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DISCLAIMER 
 
 
 
The data in this analysis have been compiled from many sources including personal research, family 
group sheets, the International Genealogical Index, communications with the descendants of the 
AUSTINS discussed herein, contributions from other researchers as well as vital statistics from 
censuses and other official records. As far as known no copyrighted material is included in this 
narrative. 

Every effort has been made to insure all historical and genealogical data contained herein is 
accurate and documented as thoroughly as possible. However, regardless of diligence, it is an 
inescapable fact that when genealogical and historical data are transcribed between mediums and 
individuals there is a built-in transcription error rate up to 10%. For this reason alone errors and 
inconsistencies may be found. For these we apologize and welcome corrections. 
 We assume no responsibility for any parts considered slanderous or libelous to any 
individual, family or family member. Likewise, readers are given ample warning that some of the 
material may be based on speculation and – when known – this material is identified as such. The 
compiler assumes no responsibility if this speculative material is extracted as factual and applied to 
any ongoing genealogical research or family genealogy. The reader should bear in mind that this is a 
research document and within that context should be considered an incentive to further research 
rather than a fait accompli. 
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THE PLAYING FIELD 
 
 

The first European to explore the Chesapeake Bay area was in 1498 when Giovanni 
CABOTO (John CABOT in English), an Italian sailing under the English flag, sailed along 
the Eastern Shore off present-day Worcester County. Under the tenants of the Age of 
Exploration, this gave the English right to claim the region, which they did. The English laid 
further claim to the Bay area in the early years of the 17th century when English explorer, 
Bartholomew GILBERT arrived in 1603 and John SMITH in 1608. SMITH gained fame 
when he continued southward and founded the settlement of Jamestown on what is now on 
the Virginia part of the Bay. 
 Early in the 17th century the shores of Chesapeake Bay were virtual wilderness. In 1631, 
a Virginian, named William CLAIBORNE became the first known European to settle in 
Maryland when he opened a fur trading post on Kent Island in Chesapeake Bay. This set the 
stage for an influx of settlers who would establish the roots of the Chesapeake Bay genealo-
gies. 
 

 0  
 
George CALVERT, 1st Baron Baltimore, applied to King Charles I for a royal charter 

for land in the New World that was to become the Province of Maryland. George Calvert died 
in April 1632, but on June 20 1632 the charter for the Maryland Colony was granted to his 
son, Cecil CALVERT, 2nd Baron Baltimore, who activated the charter. 

Baron Baltimore's two goals were to create a haven for British Catholics and, at the same 
time, populate the land and provide a profit for both Baltimore and the Crown. The second 
goal was critical. Without settlers to increase the population and provide a work force, the 
colony would most likely fail.  
 Essentially, the new colonists fell into three categories that applied to both males and 
females. An emigrant was one who provided his or her own transportation. Those whose 
transportation were paid for and were sponsored by some other individual were categorized as 
being transported. Transportation for contracted servants was paid by settlers who formally 
contracted with the incomers to do service for a specified period of time to repay the cost of 
his or her transportation. Those in this category could be skilled workers, apprentices or 
domestic servants. 

Another method of increasing the population – and one not always welcome by the local 
communities – was the government’s transportation of prisoners and debtors to clear them 
from the jails and prisons of the British Isles. 
 By mid-century the economy was changing and the “tobacco boom” in England was a 
major contributor to the change. Like Virginia, Maryland suffered from a shortage of labor 
and in 1640 introduced a head right system to stimulate immigration. In this system any set-
tler, who paid his own way to Maryland was given two head rights or 100 acres for his own 
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personal use. They could get more land – 50 acres per head right – by paying for the transpor-
tation of others into the Province. For compensation those whose transportation was paid for 
were obligated to work for a specified time for the sponsor and then they would be free to fol-
low their own pursuits in the New World. 
 The potential profits prompted entrepreneurs to receive grants for large plantations and to 
import people for servants and workers. This was the major impetus for immigration into the 
Mid-Atlantic colonies in the 17th century.  
 

 0  
 

 By 1650 the shores of Maryland boasted a prosperous commerce and a growing popula-
tion some of whom bore the surname AUSTIN. On the Western Shore of the bay and in the 
western part of the province a number of AUSTIN families flourished and achieved promi-
nence in personal and official affairs. The end result has been the compilation of some very 
thorough and professional genealogies for these families. Unfortunately this largess did not 
extend to the Eastern Shore and a systematic approach was required to level the playing field. 
The first logical step was to establish the times and places of interest. The counties of primary 
interest are illustrated on the three maps shown below. 
 

 
 
Kent County was founded as an original colony in 1642. By 1658, it had grown to en-

compass almost all the eastern shore of Chesapeake Bay. As far as it can be determined, the 
AUSTINS of concern were not active on the Eastern Shore in this early time period.  
 By 1660, major migrations had brought many new settlers to the Eastern Shore and a new 
county was needed. Talbot County was formed from Kent County In 1662. Genealogically, 
this was important because AUSTINS were among these new settlers and the records of the 
original Talbot County are replete with references to the early inhabitants. 

The Maryland population continued to grow and in 1662, Queen Anne's County was offi-
cially formed. In 1706, Kent Island was made part of Queen Anne’s County. As years passed, 
new counties were formed and parts of the Kent, Talbot and Queen Anne’s triumvirate gave 
land for the new counties.  

The genealogical playing field was now defined – basically Kent, Talbot and Queen 
Anne’s Counties. Each county has kept good records; however, the data have become so in-
termixed all three counties have to be thoroughly searched in order for a picture of the 
AUSTINS to emerge.  

