
\

Research Notes and  Queries

Two  Corrections  to  ‘Sir Thomas Frowyk’s Chronicle’

Anne F.  Sutton  and Livia Visser-Fuchs write:—

With reference to our article  ‘The  Making of  a  Minor Chronicle in the Household

of Sir  Thomas  Frowyk (died  1485)’, The  Ricardian, vol. 10, no.  126, September

1994, pp. 86- 103.
Jan Willem Verkaik has kindly pointed out that the  date  of St Peter and St

Paul’s day should read 29 June, not 28  June.  Our assumption that the day

mentioned by Frowyk could possibly be Saturday 28 June was the result of a

confusion of dates that Sir Thomas himself could not have experienced as he only

knew  that  the actual, visual ceremony of the  investiture  of the peers  took  place on

Suhday.29 June, the day the knights were dubbed; this date is also confirmed by

Writhe’s Garter Book. Frowyk and Writhe could not have known, as modern

commentators do, that  the  patent  letters by which the new peers were  created  are

dated Saturday 28 June.
Mr John Hill has drawn our attention to our conflation of two generations of

the Franceys family, for which We are grateful. The simplified pedigree of the

Charlton and Frowyk families should read as illustrated here. Recently published

material on the Franceys family is S.  O’Connor, A Calendar  of the  Cartularies  of

John -Pyel  and  Adam  F  raunceys,  Camden  Society, 5th Ser., vol.  2  (1993), and the

biography of Sir Adam in The  History of Parliament.  the  House  of Commons

1386-1421, ed. J. S. Roskell L. Clark and C. Rawcliffe, History of Parliament

Trust, London  1993.
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661 Simplified Pedigree  of the Charlton and Frowyk families  and their  Montague and  Neville relatives.

Adam Franceys, mercer,
mayor of London 1352-54

filfi
John Montague  —-'m. —  Maud. Sir Adam —m.  —  Margaret, widow Thomas Charlton (2) —m.  — Alice de Cornwall —m.  —  (1) Henry Frowyk

 

 

 

Earl of Salisbury Franceys of Thomas d.l408 d. 1385-6
'd.l400 Tudenham, mercer

Thomas ' Agnes Elizabeth  —  m. —  Thonias Charlton Henry Frowyk
Earl  of Salisbury —  m.  — - d. 1448 mercer, mayor

d. 1400 (3) Sir William Porter d. 1460

Alice Montague  —  m. —  Richard Neville Sir Thomas Charlton Sir Thomas Frowyk
d.l465 d.l485

The Kingmaker Sir Richard Agnes  —  m. —  Sir Thomas
d. 1485 Bourchier

Anne Neville

Queen of Richard III



The  Earl  of  Surrey after Bosworth

Peter Hammond writes:-

Thomas  Howard, Earl of Surrey, fought  for Richard III at Bosworth, where his
father John, Duke of Norfolk was killed. After Bosworth Surrey was arrested by

Henry VII and in the Parliament of 1485 was attainted (Rolls of Parliament, vol. 6,

p.276). It has previously been said, by various sources, including the obituary once
on Surrey’s  tomb  and the  Great Chronicle  of London  (William Dugdale, Baronage
of England, vol. 2, London 1676, p.269; A.H. Thomas and ID. Thornley, eds.,
Great  Chronicle, London  1938, p.242), that  immediately after Bosworth he (with
the Earl of Nonhumberland) was imprisoned in the Tower of London. Surrey it is
said was not released from there until he found favour with Henry VII in 1489.
However it does seem probable that Surrey spent at least  part  of the time between

1485 and  1489  in prison in Queenborough  Castle, Isle of Sheppey. This appears

from  the ‘Historical Notes of  a  London Citizen’ (Richard Firth Green, English

Historical  Review, vol. 96, (1981), p.589) where it is said that after Bosworth  ‘the

erle of Northomurland and the erle of Surrey was takyn and browght into the Flete

of London, and that they were ix  dayss, and then they wer led into the Towur of

London, and ther they wer ij days, and after had to the castell of Quynborow in

Kent’.  This  is supported by the  fact that  for at least  a  time, before she went to

Ashwellthorpe with her children, the Countess of Surrey was in the Isle of

Sheppey. She wrote from Minster in  Sheppey to John Paston  3  October 1485

(Norman Davies, ed., Paston  Letters  and  Papers  of the  Fifieenth Century, Part 2

Oxford  1976,‘ p.445). There is no apparent reason why the Countess should be in
such  a  remote place  except  to be near the Earl; none of the  manors  in Sheppey

were held by the Howards. John Howard had held the manor of Badlesmere  south

of Faversham but  this  is about 12 miles from Sheppey and was not in the hands of

the Howards after Bosworth.

There is no doubt  that  Surrey (at least) was in the Tower for longer than nine

days since there is a privy seal  wn't  ordering payment on  9  December 1485 to Sir
James Radclyf, Lieutenant of the Tower, for the boarding of the Earl of Surrey for
four weeks, (William Campbell, ed., Materials  for  a  History of the  Reign  of Henry
VII, vol. 1, Rolls Series, London 1873, p.208).  This  could mean that Surrey was in
the Tower for  those  four weeks, (and not two days as the ‘London  Citizen’ says)

until  about  the end of September, when he was transferred to Queenborough. How

long he stayed there it is impossible to say at the moment, lacking further evidence,

but it does appear that he was not in the Tower for three and a  half  years as has

previously been thought.

I would  like  to thank Mrs Marilyn Garabet for drawing the reference to the

‘London  Citizen’ to my attention and for pointing out that the letter from'the
Countess of Surrey is dated from Sheppey.

200


