Chipping Campden mystery

5  –  The Chipping Campden mystery

As noted earlier, analysis of the geographical distribution of landowners’ addresses brings to light an unusual grouping of entries, summarised in Table 12. What is remarkable about this group is not just their geographical distribution but also the uniformity of their acreage and rental values. Attention is drawn to them by the appearance of thirteen individuals in Chipping Campden, Gloucestershire, all of whom except one are shown as owning 1 acre 13 or 14 perches. The odd one out is James Turner, who has 15 acres and is therefore excluded from the group. Then there are three more elsewhere in Gloucestershire and four in Worcestershire, all with the same characteristics. A wider search for owners with identical acreage and rental value (always 1s 5d, ie around 1s 3½d an acre) reveals two in Rutland (at Cottesmore and Exton), one each in Grantham (Lincolnshire) and Scalford (Leicestershire), three in London and one in Canterbury (Kent). 

In all there are 27 individuals in the group; the first nine in alphabetical order have 1 acre 14 perches, the remainder have one perch less, a total of 29¼ acres. This in itself suggests that the entries in the Return must have originated in a list supplied in evidence, perhaps by an estate office. Many appear to have family ties with at least one other individual, sometimes in a different part of the country (there are at least six pairs of surname – Averill, Healy, Keyte, Marshall, Rimmell, Smith – or seven if one equates Haines with Haynes, as well as a trio of Keens). Such ties have been confirmed by members of the Campden & District Historical & Archaeological Society (CADHAS), whose generous and enthusiastic assistance has also revealed an extraordinary complexity of marriage and family relationships between many of those in this group. These link, for example, the Haines, Hancock, Hands, Keen, Keyte, and Tidmarsh families and account for at least eight or nine of those named. More than that, the same sources indicate that most of these families, despite their not having particularly Rutland surnames, seem to have a common ancestry in eighteenth-century Rutland and the marriages of John Hickman and Exton-born Mary Goupil in 1743 or of Robert Hickman and Elizabeth Newton in Exton in 1788. They also reveal that W H Baker (of Hastings: 25), the son of Richard Westbrook Baker (the Earl of Gainsborough’s well-known agent and agriculturalist), married Elizabeth Keen of Westington, near Campden – another link between the two estates. The minutiae of these links and their implications for the historical relationship between the Exton and Chipping Campden estates are beyond the scope of this study, but would make an interesting study in themselves: some are indicated in Table 12. A note about the mystery, with an appeal for information which produced several valuable responses, was published by CADHAS in 2008 (Clough 2008).

Several references in wills to land in Rutland have been found by CADHAS members. Importantly, in his will of 6th December 1837, proved 7th March 1838, William Holmes of Westington leaves ‘all that piece or parcel of freehold land and hereditaments belonging to me situate lying and being in the County of Rutland unto my nephew John Keyte now residing in or near the City of London ...’. John Keyte, a carpenter, had leasehold premises in Forston Street, Shoreditch, Middlesex, where he was living in the 1851 census. His will, dated 17th January 1850 and proved 14th May 1851, not only shows that in addition he owned a freehold cottage in Chipping Campden, but also includes a bequest of ‘... all that piece of freehold land situate and being at Whissendine in the County of Rutland, containing one acre and two roods or thereabouts, be it more or less ...’ (it was less!) to his wife Mary Ball Keyte, and following her death ‘... the said piece of freehold land at Whissendine aforesaid ...’ was to pass to his son Henry Keyte. These two consecutive wills can be taken to refer to the same land and usefully confirm its freehold status and approximate size. 

Other wills have been found to refer to unspecified amounts of land in Whissendine: that of John Stanley of Chipping Campden, farmer, dated 10th June and proved 23rd November 1820, gives all his freehold land at Whissendine to his nephew Richard Ellis; that of John Haines of Chipping Campden, gentleman, dated 2th February 1838 and proved on 9th July 1841, gives his parcel of ground at ‘Wessendine’ to his nephew and sole executor William Rimell, but in a codicil of 26th December 1839 (he died on 31st January 1841) he has changed his mind and gives it to another nephew, John Haines, son of his sister Nancy Haines and perhaps the John Haines of the Return (213); that of William Izod of Westington, dated 12th November 1845 and proved 10th October 1846, gives his freehold parcel of land at Whissendine to his son Nathan Izod (274); that of Peter Haines, brazier of Chipping Campden (probably yet another nephew of John Haines), dated 6th December 1852 and proved on 10th April 1854 after his death in May 1853, passed his ‘freehold close at Wissendine’ to his friends William Rimell and William Stanley, his executors and both farmers – here the term ‘close’ could be taken to imply something larger than these small parcels; that of James Keen of Weston Park, Gloucestershire, gentleman, dated 28th January 1858 and proved 14th February 1861 after his death on 22nd December 1860, gives all his lands at Whissendine to his executors William Rimell of Chipping Campden and Edmund Kendall, solicitor, of Bourton-on-the-Water for them to deal with; and a codicil dated 16th September 1863 to the will of Elizabeth Hickman left all her unspecified ‘lands and hereditaments in Whissendine’ to John Hickman Hiron. 

