
The origins of Steyning and Bramber,

Sussex

T. P. HUDSON

The former boroughs of Steyning and Bramber'lie between 4 and 5

miles (7 km) from the Sussex coast, just north of the South Downs at

the point where the river Adur begins to break through them on its

way to Shoreham. As their physical proximity would suggest, their

histories are closely linked. Yet they have very different origins.

Steyning was a Saxon town, which apparently grew largely of its

own accord; Bramber on the other hand is a hitherto unrecognized

‘new town’ of Norman foundation.1

The topography of the surrounding area is shown in Fig. 1.

Steyning lies on a low spur of the chalk between two streams

draining north-east to the river Adur that provided water and

power. The river now hugs the eastern side of its flood-plain, but in

early medieval times formed a wide tidal estuary in which salt was

extracted on a large scale.2 The site of Bramber castle is a natural

mound about 90 ft (27 m) high;3 Bramber village lies partly on land

above the flood-plain south and west of the castle, and partly on a

man-made causeway to the east.4

Steyning presumably originated as a village, and the second element

of the name indicates that it existed at a relatively early stage of

Saxon immigration.5 In later centuries it was still hemmed in to the

west and south by its common fields, like any other rural settle-

ment.6 The meaning of the first element (Steyn-) of the name is not

certain. The suggestion that it refers to some prominent stone,

possibly prehistoric, is doubtful; at any rate no such stone has been

found.7 Another possible translation is ‘stony place’, either in

reference to an outcrop of the sandstone that lies under the chalk, or

perhaps to the sea shingle which is known to have existed nearby in

the Adur estuary.8 Steyning is first mentioned in the legend of St

Cuthman, who is said to have founded a church at an existing

settlement there, perhaps in the late eighth or early ninth century.

The legend is only known from the seventeenth—centuryActa Sanc-

torum, where it apparently derives from manuscripts at Fécamp
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abbey in Normandy of late date and uncertain authenticity. The

modern local popularity of the story dates only from the (rather

surprising) inclusion of St Cuthman among Lower’s Worthies of

Sussex in 1865.9 The legend is corroborated, however, by eleventh-

and twelfth-century references to St Cuthman’s parish and St

Cuthman’s port,” the church’s dedication being afterwards

changed in favour of St Andrew.ll According to the legend St

Cuthman was buried at Steyning, where his shrine became an object

of pilgrimage; since the same statement occurs, apparently inde-

pendently, in Camden’s Britannia,12 it can probably be believed. St

Cuthman’s church presumably lay on the same site as the modern

church; it was probably of wood, as the legend says, and little if

anything survives of it or of any other pre-Conquest work.13

Steyning church was rebuilt in the late eleventh or early twelfth

century as one of the grandest churches of its date in the south of

England, with aisled nave and chancel, north and south transepts,

and crossing tower.” All the east parts were demolished in the late

sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, and the west tower was

built at about the same time; the present chancel is nineteenth-

century, and occupies the site of the crossing.15 A curious feature of

the site is that the ground falls steeply to the east of the modern

chancel. It appears probable that the Norman chancel was raised

on an undercroft which contained the shrine of St Cuthman, an

arrangement paralleled in other contemporary churches.16 In the

1930s four interments were found outside the present east wall of

the churchyard, three of them facing east, and although there were

apparently no distinguishing grave goods it is possible that one was

the body of the saint himself.17

The second documentary reference to Steyning is of AD. 858,

when according to the Annals ofSt Neots King Ethelwulf, father of

King Alfred, was buried there before removal to Winchester

Cathedral.18 The fact indicates the importance of the church by that

date, corroborating the theory that it contained St Cuthman’s

shrine. Evidently too, it was then under the patronage of the royal

house of Wessex. The manor of Steyning in fact belonged to the

kings of Wessex and their successors (with the exception of a short

period after Alfred’s death in 899), until Edward the Confessor

(1042—66) granted its reversion to Fécamp abbey.19

After the Norman conquest a college of secular canons belonging

to Fécamp existed at Steyning;20 it was mentioned in 1 185, and was

perhaps alluded to eighty years earlier.21 The college, however,

succeeded to what was evidently a Saxon minster establishment,
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founded either by St Cuthman or by one of Steyning’s royal lords;

the erroneous statement made in 1290 that the church had been

granted to Fécamp by King Alfred may therefore have some basis in

fact.22 The minster parish was presumably identical with the local

estate that belonged to the kings of Wessex and included Beeding,

King’s Barns (a significant name), and Annington in Botolphs.23

Both Bramber and Beeding were still subject to Steyning’s

ecclesiastical jurisdiction in the late eleventh century,“ and Ashurst

and Warminghurst to the north and north-west remained chapelries

of Steyning as late as the sixteenth century.25 The constitution of the

college as it existed in the thirteenth century, moreover, shows

traces of a minster establishment; the provost and three canons each

had a prebend which may have corresponded to a later parish:

