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The Bounds of My Lady's Manor (draft 3)

Almost since the first surveyn August 26,1713, there have been questions and disagreements
concerning the bounds of My Lady's Manor. While the multiple surveys or deeds in 1713,
1731/1732, 173, and 1791 all detled the same metes and bounds, it is obvious that, on the
ground, there was a different understanding of the actual

boundaries.

Extensive mapping of the surveysTdfe Manor,
individual lots, and surrounding parcels, and aligning
them with presentlay boumlaries, provides a detailed
view of boundaries as they were understood to be loca
since its creation 300 years ago. :

Early surveys may have significant mistakes, consideri
the state of the art at the time, and the difficulty of
surveying througlthewoods.Sometimes, there were
obvious errors made in transcribing the surveyor's note
onto a survey or the survey into the record books,
something that still happens today. Often, a compariso
with adjoining parcels reveals where the mistakes are. In

addition, the actual property lines are often preserved from the earliest days, in the form of
fences, walls, field edges, and rogsis, we can now see where the accepted boundaries are,
regardless of the original metes and bound as recorded.

1. The Original Surveyin 1713

The original survey by Dutton Lane was dated August 26, 1713 on a warrant of August 6 to lay
out 10,000 acres#\s recorded, there is actually a blank left in the book where the name of the
tract should be. (DD#5:809ince the parcel was notctangular like so many others, he could

only estimate as he was doing the survey, probably picking directions and distances to achieve
the specified area, knowing that the last ghie should do was to come up short. What is strange
is that he did not copute the area when he got back to the officeradplotted what he had

laid out.

Interesting, even though most surveys of the time requdrdegree declensidinom true north
this survey matches other lines best with ¢htiegrees declension.

In theearly days, bounds were normally "bounded” tressally done by making notches in the
trunk. In the case of MLady'sManor, thebegimingwas three white oakgachwith 12 notches
and a crosen the west sideA 1724 survey of an adjoining tract, "Tayk Purchase", refers to
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the "three bounded white oaks, ... being the bounded trees of the Lady Baroness of Baltimore her
manor" (BAP:4822), these being at the beginning, and a 1743 lease refers to this point as the
"bounded trees of My Lady's Manor" (#8:231). Those testifying in 1791 remembered seeing
these trees before they were killed about 20 years earlier.

The 1713survey, ast existstodayrecorded in the patent bogldoesnot mentionwhat was at

any of theothercorners, suggesting that thejtleo recognizable boundslowever, al728
surveyfor another adjoining parcel identifies "three bounded white oaks ... at the mouth of
Charles Run”, whickwvould have beeat the end of the second line di@Manor (BAP:4504.

The 1723 survey for "Dors&syPlains” identifies the end of the last line of the Manor (not
counting the given line), to be marked with "two bounded chesnut trees and one bounded red
oak" (BA-P:1474)

While the originabegin was’by a great stone”, ithreference implies that it v8aa naturally
occurring stone, perhaps part of the outcropping of cliffs alongside thenRadls can still be
seen todayDD#5:806 andS#L:222) Some of theestimony in 179hlsoreferedto this large
stone near the beginning treesit it was not unit1791 that the beginning point itself was
referred to as placedstone.

There has even been a question of whether of m@tManomwas ever "patented”. Governor

Sharpe, writing in 1762, claims that, although surveyed, no patent was ever issued. However, this
may have just been a part of the strategy to argue that Brerewoods did not actuallgmavn it

that the original lease had expired due to-pagment of the rer(AM14-64). During some

periods, a Patent was carefully recorded in a pagik a full descripion, separately from the

survey. At other times, the Patent was simply a short statement recorded immediately after the
Certificate (survey). In this case, the statement recorded right after the Certificate and dated Sept
10, 1713appears to be a Patentl}B5:806).It states:

| have issued patent for the above land to the Right Noble Margarett Lady Baroness of
Baltimore pusuant to the above cert and his Idp's special directions to Charles Carroll, Esq.
his then Chief Agent through which a patent was sentehwith room to insert the rent by

his Ldp as he should think fitt.

The reference to "rent" makes it look like it was not really a "grdmit'a lease.