 
 0  
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 Almost from the beginning migration began. Incomers as well as older settlers spread in-
land to other parts of Maryland and to other colonies in search of better qualities of life. His-
torically, there is almost a 100% certainty that some of the AUSTINS of the Eastern Shore 
chose that option and migrated to North Carolina and from there to Tennessee and elsewhere. 
 The reason for this research was to establish acceptable links between the Maryland East-
ern Shore AUSTINS and North Carolina AUSTINS and we devoted our efforts almost entire-
ly on lineages whereby we identified the earliest valid bloodlines (family strains) and fol-
lowed them through as many generations as possible, always striving for the highest degree of 
accuracy and continuity. The schematic drawing will help follow the process 

 Each analysis began with the oldest record-
ed AUSTIN. Data on him were carefully 
screened and rescreened and after as many ques-
tions were answered as possible his bloodline) 
was chosen as a possible link to one or more of 
the North Carolina AUSTINS.  
 There were three potential bloodlines or 
family strains on the Eastern Shore – William 
AUSTIN of Talbot County, William AUSTIN 
of Kent County and Samuel AUSTIN of Ann 
Arundel and Queen Anne’s Counties. We con-
sider each of these the progenitor or patriarch of 
that family. Schematically the lines of descent 
are shown as the dark solid line from the Patri-
arch. The continuity of this bloodline was car-
ried forward as data were available. I 
 In the sketch the descendants are shown al-

phabetically. In each generation there was always one descendant who carried the bloodline 
forward to the next generation. He and his family are identified in the squares.  
 

 0 . 
 

 The schematic is ideal for illustrating the lineage flow but there is another important pro-
cess that must be added to the process. A never-ending genealogical problem has been to de-
vise codes and/or numbering systems that record and keep track of the individuals and fami-
lies of interest as they journeyed through time. In order for this research to be productive 
some system was required to follow and keep the links stable and accurate.  
 To accommodate the geography we arbitrarily chose the first letter in the name of a coun-
ty, i.e. T = Talbot, K = Kent, Q = Queen Anne’s, O = Orange, B = Burke, etc. For example 
TW identifies a William of Talbot County and KW identifies a William of Kent County. 
 We then applied a modified Henry Register to track the individuals. The following illus-
trates the process. 
 
  TW William AUSTIN.(TW identifies William AUSTIN of Talbot County. He is the 
  patriarch of the AUSTIN family and the progenitor of this family, 1st generation.  
    TW1 forename) AUSTIN = 1st Child, 2nd generation 
     TW11 (forename) AUSTIN = 1st Grandchild, 3rd generation 
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      TW111 fore(name) AUSTIN = 1st Great-grandchild, 4th    
        generation. 
       Etc.  
 
 Before concluding there is another important process that must be defined. When possi-
ble explanatory narratives – in Chapter form – were written for every individual recorded 
whose history had some positive and constructive evidence bearing on the links between 
Maryland and North Carolina AUSTINS. The length of the chapters varies, depending on the 
individual and the availability of official documentation to confirm the accuracy of the text 
and the alignment within the family. We stress official documentation because we religiously 
tried to avoided hearsay, family histories, family trees or any other undocumented sources.  
 

 0  
 

 To summarize, an enormous amount of genealogical research that has been done on both 
the North Carolina and Maryland AUSTIN families. The results of this research have been 
recorded with varying degrees of continuity and accuracy. However, as hard as we have tried, 
obtaining a clear unequivocal picture of the connections between the Maryland and North 
Carolina AUSTINS still exceeds our grasp.  
 The ultimate solutions are impeded by misinformation that has crept in and colored both 
the North Carolina and the Maryland AUSTIN genealogies. Unfortunately, many of these 
have been published widely in the literature. It is human nature that once something is in 
print, regardless of whether it is true or untrue, it is frequently regarded as gospel. This creates 
pools of erroneous information that proliferate widely. The genealogical problems this causes 
are obvious. 
 In view of the above caveats, one final note is necessary. The objectives of the research 
and analysis that led to this narrative are not meant to be argumentative. The overriding pur-
pose is not to prove or disprove any existing genealogies that have been compiled. It is not 
our intent to single out any published work or work in progress and say that it is right or 
wrong. Our purpose has been to provide acceptable lineages that are proven by official rec-
ords. Once completed, individuals can use the results at their discretion. 
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WILLIAM AUSTIN  
OF TALBOT COUNTY, MARYLAND 

 
 

In the Library of the Maryland Historical Society there is a vertical AUSTIN file that contains 
several documents pertaining to AUSTINS. They are hand written on old foolscap. The date 
and author are unknown. A copy of one of these documents is shown below. 

 
 The original document is apparently old but its age cannot be determined. It is faded and 
difficult to decipher.1 Obviously, it was written by someone who had an interest in the Wil-

                                                 
1 From the Vertical Files at the Maryland Historical Society, 201 West Monument Street, Baltimore, MD 21204-4374. 
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liam AUSTIN family of Talbot County. Because the author and dates are unknown, a more 
legible interpretation of the document has been extracted for discussion purposes. 
 
 1st Surveyor of Eastern Shore    
      Andrew Skinner m. Ann Snowden 
 Nephews  John & William AUSTIN  ch of Elizabeth Skinner AUSTIN Ann? 
        |    
      m. 1744 m Ann Hendricks 
 AUSTINS______________________________ |_______________      
 |   |   |    |   | 
 Cloudberry  William  Richard   Margaret Rebecca     
     |         
    m. Hannah Webb 
  |    |    |    |    | 
 William   Margaret  Hannah   John[[James] m Alice North 
              dau of Jacob North    
              
          Sarah AUSTIN ( ca.1796 m  Noah Lednum 
            | 
          James Monroe Lednum m Rachel Ann AUSTIN 

           | 
         Elizabeth Ann Lednum m James O. Horner 
          (dau) Annie Horner m Harvey Thomas  
   (dau) Annie Horner m Harvey Thomas  