If John Keyte whose will was proved in 1851 is the man of that name in the Return (no 296) and Henry Keyte (295) was his son then this may be an instance of the same land being listed twice. If James Keen is the James Keen of Weston-sub-Edge (287), then this illustrates the fact that the Return was based on out-of-date information, by ten years in this instance. The entry for Nathan Izod (274) would seem to be correct. What happened subsequently to the land bequeathed to Richard Ellis is unknown – he is not in the Return.

In none of these cases is the location or quantity of the land more closely given. However, during further research by CADHAS members on Campden wills held at Gloucestershire Archives, more specific information has come to light in a codicil of 27th April 1845 appended to the will of Joseph Hands of Chipping Campden, also a brazier, dated 4th March 1842 and proved 15th October 1845. Here he bequeaths to his son, also Joseph, chemist, druggist and grocer, ‘... All that Piece or Parcel of Land or Ground situate in the Parish or Lordship of Whissondine in the County of Rutland containing One Acre and two Roods or thereabouts and being part of the close or piece of Land now called or known by the Name of the Large close ...’, with power to dispose of it at his death as he might think proper. For the first time, in this codicil, we learn the name of the field in which at least one, and probably all, of these parcels lay. 

William Rimell appears time and again in these wills: if the same as no 428, then he too was one of the group, and indeed related to at least some of them. If correctly identified, he made his will on 19th December 1883, later adding several codicils, but did not die until 22nd March 1891 when he was 75. The will, proved on 20th May 1891, of which to date only an abstract has become available (published on-line at http://rimellgenealogy.blogspot.com), evidently included eight acres of land at Whissendine (rather different from the 1 ac 13p of the Rutland Return) which his trustees were to sell. However, in Gloucestershire Archives (D1395/Box2/6), amongst papers relating to William Rimmel deceased there are two transfers of mortgage, dated 1st February 1888 and 28th January 1889, which refer to certain property in Whissendine, ‘being part of a certain close or piece of land called or known by the name of the Large Close’ (inf. Mick Heath). This seems to corroborate the information about the field name in Joseph Hands’ will, but unfortunately at the time of writing its location has not been established: it does not appear on the map of Rutland field names compiled by Sterndale Bennett for Civil Defence purposes during the Second World War (in Rutland County Museum), it is not listed amongst the Whissendine place names or field names recorded by Cox (1994), and the enclosure map does not help (inf. Dr Ian Ryder). However, if all this land did lie in Large Close, then on the basis of the entries in the Return this field must have extended to at least 30 acres; a possible candidate might just be a 35-acre sub-triangular field (OS 2nd edition 25" map parcel 300) to the south of the village, shown on the Sterndale Bennett map as Great Close, a name noted by Cox, but one cannot postulate this with any certainty. 
Examination of the Return as a whole suggests that whilst there are other Rutland owners who hold similarly (though not identically) small parcels, and some of these may also have relatively low rental values, most parcels of little over an acre have much higher values. There seem to be no others that one could reasonably link with the group, although it is possible that there were some people who owned similar parcels as part of a larger freehold estate in the county: these would be impossible to identify from the details in the Return. For Whissendine, at present, we have only the statement in White’s Directory (1846, 617) that ‘The Earl of Harborough is lord of the manor, but part of the parish belongs to many small freeholders’: White gives no clues as to their identity, and later directories such as Harrod omit this information. 

There are perhaps two clues that may enable one eventually to solve this mystery. Chipping Campden, like Exton in Rutland, is one of the principal seats of the Noel family, and this suggests a link between the Noels and these small owners. Certainly a number of them, or members of the same families, also tenanted land and buildings in and around Campden in 1869, as witness an abstract of title of the Gainsborough estates of that date, in private hands but made available via CADHAS. However, in this context, the 

	No
	Name of Owner
	Address of Owner
	Notes

	
	
	
	

	  16
	Isaac Averill
	Broadway, Worcs
	‘Squire Averill’ of Broad Close; Overseer of Roads (www.oldbroadway.org.uk)

	  17
	Stephen Averill
	Broadway, Worcs
	Probably brother of the above

	  46
	Francis Bott
	Stepney, London E
	

	180
	Alfred Frisby
	Cottesmore, Rutland
	Managing clerk, estate office, Cottesmore (White 1863); Steward to the Earl of Gainsborough (Barker); widower, aged 52 (1871 Census: inf M Frisby)

	213
	John Haines
	Chipping Campden
	

	218
	S Hancock
	Chipping Campden
	

	220
	Joseph Hands
	Chipping Campden
	Grocer, druggist, stamp distributor, Church Street 

(Slater 1868); inherits land in Large Close, Whissendine, from father Joseph Hands 1845