The 1731 deed from Thomas Brerewpddto Srstates that it was granted on Sept 10, 1713
(IS#L:222).

In 1766, Governor Sharpe questions "whether the Lord Proprietary may during his life like the
King grant lands within this Province in fee to his wife contrary to the law which holds in the
case of all other subjects" and asks for advice.

Of course, the Bvolution ended all need for such pondefivigen The Manor was confiscated
by the victors.
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From the original in vossession of the Harford Countv

Historical Society, J. Alexis Shriver, Secretary,
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Figurelashowing plot of 1713 surveit is unknown when this was drawn, but the
depiction of "Dorsey's Plaings as it was surveyed in 1723 and existed untiésurvey

in 1738. It also shows, in dotted Isé¢he result of the 1731 errgerobably added later
with the note at the top right in a different handwritimge drawing of the Falls is highly
imaginary.
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Earlier

Possible earlier 4
north bank
of Falls

Figurelb Detail at mouth of Charles Rwhowng presumed 1713 plot for location of the
three bounded white oaks at mouth. One can see evidence of recent paths of Charles Run
and that the Falls ldeoncewandered some to the noriso shown § the possible 1791

survey, showing that it could have alsoulésd in this corner beintat the mouth

2.1731 deed

Althoughthere is no evidence that a new survey was done WherManorwas conveyed from
Thomas Brerewood Jr to Thomas Brerewood Sen. in 4g3lpart of settling the younger
Brerewood's debtst is important to mention #sedeed because of the mistake that was made.
There are two indentures, the first of 30 Aug 1731 is characterized as a lease (IS#L:229), while
the second the next day is a release (IS#L:222). The result was that the eldeo@ileras
authorized to selllomortgage the property to settle the younger Brererwood's dRaits.

provide another copy of the original survey, but with the name "the Lord Baltemore's Gift" added
in where the blank was in 1718. both, the 13th line wasnitten as "120 perches" instead of
420.This was apparently not a transcription error made by the idleégcording (as Governor

Sharpe assumed)t rather a mistake preparing the original documents, since there were two
consecutive documents, bothwafiich apparentlycontained this mistakélthough an obvious
mistake, it was used later as the basis for a legal challenge of the boundaries. The challenge was
rejected, but become part of the story.

3.174& survey and leases

In about 1742 Thomas Brerewad) Sr. had The Manor surveyed by John Bond hedan
granting leased his included larger tracts for farming and 1 acre lots to craftsmen for a new



The Bounds of My Lady's Manedraft August 26, 2013

town calledCharlotteTown. The town wasikely where Monkton is today, however, efforts to
place theséown lots on the map have not been successtut. new towmever came to fruition,
partly becausdrerewooddid notobtain permission from thieroprietaryAssembly to create a
town, but mainly because he died in 171déving an uncertain ownershiphe large parcels
along the southeradge ofThe Manormartly follow what wasunderstood tde the 1713
surveyed line, even though they encroached on Carroll's propéhgugh the full survey
performed by John Bond is not extant, those for many ahtheidud parcelsare, in the form
of recorded leases. However, there are many leases that were not recorded.

Generally, all of the leases resulting from John Bonds' work fit together fairly well (and often
match current lines). Doing the best fit on them, seemsdult in 2 leases at the original begin
of The Manor being, instead, 20 perches up the line from the begin (TB#C:231, TB#C:447).
Further, other leases along the southern edge then seem to follow tbigdateabout 20

perches from the 1713 line

At the same time, a lease to John Wiley in 1743 which was then transferred to Thomas Wilmot
in 1744 clearly shows the relationship of the 1st three lines of The Manor to the Falls on the
Southside of the FallgFigure 11b)since it was the space in betwe&B#C:202, TB#D:184).
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Figure3ashowing leass along southern edge resulting from John Bond's survey which
indicate a lin€20 perches northward from 1713 line.
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It should be noted here that Thomas Brerewood, Sr. was the Clerk for Baltimore County from
1741until his death in 174@hen the court was in Jopghus the "TB" on the designation of
the land record books). During this time (at least in 1743 and 1746) several leases refer to his
house with the directions indicating thatwtas most likeljjocatedon the present property at
16825 Wesley Chapel Rd, probably just to the right of the driveway entrance. (TB#C:436 and
TB#E:371)Because of a few uncertainties, it is possible that it is not exactly here, but nearby.
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Figure3b showing plot to \his house bed on location of Wilmouth's and Christeson's
leases, which have been placed based on other leases. Because of the uncertainly, a

possiblealternative location is shown
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Figure3c showing current topof 16825 Wesley Chapel Rahd probabléouselocation
due to anomaly in ground contours