Steyning, Ashurst, and Warminghurst were presumably three, and

the fourth was perhaps West Angmering near Arundel, whose

church also belonged to Fécamp.26

The reversion of Steyning church with that of the manor was

presumably given by Edward the Confessor to Fécamp abbey, and

confirmed to it by William 1.27 However, as a former royal church,

Steyning later had some characteristics of a royal free chapel; for

instance, when the office of abbot was vacant the Crown presented

to prebends. Further, Fécamp claimed exemption from all ecclesias-

tical jurisdiction except that of the pope, and in the 12705 the abbot

successfully prevented Archbishop Peckham from carrying out a

Visitation.28 As late as 1851 the incumbent paid no procurations,

and in 1777 the vicar attended only occasional visitations out of

respect to the bishop.29

The site of the college is unknown. There is no evidence to

support the suggestion either that it lay immediately north of the

church, or that it occupied the site of Gatewick House further north

across the stream,30 though Gatewick was later a sub-manor of

Steyning manor. The most likely possibility is that it stood on the

site of the later Vicarage, north-east of the church;31 since the college

is not known to have ever had more than four members32 its build-

ings would not need to be large. The disconnected layout of the

church and the college, together with Gatewick House, perhaps the

original manor-house, recalls the sites of Saxon royal ‘palaces’, for

instance at Cheddar or at Yeavering in Northumberland.33 It seems

possible that Steyning too was once the site of such a ‘palace’.“

As a result of its importance as a royal and religious centre, and

like other places characterized by Professor Everitt as ‘primary

towns’, Steyning became the centre of a hundred, perhaps in the
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tenth century.35 The area of the hundred, however, apparently did

not correspond to that of the minster parish, as Page showed was

often the case in southern England,36 for Beeding, Ashurst, and

Warminghurst all lay outside it in later times. Steyning lay at the

centre of the hundred area, and the hundred meeting-place may

have been nearby.37

The date at which Steyning acquired an urban character is uncer-

tain, but there is no reason to think it was very early. The first

indication of urban status is the existence of a mint there in the early

eleventh century, perhaps the successor to those of Burpham (near

Arundel) and Cissbury. The mint continued in use until the time of

William 11.38 The likelihood that the town is not early is streng-

thened by the fact that it was not included in the defence system of

Edward the Elder recorded in the ‘Burghal Hidage’ of between 911

and 919. Indeed, no specific provision is made in that document for

the defence of the vulnerable Adur estuary, for there is no burh

listed between Burpham and Lewes.39

Steyning’s site was highly favourable to the growth of a town,

since it lay at the crossing point of two old routes. One was the road

along the Upper Greensand ridge north of the downs, which ran

throughout Sussex linking many sites of settlement, and which

seems to have passed Steyning church en route for a crossing of the

Adur between King’s Barns and Beeding church.“0 The other route,

followed by the modern Newham Lane and Church Street and

continuing past Gatewick House and Wyckham Farm to Henfield,

linked the coastal area south of the downs with the Weald.“1 The

section south of Steyning was apparently called the Portway in the

late fifteenth century, indicating its destination as Steyning with its

market (OE. port), and the section north of the town was still called

Portway Lane in the nineteenth century.42 That the road is older

than the town, however, is proved by the Roman terraceway by

which it originally climbed the downland scarp.43

Steyning also enjoyed water communications in Saxon times; a

port is mentioned in late eleventh- and twelfth-century documents,

in terms which show that it had existed before the Conquest.44 The

site suggested by Salmon, east of Bramber castle mound, would

have been a long way from the settlement, and it seems much more

likely that the port lay near the church. An arm of the river would

formerly have extended up to there, and in the winter of 1924—5 its

course was shown during heavy flooding in the area.45 Archaeologi—

cal evidence has shown that the original site of Steyning was near

the church; evidence of habitation has been found both within the
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area of the churchyard and to its south and west, with artefacts