 
 This is an excellent example of exploratory genealogy that presents fragments of data that 
must be substantiated by extensive reviews of official documents. As the narrative progresses, 
it will become clear that the basic family alignments shown on the MHS chart are not valid. 
Although the source data are suspect, the extract reveals interesting discussion items.  
 As it pertains to the genealogy we are interested in, some of the most interesting and 
questionable data are the opening sentences that imply the people who drafted the chart be-
lieved William and John AUSTIN were direct descendents of Andrew and Ann SKINNER 
and this relationship was the origin of the family of William AUSTIN family of Talbot Coun-
ty.  
 The phrase that gets the most attention is the one where the AUSTIN brothers, William 
and John, are identified as “ch of Elizabeth Skinner AUSTIN.” There is a word at the end of 
the phrase that looks like “Ann?” Although we have found no rationale for this entry the in-
terpretation of the phrase implies that Andrew SKINNER had a sister in England – perhaps 
named Ann – who married an AUSTIN and had sons John and William. This same relation-
ship has been alluded to in other sources and, as shall be shown, the lineage is feasible. Unfor-
tunately, no documentation has been found to confirm or authenticate the English AUSTIN 
relationships.  
 Once past the questionable beginning, the next most important aspect of this document is 
whether to accept or reject the alignment of descendants displayed on the chart. We would 
like to believe the chart was compiled by someone who possibly had access to personal family 
information such as bibles, letters or other documents that substantiates this alignment but, so 
far, this has not been confirmed and most likely never will be. 
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 The LEDNUM descendants have submitted numerous family trees that show the de-
scendants of James and Alice North AUSTIN for several generations.2 These LEDNUM fam-
ily trees appear to be realistic but we have not been privy to confirmation records. 
 With these thoughts in mind, we accept the information depicted on the chart as indica-
tive only. It would be a miscarriage of genealogy to consider it gospel. The reader should 
keep this in mind as the following Talbot AUSTIN generations and history evolve. 
 Before proceeding, however, there is another important genealogical tool that needs to be 
defined and discussed. 
 

THE HUNDREDS 
 

At this point it is useful to digress and define a matter of special interest to those researching 
the earliest periods of Maryland’s genealogical history. This was the social system known as 
the “Hundreds.” Hundreds were of ancient origin. The concept was developed 16 centuries 
ago by Julius Caesar who grouped together a hundred families under both military and civil 
officers for mutual protection and defense. Rome occupied most of the known world and the 
“hundred process” spread through Empire including the Germanic tribes of northern Europe. 
When the Germanic tribes conquered Britain they introduced the concept of Hundreds to the 
English people. When England colonized America the meaning of the “hundreds” had 
evolved to define a political and judicial unit that delegated authority to local officials and al-
lowed each local unit a voice in the county and provincial governments. Basically Hundreds 
were a framework of political divisions initiated by Lord Baltimore and the early colonists 
during the settlement of Maryland.  
 Doing genealogy within the Hundreds system is not easy. During the decades the hundred 
systems prevailed, as the population increased new Hundreds were created to accommodate 
the growth. But the system was antiquated and the demise of the Hundreds system was slow 
but certain. As counties evolved the boundaries of the Hundreds system were changed or lost 
to accommodate new county lines. For instance, at one time, the Kent Hundred was in St 
Mary’s County and it encompassed almost all of what became Kent County. 
 Late in the 17th century the political geography had changed. The Church of England had 
become more prominent and its parishes became a part of the social system. Counties were 
formed and the new boundaries affected both hundreds and parishes. Despite these inroads, 
the use of the names of the Hundreds to designate the location of property endured until the 
late 17th century when the system of election districts became the law of the land.  

 
 0  

 
 We now have enough information to converge on the family structure of the Talbot 
County AUSTINS that may be pertinent to the research project. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
2 See Ancestry.Com Family Trees. 
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The Family of  
William Austin of Talbot County 

b. unk. Prob. England  
mar (1st) Mary Mills, 7 Jul 1735 

mar (2nd) Ann Hendrix, 12 Apr 1744 
 
 

     
         
         TA1                    TA2                              TA3                     TA4                       TA5??? 
       Thomas                  Ruth                           Ann                      Henry                  Margaret 
       Austin                  Austin                         Austin                    Austin                   Austin    
        b. bfr 1745        .b. ca. 1745                  b. ca. 1747               b. ca. 1749             ?????    
 

 
                  TA6                              TA7                           TA8                          TA9 
               William                         Richard                    Cloudberry                     Rebecca 
               Austin                            Austin                        Austin                           Austin 
.              b. ca. 1750                  b. ca. 1752                 b. ca. 1754                    b. ca. 1756 
 
 
DISCUSSION OF FAMILY  
 
 TA William AUSTIN is believed to have been born in England or Ireland. The place of 
his birth and his parents are not known at this time. We do not know whether a descendant of 
this William has been a donor for a DNA test.3 

As usual the beginning is not clear. According to one source, in 1735, a William 
AUSTIN, age about 19, arrived in Maryland by ship.4 Another reliable source states, “Wil-
liam AUSTIN immigrated from Middlesex, England to Maryland in April 1737, age 28 years 
[born ca, 1709]. He was a sawyer and an indentured servant.”5 Since the 1735 William of Tal-
bot County appeared to be a free man and we can accept him as a likely progenitor of the Tal-
bot County AUSTINS. 

                                                 
3 This narrative discusses a plethora of William Austins that are intermixed, within the counties of interest. A rationale dis-

cussion requires some easily recognized way to differentiate between the Williams. When necessary we have added the 
initial of the pertinent county to minimize confusion. For example, TA. William identifies the first generation progeni-
tor of the Austins of interest in early Talbot County. .  

4 Coldham, Peter Wilson. The Complete Book of Emigrants: A Comprehensive Listing Compiled from English Public Rec-
ords of Those Who Took Ship to the Americas for Political, Religious, and Economic Reasons; of Those Who Were 
Deported for Vagrancy, Roguery, or Non-Conformity; and of Those Who Were Sold to Labour in the New Colonies. 
Baltimore: Genealogical Publishing Co. 1700-1750. 1992, page 510 Code 1219.6. 