4.1753 Survey

In Governor Sharpe's correspondence back to Calv8gpemberl754(AM Vol 6, pgs D1-

102 he apolgizes for not being able to provide a plat'bddy Baltimores Mannour or Lord
Baltimores Gift"and nogs the dispute that had arisen du¢happarent error in recording the
deed in 1731 when the clerk wrote "120 perches" instead of "420". Although an obvious error
someone took it as an opportunity to challenge the property description. Governor Sharpe
described how he included a plat showing the disputed larntdunfortunately, that plat is not
extant At Governor Sharpe's direction, a new surliag beemperformed by Nicholas Ruxton

Gay on 20 Nov 1753, whiattid calculatethe area tdoe 11,245 acrefModern calculations give
11,157 acres, but Gay's calculation was quite gomasidering the techniques available at the
time for doing ths, being less than 1% off

The 1753 resurvey repeated the same metes and bounds of the ,oregiitaeems todve had

a significant mpact on the understanding of the bourearespeciallpn the south sidealmost
as if Gay applied an additional 3 decrees declension to theSase of he prel753 lease
formed an obvious line which seriously encroached oredhnkger survey fot Clynmalyrd
(TB#C:111, TB#C:156, TB#C:21Apparently,the Carrollsdid not choose to contest the
boundaryduring the40 yeargreceding the Gay survegithoughthey werelikely awareof the
problem asthey knew better than to chatige those ipower After the 1753 survey, several
leaseslong this lineseem tdbe bounded by a ndyvestablishedine which corresponded better
with the line of'Clynmalyrd. This seems to haveesulted in the southeast corner moving a full
guarter of anile to the north, northeagBA-U:1633, BAU:111, BAU:1015)
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Manor line‘after
John Bondsurvey
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Figure4a‘showli"hgseveral parcels alohg soufhern edge for poth(in yellow) and 'p_dst
1753(in purple)leasesThis indicates a clear change in the understanding of the
boundary.

5. 1756 (approx.) survey

The testimony for the 1791 commission indicates that Samuel Day and others enjpioygsd

Moore about 35 years earlier to survey the Manor. The results are unknown, except that Day's
testimony was that, as a tenant on the land of JohnriBateé had already erected the frame of a
house on the Manor, according to John Bond's survey, but found from Moore's survey that it was
outside the Manor, so he movedTihe plat resulting from the 1791 survey once again indicates
that it was outside thiglanor by about 150 f{No record of &nd owned by John Parkins has

been foundlt appears that this land was owned by John Dorsey at thg time.

6.17680's legal battles

Following the death of Thomas BrerewQ@&t.in 1746, theravas a long dispute abouie
ownershipof The Manor The Archives of Maryland contain the following:

Vol 44 pg-698, letter Samuel Ogle to Lord Baltimore, 12 Feb 1748/49, states that "Mr Arnold
has received full powers from the heir at law of Mr Brerewood & his creditors to setlibas
he shall find it most for their interest."

(During December 1754 and April 1755 there were at least a dozen leases made, with the
surveys being filed in Annapolis, indicating that they were being leased by the provincial
government, not Brerewotsdheirs.)

Vol 14 pg 50- In April 1762there is correspondence from Calvert to Sharpe that questions how,
when, and by whose direction Lord Baltimore "came into possession of the 10000 acres formerly
in the possession of Mr. Thomas Brerewood who resiged the premises and died in 1746".
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Vol 14 pg 64- In Sharpés 112th letter to Calvert of 15 Aug 1762, he describes how Mr Tasker
informed him that, according tbe lateLord Baltimore, Brerewood and his heirs have no claim
to The Manor, and anyone whosha lease can get it continugad pays rent to Lord Baltimare

It further claims that, although surveyed in 1713, no patent was ever issued.