datable between the tenth and twelfth centuries.46

Though the town probably grew naturally at first, its development

may afterwards have been boosted by deliberate planning. The area

south and south-west of the church shows traces of a possible

grid-pattern of streets and property boundaries, which might indi-

cate a late-Saxon planned town with Church Street as its spine.“7 If

so, it would match other southern English towns of the same period

like Wareham and Wallingford. Moreover in the physical relation-

ship of town and church, Steyning parallels the Saxon ‘new towns’ at

Durham, St Albans, and possibly Peterborough.48

In 1066, Steyning had 118 burgages, and 123 in 1086.49 Four

moneyers were recorded at the mint in the reign of Edward the

Confessor.50 Though Domesday Book does not refer explicitly to

markets and fairs there, it can be presumed that Steyning had both,

and it was evidently then the centre of the surrounding region,

which the same source shows to have been particularly thickly

populated. Its agricultural origin, however, was shown by the

statement that in 1066 the burgesses had performed villein service

at the lord’s court.51

Bramber on the other hand did not exist in 1066. In order to

understand the circumstances in which the new town was founded it

will be necessary first to consider the Norman political settlement of

Sussex and the vexed question of the origin of the rapes.52 In later

centuries the county was divided laterally into six administrative

areas called from west to east the rapes of Chichester, Arundel,

Bramber, Lewes, Pevensey, and Hastings. Each contained a town, a

port, and a castle. The first evidence of their existence is in Domes-

day Book (1086) where, however, only five are listed, Chichester

then being part of Arundel.53

The View of Stenton and others is that the rapes were of Saxon

origin.54 The word ‘rape’ is apparently Anglo-Saxon; cognate words

in Dutch and Old High German meaning ‘district’ were adduced by

Stevenson.55 Moreover there are references in Domesday Book to

rapes existing in some form before the Norman conquest.56 In view

of the large number of hundreds in Sussex57 it seems reasonable that

there should always have been some intermediate unit between

hundred and county for administrative convenience. That was cer-

tainly the case in Kent, where there were also many hundreds, and

where intermediate units called lathes existed in Saxon times. Their

original arrangement, which had been obscured by the time of
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Domesday Book, has recently been reconstructed by Witney, who

shows that they were centred on royal vills and pre-dated the

formation of the hundreds.58

However, none of the many Saxon charters of Sussex estates

mentions the existence of rapes.59 Moreover, three things suggest

that in the late eleventh century they were feudal rather than local

governmental units. First, they are usually referred to in Domesday

Book by the names of their lords, not by territorial titles, as if they

had been created for those lords rather than given to them as

existing entities. Secondly, their boundaries did not always tally

with the boundaries of the hundreds, as those of intermediate local

governmental units would be expected to do. Instead, for instance,

three hundreds in western Sussex were divided between adjacent

rapes, Easwrith between Bramber and Arundel and Wyndham and

Fishersgate between Bramber and Lewes; the resulting areas were

later often known as half-hundreds.60 Thirdly, the layout of the

rapes in north-south strips seems especially well suited to Norman

defence needs, keeping the various lines of communication between

England and Normandy in separate lordships. Indeed the closest

institutional parallels with the rapes are the compact feudal castel-

ries of other border areas, for instance the marcher lordships of

Wales or the honors of Richmond and Pontefract in Yorkshire, of

which lands were similarly held by military service for the defence

of a vulnerable area of the new Norman kingdom.61 If the rapes in

the form we know them are of Norman creation, however, it seems

possible that they replaced Saxon divisions of the county which

were called by the same name. Salzman suggested two such divi-

sions, which he called provisionally East and West Sussex,62 and

another may have been the territory of the ‘Haestingas’, which

apparently had some kind of separate status in the early eleventh

century."’3

Like other frontier castelries, four of the five rapes were

entrusted to close friends or relations of William the Conqueror:

Chichester with Arundel to Roger de Montgomery, Lewes to Wil-

liam de Warenne, Pevensey to Robert, count of Mortain, and Hast-

ings to Robert, count of Eu. The towns of Lewes, Pevensey and

Hastings were of Saxon origin, but Arundel was founded by its first

Norman lord.“

The rape of Bramber immediately stands out as anomalous in two

ways. First, its lord, William de Braose, was not apparently a close

associate of the Conqueror; indeed very little is known about him at

all.65 For that reason among others, Salzman argued that he was not
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among the original grantees of Sussex fiefs, and that the rape of

Bramber was created after the other four.66 The Rev. William

Hudson had shown in 1912 how the boundaries of the rapes

diverged in some places from those of the archdeaconries and

pre-Reformation deaneries; in particular the boundary between

Chichester and Lewes archdeaconries did not match the boundary

between Bramber and Lewes rapes, but cut the former area in half.