5 The Austin Family, The American Genealogical Institute, Wash., DC, 1975, page 30. Book in possession of Jim Austin, 
Lompoc, CA. 
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 The AUSTIN’S tenure in early Maryland was not without incident. The Library of the 
Maryland Historical Society has a copy of Commission Book #2 that contains the following 
pardon for an individual who committed a crime that carried the death penalty:6 
 

“9 June 1740 pardoned Wm. AUSTIN late of St. Peters Parish, Talbot County, 
planter (who 10 May 1736) with force of arms did feloniously steal, take & 
lead away one horse of white coulour of price 2000 [pounds] tobacco, making 
him a convict according to law, he was also sentenced to be hanged by the 
neck until dead (Tried at Prov. Ct. held at Annapolis, 3rd Tues Oct the next). . ”  

 
 0  

 
 On 7 July 1735, TA William AUSTIN married 1st Mary MILLS at St. Peters Parish 
Church, Talbot County.7 Apparently there was no issue. For reasons unknown, this marriage 
was relatively short and on 12 April 1744, TA William married 2nd Ann HENDRIX also at 
St. Peter’s Parish Church.8  
 On 25 March 1773, TA William AUSTIN wrote his will. The will was probated on 20 
April 1773. A copy is extracted below:9 
 

To wife Ann, Executrix, a mare 
To son Henry, a mare colt 
To son, William, a bay horse 
To son Richard, a mare colt 
To dau. Ruth, a cow and a calf 
To son, Cloudsbury, TAo cows and calves  
To dau. Rebecca, TAo cows and calves 
To my 8 children the residue of estate 
Wife Ann and son, Thomas, executors 
             his 
Witness: Thomas JACKSON;    William + AUSTIN  
Thomas AUSTIN          mark 
       

 On 11 May 1773 and July 1773 his estate was appraised by Solomon NEAL and Henry 
TROTH. His creditors were SHARP & DAWSON. His next of kin were listed as Henry 

AUSTIN and Richard AUSTIN [William’s sons]. The Administrators were Ann AUSTIN 
and Thomas AUSTIN [William’s son].10 
  On 1 March 1774, Thomas AUSTIN and Ann AUSTIN, Executors of the estate, pre-
sented a final account and record of disposition of the estate. Sureties were Perry PARROTT 
and Richard AUSTIN, [TA1 Thomas] Brother.11  

                                                 
6 Janet Austin Curtis (or JAC) was the former genealogist of the Austin Families Association of America (AFAOA) for many 

years. She was a professional genealogist whose work was held to the highest standards. The author of this narrative 
was her protégé and we worked together on Austin families from 1960 until her death almost 40 years later. Her work 
is cited in this narrative with a high degree of confidence as to its accuracy. 

7 Dodd, Jordan, Liahoma Research, Maryland Marriages , 1655-1850, Provo, Utah  
8 St. Peter’s Parish Register, Talbot County, Maryland, page 197. 
9 Talbot County Wills, Liber39, folio 224.  
10 Abstracts of the Maryland Prerogative Court, Talbot County, Liber 115, folio 24. 
11 Abstracts of Administration Accounts of the Prerogative Court of Maryland, Liber 69, folio 385, 8 Mar 1774. Annapolis 

Balance Book 6, pages 294 & 354. 
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In the special 1776 Census of Maryland three AUSTIN families were enumerated in the 
Mill Hundred, Talbot County.12 Trying to match the recorded age brackets with the known 
vital statistics of the members of the TA William family has not been successful. 

 
 (No name AUSTIN) with one male age under 16, one male age 16 to 50, TAo 

females age 16-50 and one female under age 16.13  
 
Ann AUSTIN was enumerated in the 1776 census with one son under 16, one 

female over age 50 (Ann and one female under age 16.14  
 
William AUSTIN was enumerated in the 1776 census with one male age 16 to 

50, one female age 16 to 50 and two females under age 16.15  
 
 Laws passed by the Maryland General Assembly for the year 1782 set the tax rate and 
allowed real property and some personal property to be given taxable values by assessors. In 
1783, Maryland assessed taxes in the counties and, although the tax documentation was not 
genealogy oriented, it can be informative. In Talbot County the following AUSTINS were 
enumerated in the 1783 Tax list: 
 

 William AUSTEN.(?) 347 acres in the Island, Tuckahoe and Kings Creek Hun-
dred.16   

 
 Almost without exception, the AUSTINS we have been following in Talbot County have 
been from the Bay and Mill Hundred. In addition to geography, it is not evident for a number 
of reasons that this William was a member of the Talbot family we are following. 
 

 Ann AUSTIN was assessed as living in the Bay and Mill Hundred.17  
 

 Her property  value did not amount to 10₤ and she was considered a pauper. The record 
states there were three unidentified white inhabitants in this family. Statistically, she could 
have been William’s widow but carrying this further would be an assumption. 
 
 
TA1 THOMAS AUSTIN  (TA William1) 
 Thomas was the first child of TA William AUSTIN. According to census he was born 
before 1745. His mother may have been Mary Mills AUSTIN. The date and place of his death 
are unknown. 
 In the Maryland Tax Assessment of 1783, Thomas was recorded as living in Talbot 
County but did not have taxable land in the Bay and Mill Hundred in Talbot County. There 

                                                 
12 The Census of 1776 is indexed in card index #46 in the search room of the Maryland Archives.. It is also available online 

as Maryland census index, 1776-1778 [MSA s1419]. See also the book 1776 Census of Maryland by Betty Stirling 
Carothers.. 

13 1776 Tax Census, Box 2, folio 23, page 2, S1419 1 3707. 
14 1776 Tax Census, Box 2, folio 23, page 2, S1419 1 3713.. 
15 1776 Tax Census, Box 2, folio 23, page 2, S1419 1 3725. 
16 Maryland 1783 Tax Assessment, Talbot County p. 1. MSA S1161-10-3. 1/4/5/53. 
17 Maryland 1783 Tax Assessment, Talbot County, p. 14. MSA S1161-10-1. 1/4/5/53 
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were five white inhabitants living in the Thomas household. Thomas AUSTIN was in Capt. 
SPEDDINGS Company in the Revolutionary War. 
 Thomas’s married life is puzzling. The name of his first spouse has not been found. Ap-
parently she was in the 1790 where Thomas as enumerated as head of household with two 
males age more than 16, three males age less than 16, two free females, two other free persons 
and there is an ink blot covering the column identifying whether he had slaves.18  
 In the 1800 census, Thomas AUSTIN was enumerated with 1 male age 10-16, 2 males 
age 16-26, 1 male older that 45, no females and three slaves.19 This implies Thomas may have 
been a widower at the time of the census. 
 On 18 August 1801, Thomas married 2nd Nancy OZMONT. This marriage was brief and 
was terminated for unknown reasons.20 On 5 January 1802, Thomas married 3rd Rebecca 
MORGAN.21 He has not been identified in the 1810 or 1820 censuses. 
 