Vol 14 pg 92 - 120th letter Sharpe to Calvert, 4 June 1763, "I am glad to learn that you have
foiled Mr Brerewoodn all his attempts against his lordshigent you all the information |
could get relative to the circumstances of the Mannour in Baltim@tle"also reported that the
colony had 114,322 white inhabitants and 49,675 black.)

Vol 14 pg 333- 21 Oct 1766letter from Sharpe to Lord Baltimore noting that writs of ejectment
have been brought against 3 tenants gfllddysMannour alias Lords Githy Mr Hall, lawyer
for the heirs of Mr Brerewood.

Vol 14, pg 370, 16 Feb 1767, Baltimore writes to Sharpe, "AdrtBrerewood's claim, | refer it

to Punch, for it is so extremely absurdard "Mr Brerewood is seventy, bediden, out lawed,
over head & ears in debt has no heirs & if he were to live seventy more years, he never could
clear up the different suits..."

Vol 14pg430- letter from Sharpe 3 Nov 1767 stated that "the trial about My Lady's Mannour
claimed by Brerewood is put off till May".

Vol 14 pg-499- letter from Sharpe to Mr Hammersley, 27 May 1768, states that "the ejectment
brought against his losthip on behalf of Brerewood will not be tried till next October; in the
meantime the Attorney General & Mr Dulany desire me to write to you for an authenticated
copy of his being a bankrupt or outlaw if it can be made to appear that he was eithethene o
other."

Vol 14pg535- letter from Sharpe to Hammersley, 30 Oct 1768, noting that Mr Jennings will
deal with the matter of the "Manour in Baltimore claimed by Mr Brerewood" after some others
turned dowrthe case. (This was also a very long farewététe as Sharpe was being replaced,
saying that he "shall be as happy in cultivating my garden".)

8.17821784Survey and sale

In support ofthe sale of confiscated lands held at Slades Tavern on October 22Th&82,

Manor was surveyed yavid Clarkeinto 1@ lots. The actual surveys, as they are recorded,
indicate various survey dates. At least 30 give a date as 26 Oct 1782 and 60 more were 10 Nov
1784. Obviously, he did not do all these in one day, but these were indicated as the official
survey date. fiis is significant, since conflicting surveys, where there is later discovered to be an
overlap, are resolved with the elder survey winning lbig.apparent that he actually performed

the surveys before the sale at Slades Tavern on 22 Oct 1782, sistoef the entries of the

report of that day already had the areas indicated.
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Many of these lots folloedthe lines of the earlier leaseich were still valid, withthe original
lessors still occupng some ofthe land. While the full survey is not extaaach of the

individual lot surveys is available, so they can be put together and matched with today's
boundaries, thus providing an accurate picturéhafview of the overall boundat that time A

full report of the sales was found in the Archives praides complete information on each lot,

its leased size, added vacancies, possessor, atcppechasers, and price (BA1130) The
significance of the two lists is not know(it plots as 1385a.)One is signed by David Clarke

and would appear toehbhis calculations before he actually did the survey and simply provides a
summary of the existing leases and ownership, the other being the actual report of sales, which
had some differences in the sizes.

The outer bounds of the 102 lots generally foltb@1713 andL753 survey, except for an
encroachment on the northeast side for "Elliott's Refuse" surveyed in 1771 and for a significant
strip along the southern side which seems to have incorrectly accounted for the overlap with
Carroll's Manor. "Fair Rly" and "Union} both patented to Thomas Lowvel797 would later

account for this error.

It is interesting to atethatBA-P:3002 for Lot #81 says the survey was done by David Clarke on
Nov 10, 1784, that the plat was at a scale of 64p and thereforet tEnexaminedApparently,

the land office was very patlar about what was submitted. either because they were
attempting to verify the area or were tracing each plot and fitting them together likesavjig
puzzle. There has never been any indicatia the office was keeping a master map of the
whole area.
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Figure8ashowing bounds as indiééted éwgclosing aII tha.782 salesd.‘

Figure8b showing "Fair Play" antlUnion" which were granted in 1797 to fill the space
left by the moving of the Manor len



