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Henry, by the grace of God king of England, France and lord of Ireland, to all, to whom these present letters shall come, greetings. We have inspected a certain record, had before the barons of our Exchequer, remaining in the memoranda of this Exchequer of the third year of our reign, viz among the records of the term of Easter in the roll on the part of the remembrancer of the treasurer, in these words: Kent: It is found by a copy of a certain inquisition, taken at Osprynge in the county of Kent on the sixth day of the month of March in the seventh year of lord Henry VII, late king of England, before Henry Hammes, esquire, then escheator of the same late king in the aforesaid county, by virtue of a writ of the same late king de diem clausit extremum, directed to the same then escheator and attached to the said inquisition, by the oath of Thomas Bredham, Robert Marche, Abraham Farre, Thomas Favell, Richard Hamlett, Peter Balke, John Amys of Molassh the elder, John Lulle of Newlande, Robert at Lese, Thomas Upton, Valentine Southous, John Bous, Richard Crafte, Roger Hert, Richard Morse, sworn. … … … …, named in the aforesaid writ, held no lands or tenements of the said late king, nor of anyone else, in demesne or in service in the aforesaid county on the day, on which he died. But that the same Reynold a long time before his death was seised of the manor of Trulegh with appurtenances in the aforesaid county in his demesne as of fee, and being so thereupon seised, a long time before his death by his charter, shown in evidence to the aforesaid jurors upon the taking of the said inquisition, enfeoffed John Fogge the elder, knight, Richard Guildeford, knight, William Scotte, esquire, now knight, John Fogge the younger, John Marten of Polders, Stephen Church, Alexander Lewknore and William Taillour of the aforesaid manor with appurtenances. To have and to hold to them and their heirs forever. By virtue of which same feoffment, the same John Fogge the elder and his other aforesaid cofeoffees were seised of the aforesaid manor with appurtenances in their demesne as of fee. And the aforesaid John Fogg the elder of such an estate jointly with his abovesaid cofeoffees, died thereupon seised, and the aforesaid Richard, William Scott, John Fogge the younger, John Marten, Stephen Alexander and William Taillour survived the same John Fogge the elder and they were thereupon then seised in their demesne as of fee by jus accrescendi. And that the aforesaid manor of Trulegh with appurtenances is held of the dean and canons of the royal free chapel of St Stephen within the palace of the lord king of Westminster as of their manor of Quencourte in the aforesaid county in socage, viz by fealty and the rent of one penny a year for all services, and rendering and paying from and for the aforesaid manor of Trulegh as from a rent-charge at the end of every single 26 weeks at the ward of the castle of the lord king of Dover, 15s. And that the aforesaid manor of Trulegh with appurtenances was worth per annum in all issues beyond reprises £20. And that the aforesaid Reynold died on the 30th day of October in the aforesaid seventh year of the said late King Henry VII. And that Robert Sondes is his son and next heir and at the time of the taking of the aforesaid inquisition was aged 20 years and more, just as in the aforesaid copy, which is in the bag of particulars of the aforesaid account of the late escheator, being here in court in the custody of the king, is more fully clear. It is also found in the roll of particulars of the aforesaid account of the late escheator of the said late King Henry VII, accounting from the issues of the escheator of the king there, viz from the fifth day of November in the seventh year of the same late king until the fifth day of November in the 11th year of the reign of the same late king, namely throughout four entire years, that the same late escheator was charged among other things in his aforesaid account by the auditor of that account of £73 9s 6¼d from the issues of the aforesaid manor of Trulegh with appurtenances in the aforesaid county, of which same manor the aforesaid Reynold Sondes, esquire, now deceased, a long time before his death was seised in his demesne as of fee, and being so thereupon seised, a long time before his death by his charter enfeoffed the afore-named John Fogge the elder, knight, Richard Guildeford, knight, William Scotte, then esquire, now knight, John Fogge the younger, John Marten of Polders, Stephen Church, Alexander Lewkenour and William Taillour of the aforesaid manor. To have and to hold to them and their heirs forever. By virtue of which same feoffment the same John Fogge the elder and his other aforesaid cofeoffees were seised of the aforesaid manor with appurtenances in their demesne as of fee. And the aforesaid John Fogge the elder, of such an estate tail jointly with his abovesaid feoffees, died thereupon seised. And the aforesaid Richard Guildeford, William Scotte, John Fogge the younger, John Marten, Stephen Church, Alexander and William Taillour survived the same