Assuming that the deaneries were created c. 1075, i.e. after the

rapes, he suggested as the explanation that the areas of the rapes

had afterwards been altered.67 Salzman, continuing the argument,

suggested that Bramber rape was carved out of Lewes and Arundel

rapes at some time between c. 1075 and 1086, the date of Domes-

day Book."’8 Unaccountably, however, he ignored a charter of 1073

in which William de Braose granted inter alia demesne tithes from a

large area to his newly-founded collegiate church at Bramber; since

that area was apparently the same as Bramber rape, it seems that

Braose had the rape by then.69 Dr Mason in pointing out Salzman’s

omission nevertheless accepted the idea of the later origin of

Bramber rape; assuming an earlier date for the creation of arch-

deaconries he argued that the rape was formed c. 1072, though he

admitted that the time schedule implied was very tight.70 However,

the argument for Bramber’s later origin is based on the assumption

that the archdeaconry and deanery boundaries would inevitably

follow existing rape boundaries; but if the rapes were feudal units

there seems no reason why that should be so. As we have seen, even

the boundaries of other secular administrative areas did not always

match those of the rapes. Moreover, it was as vital to defend the

Adur estuary as any other, and there seems no reason why a castelry

there should have been created later than elsewhere in Sussex. Had

Bramber not been a separate fief from the start the lands within it

must have been held of either Lewes or Arundel rape, but there is

no hint of that in Domesday Book.71

The second way in which Bramber differs from the other rapes is

that its lordship was not the same as that of its chief town, Steyning,

where Fécamp abbey’s title was confirmed proloptically by the

Conqueror before he set sail.72 The division of lordship inevitably

caused friction. Curiously, a similar division was avoided in Hast-

ings rape, where Fécamp had held before the Conquest the manor

of ‘Rameslie’, including the ‘new town’ of Hastings. Though the

abbey was confirmed in the bulk of that estate, Hastings itself was

granted by William to the lord of the rape, Robert count of Eu.73

The friction at Bramber was made worse by the fact that William de
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Braose retained in demesne a large estate adjacent to Steyning on

the east. Though it was also called ‘Steyning’ in Domesday Book, it

had nothing to do with the borough, but seems to have been identi—

cal with what was later the manors of King’s Barns and Bidlington,

both of which descended in the Braose family.74 In later times

the lands of both manors extended right up to the town, and

it is fair to assume they did so in the late eleventh century

too.”

The place-name Bramber apparently means a bramble thicket;

by 956 it had been transferred to one of the channels of the river

Adur,76 and it was also applied later to the castle which William de

Braose had built by 1073, the date of the document already cited, in

which it is mentioned.77 The castle was built on an outlying hide of

another Braose demesne manor, Washington, 3% miles (6 km) west

of Steyning.78 There is no evidence for an earlier fortification on the

site as has often been stated.79 Nor is there any evidence for pre-

Conquest settlement at Bramber, for a church, or indeed for a

river-crossing; hence the castle was sometimes known at first as

Steyning castle, and the rape as Steyning castelry.80 Once the castle

was built, however, Braose set about challenging the local influence

of Fécamp abbey by a programme of encroachment which parallels

on a smaller scale the depredations of Bishop Odo on the estates

of the archbishop of Canterbury in Kent, or of Urse d’Abitot

on monastic lands in Worcestershire.“ The abbey complained

to the king, and the record of the royal judgement on the case,

given in 1086, enables Braose’s activities to be discerned in great

detail.82

In the first place Braose had founded a college of secular canons

at the castle before 1073, endowing it by the charter already men-

tioned with lands, tithes, and other revenues in his rape.83 Several

other Norman lords founded such establishments, for instance at

Hastings and Wallingford.84 At Bramber the college lay not in the

castle itself in the usual way, but in a subsidiary earthwork outside.85

Besides other endowments Braose attempted to grant it parochial

rights over his manor of ‘Steyning’ (the future King’s Barns and

Bidlington manors). The decree of 1086, however, enjoined that

spiritual rights over that land should remain with Fécamp. Bodies

that had been buried at Bramber church were ordered to be dug up

by Braose’s men and reburied at Steyning, and the dean of the

college surrendered the fees he had received ‘for the burials, for

wakes, for tolling the bells, and for all mortuary dues’.