 
TA2 RUTH AUSTIN  (TA William1) 
  Ruth was the second child of TA William AUSTIN and she was the first of his children 
with Ann AUSTIN. Ruth was born in Talbot County in 1745. She was the second wife of Ja-
cob NORTH, a veteran of the Revolutionary War. Apparently Jacob had deceased before 
1800. In that census Ruth was enumerated as head of household with one male child under 
age 10, 1 female under age 10 and 2 females age 16-26 and 1 female (Ruth was over age 45.22)  
 
 
TA3 ANN AUSTIN  (TA William1) 
 Ann was the third child of TA William and Ann AUSTIN. She was born in Talbot Coun-
ty in 1747. She married Thomas HARWOOD and they were enumerated in the 1800 census 
with 1 male over age 45 (Thomas), 2 males age 10-16, 2 females age 26-45 (one was probably 
Ann), and 3 females under age 10 and 6 slaves.23 
 
 
TA4 HENRY AUSTIN  (TA William1) 
 Henry was the fourth child of TA William and Ann AUSTIN. He was born in Talbot 
County in 1749. He had moved to Caroline County by 1790 and was in the census with one 
male more than 16, 1 male less than 16 and three females. In the 1800 census Henry was also 
in Caroline County, Maryland with a wife, one son and four daughters. He and his wife were 
both over age 45.24 Apparently, Henry’s first wife died because on 30 November 1805 he mar-
ried 2nd Rachel YOUNG. For reasons unknown this marriage was short lived and on 3 March 
1807 he married 3rd Mary WARNER. The marriage records also show that a Henry AUSTIN 
married Elizabeth AUSTIN on 14 May 1809.  

                                                 
18 1790 Census, Talbot County, Maryland, page 75. 
19 1800 Census, Talbot County, Maryland, page 510. 
20 Dodd, Jordan, Maryland Marriages, 1655-1850, Liahoma Research, Provo, Utah, 2004. 
21 Dodd, Jordan, Maryland Marriages, 1655-1850, Liahoma Research, Provo, Utah, 2004. 
22 1800 Census, Talbot County, Maryland, page 508 
23 1800 Census, Talbot County, Maryland, page 508 
24 1800 Census, Carline County, Maryland, page 537. 
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 As can best be determined Henry had the following family;(3rd GENERATION)25 
  TA41 Thomas AUSTIN (TA1 Henry2,TA William1) 
    Thomas was born ca. 1770. He went to Jackson County, Ohio.  
  TA42 Ann AUSTIN TA1 Henry2,TA William1 ) 
   Ann was born ca. 1780 in Caroline County. On 30 November 1805,  
   she married Robert CADE. 
  TA43 Isabella AUSTIN (TA1 Henry2, TA William1 ) 
   Isabella was born 15 January 1781 in Caroline County. On 19 August 1806, she  
   married Richard H. PRICE, who was born 27 February 1787, and they went to  
   Jackson County, Ohio. 
  TA44 Mary AUSTIN (TA1 Henry2, TA William1) 
   Mary was born ca. 1784 in Caroline County. On 20 August 1806, 26 she  
   marRied Vinson EMERSON. 
  TA45 Rachel AUSTIN (TA1 Henry2, TA William1) 
   Rachel was born ca. 1785. On 12 March 1811, she married Peter JUMP. 
 
 
TA5(???) MARGARET AUSTIN  (TA William1) 
` The diagram on pages 5 and 6 shows Margaret as the fifth child of TA William and Ann 

AUSTIN. If she was a member of the family at that time she must have died young. She was not 
listed in William’s will.  

 
 
TA6 WILLIAM AUSTIN  (TA William1) 
 William was the sixth child of TA William and Ann AUSTIN and here the genealogy 
gets fuzzy. TA6 William was born in Talbot County in 1750 and age wise he fits the pattern 
to have been a progenitor of a North Carolina family. However, the extant Talbot County rec-
ords do not support this conclusion. 
 There is an unproven speculation that William married an Ann KEISEY but a search has 
failed to find any evidence of this marriage. According to the above MHS Chart (p. 18), Wil-
liam AUSTIN married Hannah WEBB about 1773 but this cannot be verified in the official 
records. The WEBBS were Quakers and heavily involved with the Third Haven Meeting 
House. There may have been a record in the Meeting House minutes but these were not avail-
able to this research.  
 In 1776, Maryland took a census and a William AUSTIN was enumerated in the Mill 
Hundred, Talbot County with one male age 16-50, one male age under 16, TAo females age 
16-50 and one female under 16.26 This is believed to have been the William AUSTIN, who 
was the son of TA William AUSTIN. 
 The following extract from the 1783 Tax Assessment complicates this part of the geneal-
ogy picture. TA6 William AUSTIN was not recorded and the data strongly suggests he had 
either died or left the county. However, there were two tax entries for a Hannah AUSTIN, 
who was possibly a spouse of William. These returns are shown below.  

                                                 
25Caroline County, Maryland Marriages, 1774-1815. Provo, UT, USA: The Generations Network, Inc., 2000. Original data: 

Cranor, Henry Downes. Marriage Licenses of Caroline County, Maryland, 1774-1815. Philadelphia, PA, USA:  
26 Maryland State Archives, Box 2, f. 23, p. 2. Also in 1776 Census of Maryland, compiled by Bettie Carothers, Family Line 

Publications, 1989, pages 63,66,141,156 
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   Hannah AUSTIN. 670 3/4 acres. Bay and Mill Hundred.27  

  Hannah AUSTIN [land holdings]. Austins Trial; Burgess' Addition; Neighbors   
 Stand Off, Addition; Neils Advantage; Austins Chance and Stoney Lott, 670 /4 acres. In Talbot 
County’s Bay and Mill Hundred.28  