John Fogge the elder. And they were then thereupon seised in their demesne as of fee by jus accescrendi. And which same manor with appurtenances was then held of the lord king in chief by the service of three fees of knights. And that it was of Hamo de Gatton, just as it is contained in the memoranda of the sixth year of the said late King Henry VII, viz among the records of the term of Holy Trinity in the 27th roll on the part of the remembrancer of the treasurer, viz in a certain certificate of Stephen de Pencestre, late constable of the king’s castle of Dover from all fees of knights pertaining to the aforesaid castle. And that it extended at £20 a year beyond reprises, just as is contained in the aforesaid copy of the said inquisition and extent thereof before the aforesaid late escheator by virtue of a writ of the king de diem clausit extremum thereupon directed, taken on the sixth day of March in the aforesaid seventh year of the said late King Henry VII, and returned in the chancery of the king and delivered upon the aforesaid account, viz from the aforesaid sixth day of March in the aforesaid seventh year of the aforesaid late King Henry VII, on which first day it was made known to the late escheator about the alienation of the aforesaid manor without the king’s licence by the taking of the said inquisition, the aforesaid Robert Sondes, son and heir of the aforesaid Reynold Sondes, on the day of the taking of the aforesaid inquisition, being aged 20 years and more, until the aforesaid fifth day of November in the aforesaid 11th year of the said King Henry VII, namely throughout three entire years, a moiety of one year and 63 days according to the rate of the aforesaid extent. Of which same sum the aforesaid late escheator sought to be discharged by his petition among other things upon the determination of his aforesaid account before the barons here. On account that by the inquisition, whereof mention is made above, taken after the death of the aforesaid Reynold Sondes, esquire, it was then found among other things that the aforesaid manor of Trulegh was then held of the dean and canons of the king’s free chapel of St Stephen within the palace of the lord king of Westminster as of their manor of Quenecourte in the aforesaid county in socage, viz by fealty and the rent of one penny a year for all services. And rendering and paying from and for the aforesaid manor of Trulegh as from a rent-charge at the end of every single 20 weeks at the ward of the castle of the lord king of Dover 15s, and not from the said late king, just as by the said copy of the said inquisition is more fully clear, in which case the aforesaid late escheator then had no authority or power neither by the law of the land, nor by pretext of that inquisition. And that no title was found for the said late King Henry VII in the same inquisition to take that manor into the hands of the said late King Henry VII or to any issues or profits of the same manor to be received so that the court here ought by no means to lawfully discharge the same late escheator of the aforesaid sum. And the aforesaid late escheator pretended that this is verified, just as the court, etc. Upon which same petition, it was then considered by the same barons that the aforesaid late escheator, of the aforesaid £73 9s 6¾d, of which, as is aforesaid, was charged in his aforesaid account. For the aforesaid reason by the aforesaid auditor from the issues of the aforesaid manor of Trulegh with appurtenances in the aforesaid county he is discharged and is quit against the same late king by pretext of the premises. But because both in the aforesaid memoranda of the aforesaid late King Henry VII from the said sixth year of the same late king, viz among the records of the term of Holy Trinity in the aforesaid 27th roll and also in the memoranda of the 22nd year of lord Edward III, late king of England, viz among the fines of Easter term in the second roll, on the part of this remembrancer, as is more fully apparent, it is noted, and it is found that the same manor of Trulegh with appurtenances amongst other things was held of the same late kings in chief by knight service. Therefore it is considered among the aforesaid barons here that the aforesaid William Scotte, Alexander Lewkenor and William Tailour, the survivors of the said feoffees, were forewarned by writ of the said king of the Exchequer de scire faciend’, to be directed to the sheriff of the said county of Kent, to be here in the octave of St Hilary in the second year of the said now lord king to show and propose, if they have or know anything to say for themselves as to why the same manor of Trulegh with appurtenances, which is held of the lord king, as is abovesaid, by reason of the aforesaid alienation ought not to be taken and seised into the hands of the now lord king, just as is contained in the memoranda of the 19th year of the said late King Henry VII, viz among the records of the term of Holy Trinity in the 18th roll on the part of this remembrancer. And upon this the sheriff of the aforesaid county of Kent was ordered that by upright men, etc, he causes