Secondly, Braose was interfering with traffic to Steyning and its
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port. The somewhat cryptic wording of the document on this subject

is as follows:

Concerning the toll which he [Braose] was taking at his bridge from the

men of Fécamp abbey, it was decreed that it should not be given, since it

was never given in the time of King Edward; and by the king’s command

whatever had been received was given back, the tollman swearing that he

had not received more. Concerning the ships which go up to the port of St

Cuthman, it was decreed that they should be quit for 2d going up and

coming down, unless they should make another market at William’s

castle.

The distinction between the two tolls may be that the first was taken

from foot-passengers and the second from river craft. A more likely

explanation is that the first sentence relates to the abbey’s tenants,

and the second to the ships of others; in that event the last clause

apparently abrogates Braose’s right to take toll from the latter if he

should set up a rival market. Similarly, there are two possible

explanations of the reference to the bridge at Bramber. One is that a

bridge existed in 1066, at which the tenants of Fécamp abbey did

not pay tolls. The other, more likely, theory is that Braose had built

it since then. Such a major effort of civil engineering could only have

been achieved by a great lord or corporate body; Fécamp abbey

clearly did not claim it as theirs, and it is described in the document

as belonging to Braose.

The nature of the new ‘bridge’ has hitherto been misunderstood.

Documents before c. 1230 refer to only one bridge (pans) but those

after that date to two, a greater and a lesser, which are clearly the

same as the later Bramber and Beeding bridges. Holden has sug-

gested that only the bridge on the site of Beeding bridge existed

originally, the western channel being crossed by a ferry, and that the

second bridge was built in the late twelfth or early thirteenth cen-

tury.86 It seems unlikely, however, that part of the river should have

been left uncrossed for so long, and a document of 1 103 certainly

implies that traffic to Steyning could be altogether blocked.87

Clearly the wordpans should here be translated ‘causeway’, as in a

grant of the late twelfth century by which William d’Aubigny, earl

of Arundel, granted to Pynham priory timber for the repair of ‘the

wooden bridge in the middle of Arundel causeway (ligm'pontem qui

est in media pontis de Arundell)’.88 The Bramber causeway was

presumably of timber open-work construction, which later became

solid in places as silt piled up against it, and as land was reclaimed

on either side. Remains of such a timber causeway have twice been

found south-east of the castle, the piles discovered on the more



The origins of Steyning and Bramber, Sussex 21

recent occasion being possibly datable to the late eleventh cen-

tury.89

The construction of the causeway was evidently intended to

divert east—west traffic away from Steyning; instead that traffic was

to pass through the borough which, again like other Norman lords,90

William de Braose founded under the walls of his castle, and whose

markets and fairs were to rival and replace those of Steyning. The

new borough is not mentioned specifically in the 1086 decree, since

in itself it was not an encroachment; however, a road which Braose

had laid out on Fécamp abbey’s land, and which he was ordered to

destroy, was perhaps associated with it. The borough’s absence

from Domesday Book too can perhaps be explained by its newness.

References in the Battle abbey chronicle and cartulary, however,

show that it existed at this period. According to the chronicle

William de Braose gave to the abbey eight houses (mansuras) ‘in . . .

burgo de Brembrae’. Since the passage concerned occurs just before

William I’s death is mentioned the grant was presumably made

before 1087. The chronicle goes on to say, in an interesting passage,

that Braose gave the eight ‘burgesses’ power to buy and sell freely

and without toll within their houses except on market day, when

goods were to be sold publicly.91

The cartulary contains a confirmation of the same grant c. 1100

by William de Braose’s son Philip, in which the burgages are

described as ‘the houses built in the land of the saltern (illas domos

que facte sunt in term saline)’.92 The description seems to indicate

that they were situated on reclaimed land along the causeway, in the

same way as were the burgages of the ‘new town’ at Stockbridge in

Hampshire, founded c. 1200.93 In the mid-thirteenth century the

borough extended along the causeway as far as Bramber bridge, but

apparently no further?“ The market-place of Bramber apparently

lay south-west of the castle in later centuries, and was obliterated

when the railway was built.95 A northern limb of the borough

extended from it along Castle Lane, the old road to Steyning; some

houses there were also destroyed for the railway, and foundations of

others had been visible in the early eighteenth century.”