 Apparently, this Hannah AUSTIN was taxed for six (6 plots of land totaling over 670 
acres). The obvious question is, “If this Hannah was the spouse of William AUSTIN how did 
she become the Taxable custodian of so much land?”  
 The records do not indicate William or any other members of his branch of the AUSTIN 
family were active in acquiring large land holding in Talbot County. As it pertains to this re-
search, this Tax entry is very suspect and was probably a error in recording. 
 Hannah was not enumerated as Hannah AUSTIN in the 1790 census and if she remarried 
no record has been found. Hannah’s will adds further evidence that the tax entry cited above 
is an error. She wrote her will on 10 October 1800 and it was probated 11 November 1800 
wherein she bequeathed to:29 
 

1. William AUSTIN – son, all interest of the money due from John NABB, Esq. as 
guardian to my child, the best feather bed and straw tick and furniture, blue chest, all 
cupboard, ½ dozen pewter plates, 1 pewter dish, 1 looking glass and ½ dozen of best 
sheep and horse to have at [age] 21 
2. Sprignal WEBB – brother, the other bed and furniture, remainder of sheep, cow, 
calf, heifer, pewter plates and dishes, pot, pans, pair of flasks, pair of fire tongs and 
remainder of household goods. Also to be executor of the will  
Witnesses: John (?) & Daniel STEWART 
 

 Note that there was no mention of any land. If this was William and he was married for 
only a short time and according to Hannah’s will there was only one son named William 
AUSTIN. Assuming he was in the lineage, he would be 3rd generation and we would desig-
nate him TA61 William AUSTIN. 
 
 
TA7 RICHARD AUSTIN  (TA William1) 
 Richard was the seventh child of TA William and Ann AUSTIN. He born in 1752. He 
married 1st Hannah NEAL, daughter of Jonathan and Kisia [Keziah] NEAL. Richard was 
enumerated as a resident of the Chester Hundred in the 1778 Maryland Census. Apparently he 
did not have Taxable assets in Talbot County in 1783. He was not identified in the 1790 cen-
sus. Richard apparently died before 9 April 1793. After his death Hannah married 2nd Price 
MARTINDALE. She deceased before 16 August 1802. 30 
 According to research by Janet Austin CURTIS, Richard and Hannah had the following 
children (3rd GENERATION): 
  TA71 Richard AUSTIN, Jr. 

                                                 
27 Index for Maryland Tax Assessment of 1783, Maryland State Archives S1161-10-3. 1/4/5/53 page 1.1783 Tax Assessment, 
Maryland State Archives, S1161-10-1. 1/4/5/53, p. 1 
28 Index for Maryland Tax Assessment of 1783, Maryland State Archives , S1161-10-1. 1/4/5/53, page. 1. 
29 Talbot County, Maryland Wills, Liber JP#5, folio 372. 
30 From the notes research notes of Janet Austin Curtis, former genealogist for the Austin Families Association of America 

(AFAOA.  
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  TA72 Hannah AUSTIN 
  TA73 Keziah AUSTIN, born ca. 1780, married Jacob HANDY, Talbot, 6  
   August 1796 
  TA74 Margaret AUSTIN, born ca. 1778 
  TA75 Ann AUSTIN 
  TA76 James AUSTIN, born ca. 1775. On 7 April 1801, James married Alice  
   NORTH, the daughter of Jacob NORTH and his first wife. To illustrate the  
   closeness of the early family relationships, Jacob’s second wife was Ruth  
   AUSTIN, who was his son James’ aunt. (see TA2 Ruth, above.) 
 
 
TA8 CLOUDBERRY AUSTIN  (TA William1) 
 Cloudberry was the eighth child of TA William and Ann AUSTIN. He was born in 1754. 
He was not identified in the 1776 Maryland census. In the 1783 Tax List it was recorded that 
John GREGORY provided surety for Cloudberry AUSTIN’S land at Island, Tuckahoe and 
Kings Creek Hundred.31 He was enumerated as head of household on the 1790 census with 2 
males above age 16, 2 males age under 16, one female, one free person and 5 slaves. He has 
not been identified in Maryland in the 1800 census. 
 
 
TA19 REBECCA AUSTIN  (TA William1) 
 Rebecca was the ninth child of TA1William and Ann AUSTIN. She was born in 1756. In 
July 1784 she married William TENNANT. 
 

 0  
 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
The purpose of this dissertation on TA William AUSTIN of Talbot County, Maryland and his 
family was to determine whether they were a likely candidate in our search for the lineage and 
most recent common ancestor (MRCA) of the North Carolina AUSTINS. Genealogists or 
descendents of this family apparently have not been too active in developing information on 
this family. With the exception of the LEDNUM branch, a review of both the literature and 
the Ancestry.com Family Tree Project has failed to find any pedigrees or alignments. 
 The timing and activities of this Talbot County AUSTIN family proved to be incompati-
ble with the objectives of this narrative. The North Carolina AUSTINS we are interested in 
were in North Carolina before 1770 and the Talbot AUSTINS, who, conceivably, might have 
been candidates, were still in Maryland during that time period.  
 This does not preclude that there may have been a distant family relationship and a 
MRCA far back in time. Neither does it preclude that members of the Talbot County 
AUSTIN family did not flourish in North Carolina in later years. It does conclude, however, 
that almost without question, the Talbot County AUSTINS were outside the purview of this 
research project.  

                                                 
31 Index for Maryland Tax Assessment of 1783, Maryland State Archives S1161-10-3. 1/4/5/53 page 1. 
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3 
 
 