the aforesaid William Scotte, Alexander Lewkenore and William to know in the aforesaid form at the aforesaid day. At which day James Dyggys, esquire, then sheriff of the aforesaid county, returned the aforesaid writ, directed to him in the premises. And he reported that the aforesaid William Scotte, Alexander Lewkenore and William Taillour had nothing in the aforesaid manor with appurtenances by which he could make known to them. Upon which it was ordered to the same sheriff of the aforesaid county, just as on other occasions, that by upright men, etc, he causes the tenants of the aforesaid manor with appurtenances to know that they should be before the aforesaid barons here in the morrow of the close of Easter in this term to show in the aforesaid form. At which day the aforesaid James Dyggys, esquire, sheriff of the aforesaid county, returned that writ. And he reported that he, by virtue of that writ, made known to the aforenamed Robert Sondes, tenant of the said manor of Trulegh with appurtenances, that he should be before the aforesaid barons here at the aforesaid day and place by Richard Saman and Richard Knell, upright and lawful men of his bailiwick, just as was ordered to the same sheriff by that writ. And now at the same morrow of the close of Easter in this term there came here the aforesaid Robert Sondes by John Smith, his attorney, and he seeks an audit of the aforesaid inquisition and the said process of this Exchequer and the other premises. And they are read to him. Which having been read and understood, the same Robert Sondes says that the aforesaid manor of Trulegh with appurtenances by reason of the aforesaid alienation, made, as is aforesaid, ought not to be taken and seised into the hands of the said now lord king. Because he says that the manor of Osprynge with appurtenances, otherwise called the manor of Quenecourte in the said county of Kent, always before the 20th day of July in the fifth year of the reign of the aforesaid late King Edward III, from time out of mind, and until the 20th day of July in the same fifth year of the aforesaid late King Edward III, was a member and parcel of the honor of Peverell, Dover, specified in the aforesaid memoranda. And that the said manor of Trulegh was then held of the same late king as of the aforesaid manor of Osprynge, then being parcel of the said honor, by the service of one knight’s fee. And afterwards at the vill of Westminster in the county of Middlesex, the same late King Edward III by his letters patent, granted to a certain Humphrey de Bohun by the name of his beloved kinsman, Humphrey de Bohun, £52 a year, viz for each week 20s, to be received at his Exchequer at the terms of St Michael and Easter by equal portions, for the whole life of the same Humphrey or until he causes provision to be made to him of 52 pounds worth of land and rent per annum for the whole of his life, to be had in a suitable place in his kingdom, just as in the same letters patent is more fully contained. And afterwards the same late king, by his other letters patent, whose date is at Lincoln on the said 20th day of July in the fifth year of his reign, abovesaid, reciting by the same that, whereas he, by his aforesaid other letters patent, granted to his said beloved kinsman, Humphrey de Bohun, £52 a year, viz for each week 20s to be received at his Exchequer at the terms of St Michael and Easter in equal portions for the whole life of the same Humphrey or until he causes provision to be made to him of 52 pounds worth of land and rent a year for the whole of his life, to be had in a suitable place in his kingdom, in the form, recited above. The same late king, wishing his aforesaid grant to be transferred with effect, on the said 20th day of July in the fifth year of his reign, abovesaid, granted to the aforesaid Humphrey de Bohun the same manor of Osprynge with appurtenances in the said county of Kent, which was then extended at £60 a year. To have for the whole of his life in such a way that after the death of the same Humphrey the aforesaid manor with appurtenances should entirely revert to the late king and his heirs, just as in the aforesaid letters patent of the king, enrolled in the originalia of the same fifth year in the 17th roll, is more fully contained. And the aforesaid Robert Sondes says further that the same King Edward III afterwards by his other letters patent, whose date is at Berwick upon Tweed on the 18th day of June in the 10th year of his reign, granted for himself and his heirs to John de Pultney, citizen of London, that the aforesaid manor of Osprynge with appurtenances in the aforesaid county of Kent, which the aforesaid Humphrey by the name of the beloved and faithful of the same late king  Humphrey de Bohun, earl of Hereford and Essex, then held for the term of his life from the grant of the same late King Edward III, and which after the death of the same late king it had ought to revert to the same late king and his heirs, after the decease of the said late earl it should remain to the aforesaid John Pulteney and his heirs together with knights’ fees, advowsons of churches, warrens, fairs, markets, liberties