommenced. Eventually the Chancellor
referred the dispute to Sir Richard Sherborne and
William Farington, who decided in April 1573 that

Y Duchy Pleadings, vol. 81 a3, 82 c10, c10a, 86 c11 ; Draft Decrees

15 Eliz.,, No. 21 ; vol. 144 a20, 145 c5, 149 c18, 208 a22,a22a, 210 C14.
2 Vide note 1.
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the leases by Cecily Breres and Garstange (Oliver
being then dead) must be given up, and that practi-
cally the whole estate (including the Hall) should be
leased to Anderton for eleven years at £4, 17s. 6d.
a year.

So far the Claytons had presented a united front,
but the undivided moieties were at a somewhat later
date the cause of an acute family quarrel. John Clay-
ton seems to have made several settlements of his
moiety ; first in favour of his second son, Richard,
then in favour of Ralph, and then in favour
of his eldest son, William, who died unmarried.
Upon the death of John in 1586, Richard Clay-
ton, then ““a poor student at Cambridge, and seldom
going to the county of Lancaster,” found that his
brother and sister had got hold of the deeds, and a
bitter quarrel broke out; the family being divided
into three camps, Richard Clayton attacking his
uncle Thomas and his brother Ralph, and his three
sisters (who were to take in default of male issue)
attacking all parties. Accusations of burning and
cancelling the deeds and of fraud were freely made.
Probably a compromise was ultimately effected, and
in the result John Clayton’s moiety descended to his
grandson, John, son of Ralph, in default of issue of
Richard. His son in turn died without issue, and
the moiety passed to the Leycesters of Toft by the
marriage of a daughter to George Leycester.

Dr. Kuerden in his manuscript itineraries of
Lancashire has several references to the Crooke
property : “ Here unto the Water of Lostock is a
fair fabrick of stone called the New Croke, which
was erected by Richard Clayton, Dr. of Divinity
and master of St. John’s College, Cambridge, who
purchased [szc] the estate in Whittle called the New
and Old Croke, where the family of Clayton was
planted for some generations. The New Croke

descended to Richard Clayton, Esq., who dying
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without heirs male it descended by a sister to the
Leicesters of Toft in Cheshire, the present owners
thereof ; and the other House called the Old Croke
descended to another brother of the family of Clay-
ton, and by Captain Robert Clayton, now of Ful-
wood, was sold to Mr. William Croke, who likewise
purchased the half lordship of Whittle from James
Anderton of Clayton, Esq.”*

Writing again later, about 1695, Dr. Kuerden
says that, after passing Euxton and Werden Halls,
“you leave on the left the Old Croke, a seat lately
belonging to the ancient family of the Claytons, and
on the same hand the New Croke, lately belonging
to Ric. Clayton, Esq., but now to Leicester of Toft
and the family of Cross of Cross Hall.” 2

The Fulwood estates were part of the waste of
the Forest of Fulwood, and belonged to the Duchy.
They had been leased by the Mayor and Burgesses
of Preston, but by letters patent dated at Green-
wich, 22nd December 1551, Edward VI. granted
them to Anthony Browne, one of the Justices of the
Common Pleas, afterwards a Knight, and a famous
person in his day. Sir Anthony, in the following
February, transferred the estates to John Charnock
of Farrington and Thomas Clayton, then described
as ‘“of Bockinge, Essex,”® and since that date they
descended as part of the Clayton estates.

Turning now to the identification of Alderman
Thomas Clayton, it will be seen from the pedigree
that Thomas Clayton of Old Crooke and Fulwood,
who married Ann, daughter of Robert Blundell of
Ince, and died in 1669, had two sons, Robert, of
Fulwood, and Thomas, afterwards of Adlington,
who both married sisters, daughters of John Ather-
ton of Atherton.

! Baines’ Hist. of Lancs.
2 Local Gleanings (1875), vol. i. p. 212.
8 Ducly Pleadings, vols. 58 c14, 14a ; and vols. 62 c5.