THE AUSTINS OF KENT  
COUNTY MARYLAND 

 
KE WILLIAM AUSTIN 

 
1st Generation  

 
The William AUSTINS of Kent County and their descendant have been key elements in de-
fining the genealogy of the AUSTINS of the Eastern Shore. Hundreds of members of 
AUSTIN and allied families share the opinion that the so-called William of Kent was the 
principal link to several lines of AUSTINS, particularly those whose descendants migrated to 
North Carolina. Their claims are well entrenched and there have been numerous genealogies 
and family trees defining compatible lines of descent. The prime objectives of this current re-
search are to present information that can help confirm or deny these beliefs.  
 By the latter part of the 17th century, the buying and selling land along the Eastern Shore 
accelerated as the population of the Province increased. Originally the land had been wilder-
ness and early lands transactions, either as land grants or between individuals, usually re-
quired the services of a professional surveyor. 
 One early surveyor, who played a major role in the early history of William AUSTIN, 
was named Andrew SKINNER. Several SKINNER32 families had arrived in Maryland early 
in the 1600s. They settled in various parts of Maryland including Calvert and Ann Arundel 
Counties as well as on the Eastern Shore. The Calvert County SKINNERS, who settled there 
in 1658, are believed to have originated in Herefordshire, England. According to a History of 
Calvert County33 there was a connection between the Calvert County SKINNERS and those 
on the Eastern Shore; however, this connection has not been satisfactorily proven.34 A 1671 
Talbot County land record, wherein Andrew SKINNER was a witness, documents that “he 
was of Ann Arundel County.”35 
 Genealogy is like detective work, we search for clues. Here we have SKINNERS that 
appear to have a relation to Herefordshire. Recall that in the discussion on William of Talbot 
County we mentioned an AUSTIN immigrant from Middlesex, England. Middlesex and Her-
ford Counties or Shires are adjacent to each other in England. The relationship between the 
SKINNERS and AUSTINS was apparently more than casual as there is evidence of kinship 
between the two families. If this line of AUSTINS and SKINNERS originally had been from 

                                                 
32 The Skinner surname is a is an occupational name for someone who stripped the hides from animals to be used for leather 

and furs (Dictionary of American Family Names, Oxford Univ. Press. 
33 A History of Calvert County, Maryland, Charles W. Stein, 1960. 0; 
34 Early Families of Southern Maryland, Vol. 2, 63. 
35 Talbot County, Maryland Land Record, Liber A-1, folio 173. 
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the same region in England this could be a clue as to where to do further research on the 
AUSTINS in England. 

 
 0  

 
It is not known exactly when Andrew SKINNER arrived on the Eastern Shore. One docu-
ment records he was in Maryland as early as 1649.36 On 21 August 1665, the 100 acre planta-
tion “Walnut Lake" was surveyed for Andrew SKINNER. This was recorded in Queen 
Anne’s County. 
 Andrew married three times and, as it concerns the AUSTINS, it is useful to record these 
marriages. First, Andrew SKINNER married Mary surname unknown. Their date of marriage 
is not known exactly but Andrew and his wife Mary conveyed to David JOHNSON and John 
WARNER 125 acres of the “Triangle” near the head of the middle branch of the Wye River 
on the last day of September 1665.37 Probably they had children but the number, gender and 
names have not been determined. 
 Fortunately, Andrew SKINNER’S second marriage is more visible and more applicable 
to the AUSTINS. As a landowner, it was natural that Andrew would become involved in the 
“head-right system.” His major role in this narrative begins when he started transporting peo-
ple to Maryland as early as 1664.38 Andrew’s recorded tenure with the AUSTINS began 
sometime in the spring of 1669 when he transported the following six individuals:39 
 
  Ann SNEDON or SNOWDEN 40   WELCH 
  John AUSTIN        MAWMAN 
  William AUSTIN41      Ann YORKE 
   
 Before proceeding, we will consider the social status of those transported. As noted earli-
er many were transported to serve as servants and apparently that was the case of Thomas 
MAWMAN. At June Court 1672, Frances SMITH, servant to Abraham BISHOP, stated un-
der oath that Thomas MAMON, servant to Andrew SKINNER, was the father of her bastard 
child. Thomas MAMON was ordered to pay Abraham BISHOP half the damages and 
Frances SMITH the other half. Later at the petition of Thomas MAWMAN he was given full 
custody of the child.42  
 Ann YORKE was also an indentured servant. At the Talbot County Court in March, 
1671, John ANDERSON showed he had a servant named Ann YORKE who had a base born 
child begotten by Dennis WHITE, a horsecourser (sic) of New England, who has run away.43 
 The AUSTINS on the other hand were apparently of a different social status. Their sur-
names, and the fact they traveled together, strongly suggests John and William AUSTIN were 
related, possibly brothers. Although the accuracy of the data on the Chart shown in the discus-
sion of William AUSTIN, of Talbot County – discussed above on  pages 5 & 6. – have 
                                                 
36 Andrew Skinner laid out land for Francis Armstrong, London 1649. Land Patents, Queen Anne's Co., Maryland, Liber 9, 

folio 137. Also In Burns, Annie W., 1935. Maryland Colonial Statistics and Indices, Early Maryland Settlers, page 38 
37 Talbot County, Maryland Land Records, Liber 1, folio 13. 
38 Talbot County, Maryland Land Patents to Transporters, Liber 7, folio 492. 
39 Maryland Land Patents, Liber 12, folio 378. 
40 Sometimes her surname is recorded as Snowden, Snowdon, etc. 
41 We will continue to use the same generation identification method used or the Talbot Austins. 
42 Barnes, Robert W. F. Edward Wright, Colonial Families of the Eastern shore, Vol. 1, page 35, Family Line Publications. 
43 Archives of Maryland, Liber BB, page 2:166. 
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proved to be highly suspect, the notation that William and John AUSTIN were the children of 
Elizabeth Skinner AUSTIN whets the interest. The logical interpretation would be that An-
drew SKINNER had a sister in England who married an AUSTIN and William and John 
were Andrew’s nephews.44 A de facto element of proof of their relationship will be illustrated 
later by activities that illustrate the closeness of Andrew and William.  

For the present, John AUSTIN remains an enigma. It is probable he and William were in 
the same age bracket but no one knows. He is not identified in official records nor is he noted 
a being a relative of either William or Andrew. Moreover, in the early records William was 
very active but there is almost nothing recorded about John’s activities. It is probable that 
John AUSTIN moved from the Eastern Shore to some other part of the Province.  
 

 0  
 
Concerning Ann SNEDON, the ship’s passenger list records her surname as SNEDON and it 
has sometimes been recorded as SNOWDON or SNOWDEN. Apparently, Andrew’s first 
wife, Mary, had died by ca. 1668 and Andrew SKINNER and Ann SNEDEN were married in 
Talbot County on 28 May 1669.45 This was very soon after she was transported. Andrew’s re-
lationship with Ann SNEDON prior to her arrival is not known but events suggest they may 
have known each other in England.  

