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COMMONS REGISTRATION ACT 1955 Reference No. 262/U0/372

In the Matter of Wellhouse Spring, Munﬂrlsdale,
Cumbria {No. 2)

DECISION

This reference relates to the question of the ownership of land known as -
Wellhouse Spring, Mungrisdale, being the land comprised in the Land Section of -
Register Unit No. CL 317 in the Register of Common Land maintained by the
Cunbria County Council of which no person is registered under section 4 of the
Commons Registration Act 1965 as the owner.

Following upon the public notice of this reference the Mungrisdale Parish

‘Council claimed to be the freehold owner of the land in question and no other

person claimed to have information as to its ownership.

I held a hearing for th2 purpose of inquiring into the questlon of the ownership
of the land at -Penrith on 15 October 1981

At the hearing Mr D Mellor, Solicitor, appeared for !Ir M B N Howard, and there
was no appearance on behalf of the Parish Council. '

At that hearing I was satisfied that the land the subject of the reference was
wastz land of the manor of Grisdale and therefore in the ownership of thz lord
of tha®t manor. I was z2lso satisfied that Mr Howard was the owner of the barony
of Greystoke which comprises a number of manors in the former County of
Cumberland. These manors were stated in the parcels of a vesting assent dated
12 January 1965, through which Mr Howard derived his title, to be those of
Greystoke, Wewbiggin, Stainton, Matterdale, and Watermillock. There being no
mention of the manor of Grisdale, the evidence did not satisfy me that Mr
Howard was the lord of that manor,and I gave a decision accordingly.

\
After oy decision was isguad Mr Howard's Solicitors applied for the Hearlbg to
ta reopened so that furither evidence as to the lordship of the manor of Grisdals
could be adduced. Since thsre 'was no other effective claimant to ths owmersnip
of thz land in question I decided to reopen the hearing at Penrith on 21 Julv
1g32. At this hearing Mr Howard was again represented by Mr Mellor.

Cn this occaéion Mr Mellor produced fift{y-one relevant documents rarging in date
f»om 1633 to 1935 ra praissworthy piece of res=zarch. It will, however, not b2
“,c=ssary for the purposes of this decision to refer io these documonuo ser*a im.

The earliest document is the record of a court of the manoxr of Greystoke held on

3 Octobar 1633.: by tlesiaward of the Earl of Arundel. This contzins ligts ol the
fres terants of a numbzr of places, including Grisdale.

Ca 7 July 1740 Charles Howard and the stzvard of nis courts, siiond=d by his
2iliff 2nd fenanis and "many others' verambulated and rode the bounds o Griscalsz.
I% im not stated that Trisdale was a sarnarats mancr, bud it-is clzar thal ths
verazbulation was a mansrial one. Howeway, the record of a psranbulation mada on
2% July 1771 describes it as "the riding of the Boundary by lMr Howvard of his mansx
of Grisdala', There is also an undoted map of the late 18il: century, of wnich the
lerend iz MA zlieteh of .the Boundary of the manor of Grisdale", A list of the
tannnd T otz harony of Gravsitoks, dated 1793, contains a list of the custozary
Ttz - Mungrisdalea.
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It appears from these documents that there was some close, though not clearly
definable, relationship between the manor of Grisdale, the barony of Greystoke,
and The manor of Greystoxz. This is fuzthar dewmonsiratad Yy a series of
indentures, dated from 8 February 1882 to 238 November 1908, whexeby Henry
Charles Howard, described as lord of the manor of Greystoke in the barony of
Greystoke, whereby copyhold tenements in Mungrisdale "within the said manor"
wera enfranchised. Read with the earlier documents, there indentures seem to
indicate that the manor of Grisdale was a sub-manor of the manor of Grevstoke.
This is borne out by two copies of court rolls of the manor of Creystoke in the
barony of Greystoke, both dated 6 May 1915, recording the admission to copyhold
messuages and tenements at Chapel End in Mungrisdale "within the said manoz'.

Although transactions relating to copyhold tenements in Mungrisdale were being
entered in the court rolls of the manor of Greystoke, it is apparent that
Munzrisdale was regarded by some as a manor. Thus on 29 October 1912 Solicitors
aciing for the devisee of a deceased copyholder wrote to the Solicitors acting
foxr the lord of the manor a letter headed "Manor of Mungrizdale", and it is
interesiing o observe that the reply of the next day was headed "Manor of
Greystoke'sfindeterred by this implied correction, on 2 November 1921 the same
Iirn of Solicitors wrote another letter headad "Manor of Mungrisdale", to which
thsy received a reply headed "Manor of Greystoke (Mungrisdale)",

2re are numerous deocuments of the early part of the present century in which
ooyhold tenements in Mungrisdale were dealt with as being within ths manor of
2r3toke, and a list of courts of the barony of Greystoke held on 5 November
25 lists them as being those of the manors of Greystoke, Newbiggin, Stainton,
“fatterdale and Watermillock, the same list .of manors as that in the vesting
assent of 12 January 1955.

Ca this additional evidence I am satisfied that the manor of Grisdale is a sub-
zanor of the manor of Greystoke, and that the lordship of the manor of Grisdale
h2s rassed with that of the manor of Greystoke.

I an therefore satisfied that Mr Howard is the owner of the land, and I shall
azcordingly direct the Cumbria County Council, as registration authority, to
egizier him'as the owner of the laznd wnder section 8(2) of tha Act of 1965.

I am required b- regulaticn 30{1) of the Commons Commissioners Regulations 19671
to explain that a parson aggrisved by this decision as heing erroneous in opaini

2f iz may, within 6 wesks from ths date on wiich notice o7 +th: decisien i
to him, require me to state a case for the decision of the Eigh Court.
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Chief Comzonsg Cormmissioner