and all other things howsoever belonging or pertaining to that manor. To have and to hold to him and his heirs forever. And the same late King Edward III also granted by his same letters patent for himself and his heirs to the aforesaid John Pultney that the same John and his heirs could enter into the aforesaid manor of Osprynge with appurtenances immediately after the death of the said earl and hold it together with knights’ fees, advowsons, liberties and all other things, abovesaid, in the abovesaid form, just as in the same letters patent is more fully contained. And the same late king, afterwards willing to make larger favour to the aforesaid John Pultney in this matter, by his other letters patent, whose date is at the Tower of London on the 12th day of February in the 11th year of his reign, gave and granted for himself and his heirs to the same John Pultney all the knights’ fees with appurtenances and the advowson of the churches, which pertained or could pertain in any way to the aforesaid manor or to the same late king by reason of the same manor. To have and to hold to him and his heirs with wards, reliefs, escheats and all other things howsoever belonging to the same fees to the same John Pulteney, then being seised and possessed of the aforesaid reversion, to him and his heirs by virtue of the aforesaid grant. And the same late king, by his same letters patent, granted for himself and his heirs that, when the aforesaid John and his heirs gained possession of that manor, they should have and hold the said manor with appurtenances, together with knights’ fees, advowsons, warrens, fairs, markets, liberties and all other the aforesaid things from the same late king and his heirs by the service of one rose, to be paid to the same late king and his heirs at the feast of the Nativity of St John the Baptist yearly for all service, exaction and demand, just as is more fully contained in the same letters patent. And afterwards the aforesaid Thomas de Dene in the aforesaid memoranda of the said 22nd year of the aforesaid late King Edward III named, gave to the said late King Edward III his aforesaid relief amongst other things for the same manor of Trulegh with appurtenances, and he made the aforesaid homage to the same late king, namely on the said 13th day of June in the 15th year of his reign, just as is supposed in the same memoranda. And that the same Thomas de Dene on the same 13th day of June in the 15th year of the reign of the said late king, abovesaid, brought suit and had due delivery of the said manor of Trulegh out of the hands of the same late king, just as in the originalia from the same 15th year of the same late king in the 23rd roll, is more fully clear, as of record after the completions of which same letters patent of grants made to the said John Pultney about the remainder of his aforesaid manor and about knights’ fees and other premises in the aforesaid form. And after the aforesaid delivery of the said manor of Trulegh, made amongst other things to the aforesaid Thomas de Dene on the said 13th day of June in the aforesaid 15th year of the aforesaid late King Edward III, viz on the 8th day of April in the 36th year of the reign of the same late king, abovesaid, the aforesaid Humphrey de Bohun died, viz at Hereford in the county of Hereford. After whose death the aforesaid John Pultney entered into the aforesaid manor of Osprynge with all fees of knights and other premises with appurtenances, as in his remainder of the same, and was thereupon seised in his demesne as of fee. By pretext of which, a certain Henry Appulderfeld, late and then tenant of the said manor of Trulegh with appurtenances, attorned himself to the aforesaid John Pultney, then tenant of the same manor of Osprynge after his entry thereof concerning the services of the same Henry for the same manor of Trulegh at Osprynge, aforesaid, in the said county of Kent, by which the same John Pultney was seised of the said services of the same Henry Apulderfeld for the same manor of Trulegh by the hands of the same Henry, as by the hands of his true tenant, and the said John Pulteney, being so seised of the aforesaid manor of Osprynge, together with all knights’ fees and other premises with appurtenances pertaining to the same manor, in his demesne as of fee. Afterwards he died seised thereupon of an estate tail. After whose death the aforesaid manor of Osprynge, together with all the aforesaid knights’ fees and other premises with appurtenances belonging and pertaining to the same manor with appurtenances descended to a certain Thomas Pultney, knight, as kinsman and heir of the aforesaid John Pultney, viz son of Thomas, son of William, son of Richard, son of the aforesaid John Pultney, by which the same Thomas entered into the aforesaid manor of Osprynge together with the aforesaid knights’ fees and other premises with appurtenances, and was thereupon seised in his demesne as of fee, and the same Thomas Pultney, being seised of the same manor of Osprynge together with the aforesaid knights’ fees and other premises, with appurtenances belonging and pertaining to