Various other encroachments are mentioned in the 1086 decree.

A ditch which had been cut through the abbey’s land to take water

to the castle was ordered to be filled up. A park and a warren which

had also been laid out on the abbey’s land were ordered to be

destroyed, and Braose was also directed to restore to the abbey its

share of a wood called ‘Hamoda’ which he had seized. The locations

of the park, warren, and wood are unknown, but they may well have

 



22 T. P. Hudson

lain in the north of the county, where Fécamp still held outlying

lands in later centuries.97 The wood had value as providing timber

and pasture for swine; similarly the marshland which Braose was

also ordered to leave alone would have had value both as pasture

and as a source of salt.

The last two items mentioned in the 1086 decree show Braose’s

encroachments reaching into Steyning town itself. The first con-

cerns eighteen burgages which he was said to have seized there.

They were ordered to be surrendered to the abbey, but not long

afterwards William’s son Philip seized them again; by another royal

decree of 1103 he was allowed to retain them, but as tenements of

Steyning borough.98 They were still so held in 1229 by a later

member of the Braose family,99 but no further reference is found to

them. In later times, however, there were several houses in the

eastern angle between Church Street and High Street in Steyning

which belonged to Bramber borough for electoral and probably also

for local government purposes. It seems possible that they rep-

resented the eighteen burgages of the late eleventh century which

had continued to descend in the Braose family and their successors

and had therefore come to be attached to Bramber instead of to

Steyning borough.100

Secondly, Braose had annexed for himself a share of the Steyning

market tolls. A reference in the charter of 1073 suggests that he had

already done so by that date.101 It is not clear what right he had to it,

but the 1086 decree awarded him half the toll at the Saturday

market, and his descendants clearly retained it. In 1210 during

forfeiture of the Braose lands the Crown received £5 153 8d from

the ‘custom’ and perquisites of Steyning, apparently including mar-

ket tolls;102 in 1368 a later 10rd of Bramber, John Mowbray, still had

a share of the tolls;103 and the Mowbrays continued to claim half in

the fifteenth century, though they apparently received nothing at

that time.104

At the end of the eleventh century, therefore, the Braose family’s

attempt to challenge the influence of Fécamp abbey in Bramber

rape had been foiled. Bramber college was dissolved, perhaps as a

result of the 1086 decree, and its endowments were transferred at

some time before 1096 to a new foundation, Sele priory, at Beed-

ing.‘°5 Bramber borough continued to exist; in the thirteenth cen-

tury it had a small port which served as an entrepot for Wealden

timber and its inhabitants included some merchants.106 But

Bramber was never very prosperous; in 1334 it had by far the lowest

taxation assessment of any borough in the county, and in 1341 it was
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said to be completely impoverished, with no merchants or trades-

men of any substance.107 Though it afterwards sent members to

Parliament until 1 832, at first often jointly with Steyning, that right

evidently reflected less the status of the borough than that of its late

medieval lords, the Braoses and the Mowbrays.

Over a longer period, however, the Braoses and their successors

were the victors. In the first place Sele priory accumulated extensive

lands, tithes and other revenues in the rape,108 and came easily to

eclipse Steyning college as its chief religious foundation; after c.

1260 when the latter was dissolved, Sele had no rival.109 Secondly, it

was presumably because of the setback to Bramber that William de

Braose or his son Philip soon afterwards planted a second borough

in the rape, New Shoreham at the mouth of the Adur.”° Before long

Shoreham had replaced Steyning as the chief town and port of the

area, which it remained during the later Middle Ages. Though the

relative ranking of the two towns was reversed for a time after that,

the greater natural advantages of Shoreham’s site had made it once

again the more important of the two by the nineteenth century.111

Fécamp abbey meanwhile had transferred its favour to its other

great Sussex estate of Rameslie, where Rye had been founded (also

as a ‘new town’) by 1086, and where Winchelsea later followed.112

The rise and decline of those two towns, however, is another and

equally eventful story.
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