(27 )

oppenled fo a jury. ' The jurv sat in'1340, before’ Willians de ‘Shareshull,
and Henry-de' Mortimer, and the result was a verdict for William de Perfon
and-William the parson had to: pay him £36 7s. 64. At Michnelmas 1343
Alianora formerly “wife of Wiliam de Weston, John son of William de
Weston snd Willium de Wattenhull, "ex:cuntors of ithe Will of Willinm de
Weston agem sted Willlam son of John de Perton for n debt of £26.
Deofandant &till did not appear ‘and the Rheriff returned that he held- nothing
-within bis :bailiwick, by which he could 'be attached 5 bat it was testified
that he held sufficient, The Sheriff was therefore ordered to distrain and
sroduce- him at Hillary,. At Easter, 1337 the Sheriff, Simon de Ruggeley,

ad been commanded, to take with him four disereet and lawful . knights
of his couity, and to proceed himself to the court of Tettenhall, and in fuli
conrt there, cause t0 be recorded, the suit which was before the court, by
the King’s lesser writ of right, between Roger son of Roger de Blackeley,
near t¢ Wrottesley, plaintiff, and Walter son of John de Perton, prebendary
of Tettenhal], tennnt of o messuage, sixtesn acres of land, and an acre of
meadow, in Tettenlall ; and to return the record, nnder his senl, into court,
at this term, and gumman the parties for the same date, And the said
Whalter appenred by attorney, but. Roger did-not appear ; and the Sheriff
now returned that he had gone in person, to the said couort, and had. taken
with himi four - disereet and-.lawful knights, and the suitors of the court
had rafused to iake a record. ' The Sheriff was fined half & mark, for not
mentioning, in his retarn, that he had summouned the parties. At Trinity
Walter appeared. by attorney, but Roger did not appear so the. suit-was
dismissed. The bailiffs of the court, were ordered, in case of attempted
ibjury to the said Walter, that the said Walter should be restored and coms

ousated. At the samne court the essoin of Leon de Perton sued John de

plferd and Ralph his brother, nnd John the bailiff of the abbot of Dore,
in Derbyshire, in & plea that they, to$ether with William son of William
de Pyletenhale, John de Levynton, Thomas de Pyletenhale, John of the
Hall of Newport, and Jobn de Honton, bad forcibly reaped bis growing
corn at Wyghtwyck, and carried if.off to the value of £10., None of the
deféndants appeared, and the Sheriff returned that they held nothing, by whick
they could be attached. He was therefore ordered to arrest and produce them
at the quindene of Hillary. The case came on again for hearingin 1338, when
none of the defendants appeared, and the Sheriff returned certain suma.into court
as proceeds of distraints made against them. He was therefore ordered to di-
strain again, and to arrest Johu de Fulford and Ralph, whe could not be
fonnd, and to prodoce them at the quindene of Hillary. On 12th December
1388, an aagize took place, as to whether William son of Hugh de Wrottesley,
(n younger brother ofp William whodied 1813, and not Hugh de Wrottesloy, the
family head) ; Thomas Crey; Richard de Ovyoteshaye ; Thomas his sou ;
Ralph de Fulford 5 and John his brother had unjustly disseized Walter son of
Jdobn de Perton of thirty nores of Iand, two acres of meadow, three
scres of wood, and four acres of - pasinre in Tettenball, William appeared by
William de Hampton, hia artorney, whbo also answered for the others, us
their bailiff, atid denied the disseizin, and stated that the tenements were .a
parcel of the Manor of Tettenhall, which is of ancient demesne of the crown,
sud-in which no-writ would- run, except the lesser writ of right, and he
prayed for judgment on this point. Walter did pot deny.that the Manor
of Tettenhall was of ancient demesne of the crown, nor that the tenements
were o parcel -of the Minor, but he pleaded that the said tenements, ia:the
time of Edward the first, formed part of the demesne lands of the Manor, in