the same manor, a certain William Hungate, Wiliam Grene and Robert Walby, clerk, on the 23rd day of April in the third year of the reign of the abovesaid lord Henry VII, late king of England, by writ of the same late king de recto precipe in chief, directed to the then sheriff of the said county of Kent, sought the said manor of Osprynge with appurtenances against the aforesaid Thomas Pultney and a certain Rose, then his wife, John Pultney, then tenant of the aforesaid manor of Osprynge, by the name of Thomas Pultney, knight, and Rose his wife, John Pultney, esquire, and Rose his wife, by which writ the same late King Henry VII ordered the aforesaid then sheriff that the same then sheriff order the aforesaid Thomas, Rose, John and Rose that they should justly and without delay hand over to the aforesaid William, William and Robert the manor of Osprynge with appurtenances, which they then claimed as their right and inheritance, and held of the same late King Henry VII in chief. And whereupon they then complained that the aforesaid Thomas, Rose, John Pultney and Rose then unjustly deforced them and unless they had made and the aforesaid William, William and Robert had made the aforesaid then sheriff secure about prosecuting their claim, then summoned by the upright summoners the aforesaid Thomas Pultney, Rose, John Pultney and Rose that they should be before then then justices of the same late King Henry VII at Westminster in the quindene of Easter Day then next following, to show why they had not made, etc. And that he should then have there summons and that writ. At which same quindene of Easter before Thomas Bryan, knight, and his fellows, then justices of the same late King Henry VII, came both the aforesaid William, William and Robert by John Goldwell, their attorney, and also the aforesaid Thomas Pultney, Rose, John Pultney and Rose by Richard Cok, their attorney. And Henry Ferrers, knight, then sheriff of the said county of Kent, returned the aforesaid writ in all services and executions. Upon which the aforesaid William, William and Robert, narrating upon that writ in the same court before then then aforesaid justices, sought against the aforesaid Thomas Pultney, Rose, John Pultney and Rose the manor of Osprynge, aforesaid, with appurtenances, as their right and inheritance by writ of the said late King Henry VII de recto precipe in chief. And whereupon they then said that they were seised of the same manor of Osprynge with appurtenances in their demesne as of fee and by right at the time of peace at the time of lord Edward IV, late king of England, taking the profits thereof to the value, etc. And that it was such, they obtained their right, and the aforesaid Thomas Pultney, Rose, John Pultney and Rose by the aforesaid Richard Bek, their attorney, came and defended the right of the aforesaid William, William and Robert, when, etc, and their seisin, of which seisin, etc, as of fee and lawfully, etc. And especially of the aforesaid manor of Osprynge with appurtenances, etc, and he called thereupon to warrant Robert Bongay, who was then present in the same court in his own proper person, and freely warranted the same manor of Osprynge with appurtenances to them, etc. Upon which the aforesaid William, William and Robert sought against the aforesaid Robert Bongay, tenant by their warrant, the said manor of Osprynge with appurtenances in the aforesaid form. And whereupon they said that they were seised of the same manor of Osprynge with appurtenances in their demesne as of fee and lawfully at the time of peace at the time of the said late King Edward IV, taking the profits thereof to the value etc. And that such it was, they obtained their right, etc. And the aforesaid Robert Bongay, tenant by their warrant, defended the right of the aforesaid William, William and Robert Waldeby when, etc, and their seisin, of which seisin, etc, as of fee and lawfully, etc, and especially of the aforesaid manor of Osprynge with appurtenances as of fee and lawfully, and the whole, etc, and he put himself thereupon on the great assize of the said late King Henry VII, etc. And he seeks acknowledgement to be made as to whether he then had the right of holding the same manor of Osprynge, aforesaid, with appurtenances, just as he then had that as tenant thereof by his warrant, or whether the aforesaid William, William and Robert Waldeby, to hold that manor with appurtenances, just as they then have sought above. And upon this the same William, William and Robert Waldeby sought licence to have discussion thereupon and they had, etc. And afterwards they in the same term, the same William, William and Robert Waldeby returned there in the same court by their aforesaid attorney. And the aforesaid Robert Bongay, tenant by his warrant, although solemnly exacted, has not returned, but withdrew in contempt of the same court and made default, by which then the custom was that the aforesaid William, William and Robert Waldeby should recover their seisin against the aforesaid Thomas Pultney, Rose, John Pultney and Rose of the aforesaid manor of Osprynge with appurtenances, to hold to the same