	224
	John Hardy
	Grantham, Lincs
	

	231
	William Hawes
	Chipping Campden
	

	234
	Peter Haynes
	Chipping Campden
	

	237
	John Healey
	Scalford, Leics
	

	239
	William Healey
	Stourbridge, Worcs
	

	274
	Nathan Izod
	Chipping Campden
	Farmer at Westington (Slater 1868); 

inherits Whissendine land from father Wm Izod 1846;

papers in Gloucestershire Archives

	286
	George Keen
	Chipping Campden
	Farmer at Westington (Slater 1868)

	287
	James Keen
	Weston-sub-Edge, Gloucs
	Bequeaths Whissendine land in will of 1858, proved 1861

	288
	W Henry Keen
	Chipping Campden
	

	295
	Henry Keyte
	London
	Several members of the Keyte family listed under Chipping Campden (Slater 1868); 

John Keyte inherits Whissendine land from uncle Wm Holmes 1838, and bequeaths it in will proved 1851 to widow Mary Ball Keyte and then to son Henry Keyte

	296
	John Keyte
	City Road, London
	

	300
	Henry W Kingzett
	Chipping Campden
	Farmer (Slater 1868)

	321
	Barnard Marshall
	Canterbury, Kent
	

	322
	Charles Marshall
	Snowshill, Gloucs
	

	427
	H John Rimmell
	Norton, Gloucs
	

	428
	William Rimmell
	Chipping Campden
	Probably executor of James Keen and a farmer at Ebrington (Slater 1868); nephew and executor of one John Haines (original bequest to him of Whissendine land withdrawn in codicil); ‘friend’ of Peter Haines; executor of James Keen; held land in Large Close; d.1891

	430
	Henry Roberts
	Blockley, Worcs
	

	467
	Allen James Smith
	Chipping Campden
	

	472
	William Smith
	Exton, Rutland
	

	499
	James Tidmarsh
	Chipping Campden
	Farmers and maltsters


Table 12. The twenty-seven members of the Chipping Campden mystery group.

Isaac Averill to William Hawes have 1ac 14p, the remainder 1ac 13p; rental value is 1s 5d in every case.

Identifications and details of wills largely result from the work of CADHAS members

Other wills referring to land at Whissendine so far found are those of John Stanley (farmer, bequest to nephew Richard Ellis, 1820) and Elizabeth Hickman (codicil, bequest to John Hickman Hiron, 1863).

Earl of Harborough, that the Earl of Gainsborough purchased some of the Sherard family’s Whissendine estate at auction (VCH Rutland II, 000), and the John Stanley will suggests that one should look to a date earlier than 1820 for an explanation. However, one may note that at the time of the Whissendine enclosure in 1763, Thomas Noel was the surviving trustee for Bennet Sherard, 1st Earl of Harborough, and as such was awarded a substantial acreage: but there is no evidence there for a large group of small landowners (inf. Dr Ian Ryder). Nonetheless, this does indicate that the Noel family’s interest in Whissendine would seem to go back well into the eighteenth century, no matter what VCH Rutland has to say about the parish’s manorial history and the overarching Sherard interest.
Fig. 7. Isaac Averill, one of the mystery group, who was a leading figure in Broadway, Worcestershire.
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The other clue lies in the identical acreages and rental values of the parcels of land. The system of letting small allotments of 1½ roods to ‘industrious labourers’, which Richard Westbrook Baker introduced on the Earl of Gainsborough’s Rutland estates in the 1830s (White 1863, 784), is well known. However, the owners of these larger parcels, or at least some of them, appear to be anything but mere ‘industrious labourers’, and their land is freehold, not let. Information gleaned from CADHAS members, from searches in directories and from other on-line sources has shown that many of those named came from substantial Campden farming families, among them the Haines, Izod and Keen families. Joseph Hands was a grocer, druggist and stamp distributor, and the Tidmarsh family were farmers and maltsters. Elsewhere, Isaac Averill was a leading member of the Broadway community, whilst Alfred Frisby was the Earl of Gainsborough’s Rutland land agent and steward. 

This situation cannot have developed by chance. It seems unlikely, despite the close family ties, that these lands represent the breaking up of a larger 

estate into a series of uniform small legacies. Similarly, at present, there is no evidence to suggest that these parcels may have formed a block of accommodation or investment land. One possibility might be that they reflect the buying of votes in parliamentary elections of an earlier period. Certainly the Rutland elections of 1710 and 1713 saw a considerable amount of jiggery-pokery, not least of which was the creation of numbers of new forty-shilling freeholders. The candidates in 1710 included John Noel and Philip Sherard – both staunch Whigs – and in fact the former was then ejected from the House of Commons as a result of vote-rigging (something quietly ignored in the brief account of Rutland’s parliamentary history in VCH Rutland I (204-5): for details, see Mitchell 1995). Whether anything similar transpired during the several elections later in the eighteenth century has not yet been investigated.

For the moment, the mystery remains and a common link has yet to be established. Whether the solution is to be found amongst records at the Chipping Campden end or amongst those relating to Rutland such as the extensive Noel archive in ROLLR, or indeed amongst wills and family papers connected to those individuals whose appearance in the Return contributes to the mystery, remains to be seen.
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