William, William and Robert Waldeby and their heirs quit from the aforesaid Thomas Pultney, Rose, John and Rose and their heirs and from the aforesaid Robert Bongay and his heirs forever. And that the same Thomas Pultney, Rose, John Pultney and Rose should have from the lands of the aforesaid Bongay to the value, etc. And that the same Robert Bongay should be in mercy, etc, just as by the record and process, residing thereupon before the justices of the said late king of the aforesaid Bench at Westminster, is fully clear as of record. By virtue of which recovery, the aforesaid William Hungate, William Grene and Robert Waldeby entered into the aforesaid manor of Osprynge together with knights’ fees and other premises with appurtenances and were thereupon seised in their demesne as of fee, and being so thereupon seised, the same William, William and Robert Waldeby, of the same manor of Osprynge together with the aforesaid knights’ fees and others premises belonging to the same manor with appurtenances, enfeoffed a certain Henry Sharpe, then dean of the free chapel of St Stephen, Westminster, and the canons of the same chapel. To hold to them and their successors forever. By which pretext Reynold Sondes, late and then tenant of the said manor of Trulegh with appurtenances, made attornment to the aforesaid dean and canons, then tenants of the same manor of Osprynge concerning the services of the same Reynold for the same manor of Trulegh at Osprynge, aforesaid. By pretext of which, the aforesaid dean and canons were seised of the aforesaid manor of Osprynge and of the aforesaid services of the said Reynold by the hands of the same Reynold as by the hands of their true tenant in their demesne as of fee. And the same Robert Sondes says further that the said manor of Quenecourte with appurtenances in the said inquisition, taken before the aforesaid late escheator, and the said manor of Ospryng in the said plea, alleged above by the aforesaid Robert Sondes, are one and the same manor and no other, nor different. Without that that the said manor of Trulegh was ever held of the said late King Edward III as of the honor of Peverell, Dover, except as of the said manor of Osprynge then being parcel of the same honor. All and singular which the aforesaid Robert Sondes is ready to verify, as the court, etc. Whereupon he does not intend that the said the said now lord king wishes to accuse or occasion him of and in the premises or in any of the premises and he seeks his judgement that he, as regards the premises, is dismissed from this court. And John Ernley, who now brings suit for the said lord king, says for the same lord king that the aforesaid manor of Trulegh with appurtenances was held of the said late King Edward III in chief as of the honor of Peverell, Dover, by knight service, just as in the aforesaid memoranda of the abovesaid Exchequer from the aforesaid 22nd year of the said late King Edward III is supposed above. And without that that the aforesaid manor of Osprynge ever was member and parcel of the said honor of Peverell, Dover. And without that that the aforesaid manor of Trulegh was ever held of the said late king as of the said manor of Osprynge, being parcel of the said honor of Peverell, Dover, just as the aforesaid Robert Sondes alleged above. And this the said John Ernley seeks for the same lord king that it is to be inquired into by the country. And the aforesaid Robert Sondes says, as he had previously said. And he seeks similarly. Therefore, an inquisition is to be thereupon made, etc. And upon this the sheriff of the said county of Kent is ordered that he causes to come here in the octave of Holy Trinity 18 upright men, etc, from the view of Trulegh, aforesaid, each of which, etc, and who are of no affinity, etc, to acknowledge, etc, the truth of the premises more fully. And the same day is given to the aforesaid Robert Sondes to hear and do that, which, etc. At which day the same Robert Sondes came here by his said attorney. And the sheriff of the aforesaid county, viz James Dyggys, esquire, returned the aforesaid writ, directed to him in the premises, together with the panel of the names of the jurors, just as is clear in the same panel, annexed to the said writ, which are among the writs executed for the king from the same term of Holy Trinity under the seal of Kent. And the aforesaid jurors, exacted at the same day, have not come. It is adjourned at the request of the aforesaid John Ernley, who now brings suit for the said lord king. It is concorded between the barons here that the justices of the lord king, assigned to take assizes in the aforesaid county, are to be assigned by commission of this Exchequer to inquire the truth upon the premises more fully, and a commission of this is to be made to them, and it is commanded to them that they inquire, etc, at Maydeston in the aforesaid county on Monday next after the feast of St Peter, which is called at Chains, next to come, if, etc, in such a way that they are to have the inquisition thereof in 15 days after the day of St Michael. And upon this the sheriff of the aforesaid county is ordered that he does not omit, etc, from this, etc. And that he distrains the aforesaid jurors by lands, etc, in such a way, etc, here in the quindene after the day of St Michael or in the meantime before the aforesaid justices of assize at the aforesaid day and place, if previously, etc, to do, etc. And it is said to the aforesaid Robert Sondes that he shall await his day before the aforesaid justices at the aforesaid day and place, if it seems expedient to him. And that he is to be here at the said quindene of St Michael to hear his judgement, etc. At which day the aforesaid justices, viz John Botyler and John More returned here the tenor of the aforesaid record, so endorsed. Afterwards on the day and place, within contained, before John Botyler and John More, justices of the lord king, assigned to take assizes in the county of Kent, by form of the statute, etc, there came both John Muscote, who brings suit for the lord king, both the within-named Robert Sondes in his own proper person and the jurors of the jury, whereof mention is made below, having been exacted, similarly came, upon which, a proclamation having been made for the lord king, as is the custom, that if any justice of the lord king here or his attorney or the aforesaid jury wishes to inform about the things contained, comes and is heard. And no one offered himself to do this. Upon which it is proceeded to the taking of the aforesaid jury. Which same jurors of that jury, having been elected, tried and sworn to speak the truth about the contents within, upon their oath say that the manor of Trulegh, specified within, is not held of the now lord king in chief, but the same jurors say that the aforesaid manor of Trulegh was held of the late lord King Edward III, within specified, as of the within-written manor of Osprynge, then being member and parcel of the said honor of Peverell, Dover, just as the aforesaid Robert Sondes alleged below. And also the same jurors say that the aforesaid manor of Trulegh is now held of the within-named dean and canons of St Stephen as of the aforesaid manor of the same dean and canons of Osprynge, just as the aforesaid Robert Sondes alleged similarly below. The aforesaid jurors say that the within specified manor of Quenecourte and the aforesaid manor of Osprynge are one and the same and not other, nor different, just as the said Robert Sondes similarly alleged within. Therefore, etc. And in addition, the said Robert Sondes seeks his judgement, as before. And because the court wishes to have deliberation in the premises before further, etc, a day is given to the aforesaid Robert Sondes in the state, in which it is now until the quindene after the day of St Hilary, to hear and do what, etc. And all and singular the premises having been seen, heard and understood by the barons, and after mature deliberation had been had thereupon between the same men, and on account that the aforesaid John Ernley, who now brings suit for the said lord king, prosecutes here in court, and having been addressed by the barons as to if he knows or wishes to say anything further for the same lord king as regards the premises, he does not deny anything, alleged before by the aforesaid Robert Sondes, that he ought not to be dismissed from this court as regards the premises. And also there having been seen by the same barons the enrolment of a certain exemplification, sealed under the great seal of the aforesaid late King Edward III and the barons of this Exchequer on the 10th day of February in the 40th year of the same late King Edward III, exhibited by Nicholas de Loveyn, and at his petition enrolled in the memoranda of this Exchequer from the term of St Hilary in the same 40th year in the 19th roll enrolled on the part of this remembrancer, viz among other things about a certain inquisition taken at Osprynge on Friday in the feast of St Luke the Pope in the 19th year of the reign of the same late King Edward III, but in the sixth year of his reign as king of France, before John de Vyoleston, then escheator of the same late king in the county of Kent, by virtue of a writ of the same late king, directed to him, by the oath, etc, by which it was found among other things that then they pertained to the said manor of Osprynge and that there were then held of the same manor 15 and a half knights’ fees as of the honor of Peverell, viz among other things from those five knights’ fees, which Hamo de Hatton lately held. Thomas, son and heir of William de Dene, then held one fee and a half in Trulegh and Borstall, just as is more fully contained there. It is said by the same barons to the aforesaid Robert Sondes, who, as far as answering further in the premises, is to go at present without day by pretext of the premises. Moreover, we, have considered that the tenor of the aforesaid record and process should be exemplified at the request of the aforesaid Robert Sondes under the seal of our said Exchequer by these presents. In testimony of which matter, we have caused these our letters to be made patent. Witnessed by William Hody, knight, at Westminster on the 7th day of May in the year of the reign … … … …
    
  