On 20 December 1669, Andrew SKINNER came before the authorities and under the 
Conditions of Plantation proved right to 300 acres of land for transporting the six above named 
individuals to inhabit the province.46 In the land patent whereby Andrew SKINNER obtained 
land for the transport, Ann is recorded as Ann SKINNER in lieu of SNEDON. From the date of 
the ship’s landing and the date of the land patent, Andrew and Ann had married so, in essence, 
both official records are theoretically correct.  
 

 0  
 
The relationship between Andrew SKINNER and KE William AUSTIN apparently flour-
ished and the land records verified they worked closely together. The following land records 
bring an important time element into the question of when William was born and when was 
he married? 
  

“1671 15 Sep. – to Lancelott TODD, Ann Arundel County, planter and Cornelius 
HOWARD, Ann Arundel County, guardian to John TODD, brother of Lancelott convey 
to Thomas FURBY, of Talbot County, planter, 400 acres “Todd Upon Darvan” on the 
north side of St. Michael’s River adjoining Thomas BENNETT. . .   ,47 
     Witnesses: Andrew SKINNER, William AUSTIN . . . .”  
 

                                                 
44 The term “nephew” has proved troublesome. Some historians claim that family relationships such as “step-brother, step-

son, step-sister, cousin, nephew, niece, etc.” were loosely used and were not always a 100% guarantee of the exact rela-
tionships between individuals. In this case, we acknowledge the uncertainty but are adamant that there was some family 
relationship between Andrew Skinner and William Austin.  

45 There is a question concerning Ann’s maiden surname. Some records record her name as Ann Snowden. On 28 May 1669, the 
Maryland Marriages, 1655-1850 Record that Andrew Skinner married Anne Sneden in Talbot County. 

46 Talbot County Land Patents to Transporters, Liber 12, folio 378. 
47 Talbot County Land Records, 1662-1674, Liber A No. 1. folio 173. 
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“1672 16 Mar, -- Joseph DELAWOOD and Francis BROOKES, Planters, agree to join 
estates during the natural life of one of us except for one featherbed and furniture 
remaining in Francis BROOKE’S and at the death the half shall belong to the heirs of 
the deceased, or to whom he shall bequeath it by his will. . .  
     Witnesses: Andrew SKINNER, William AUSTIN. . . .” 48 
 
“1672 24 Oct, -- Andrew SKINNER and ANN, his wife, of St. Michael’s River, convey 
to Richard CARTER, Merchant, land 57 perches square to be laid out about the 
watermill at the head of St. Michael’s River - being formerly excepted and reserved out 
of a tract sold to Richard CARTER by me, called “St. Michael’s Fresh Runs.”   
    Witnesses: William AUSTIN, Michall ELME. . . . .49  
 
“1672 24 Oct, -- Ann SKINNER, wife of Andrew SKINNER, gave Power of Attorney to 
William HEMSLEY. . . . 
    Witnesses: William AUSTIN and Michal ELME. . . 50 
 

 These appear to be the first legal documents witnessed by William AUSTIN. This is not 
concrete evidence but strongly implies he became of legal age – 21 years old – by 1671.51 This 
being the case, William would have been born about 1650, presumably in England, and would 
have been a young lad when he and his brother, John, were transported. In view of events that 
transpired after the voyage, it is likely that Ann SKINNER nee Ann SNEDEN served as a 
chaperon. 
 

 0  
 
Next there came an ultimate example of the continuing good relations between Andrew Skin-
ner and William AUSTIN. In 1659, by virtue of a Warrant, dated 28 September 1658, the 
following tract of land was surveyed on 30 October 1665 and granted to Andrew SKINNER 
and Nathaniel EVETT.52 About 1670, EVETT conveyed his half the tract to SKINNER.53 
 

 “Oct xxxth MICLXV . . Cecilius, Lord Baltimore, to Andrew SKINNER & Nathaniel 
EVETT 400 acres: 200 acres on Skinner’s own warrant and 200 acres more assigned by 
Christopher DENNY, of this province; 400 acres of land called "Waterford" lying in 
Talbot County on the South side of the Chester River. And on the West side of a creek in 
the Southeast branch of the dividing of a river called Island Creek .containing 400 acres 
more of less. . .”  
 

The Waterford plantation played an important role in the saga of the Kent County 
AUSTINS. Although the survey of the metes and bounds of the “Waterford” plat, as de-
scribed in the diagram, are not detailed enough to pinpoint the boundaries of the plantation 
there is enough information to get a general geographical approximation of the land. This is 
plat is further illustrated in a maps on the following pages.  

 

                                                 
48 Talbot County Land Records, 1662-1674, Liber A No. 1. folio 298. 
49 Talbot County Land Records, 1662-1674, Liber A No. 1. folio 234. 
50 Talbot County Land Records, 1662-1674, Liber A No. 1. folio 234. 
51 To be a legal witness to any document or record in Colonial Maryland, an individual had to be age 21 years or older. 
52 Talbot County Land Records, Liber A No. 1, folio 168. 
53 Queen Anne’s County Patents, Liber 9, folios 137, 141. 
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 Next we come to the ultimate example that demonstrates the apparent affection between 
Andrew SKINNER and William AUSTIN.54  
 

1672 20 Aug.-- To all Christian people. . .Lord Baltimore did among other things grant 
unto Andrew SKINNER and Nathaniel EVETT a piece of land called Waterford lying 
on Chester River containing 400 acres. . . and said Nathaniel EVETT has assigned and 
passed on all his rights, title and interest to Andrew SKINNER. . .and, I, Andrew 
SKINNER, for love and affection pass over all this parcel of land to my nephew 
[emphasized by author] William AUSTIN to have and to hold forever. Sealed the 20th 
day of August 1672. 
     s/ Andrew SKINNER  
 

 In one sense this might be classified as a pivotal point in this research. Note that in the text 
Andrew SKINNER alludes to William AUSTIN as his nephew. This implies a blood 
relationship and tends to clear some of the previous implications. Unfortunately this was the only 
clue of a personal that has been found attesting to a SKINNER/AUSTIN blood relationship. Our 
conclusion, however, is that SKINNER and William AUSTIN most likely were blood related 
and this prompted the generosity and long apparent camaraderie.  

                                                 
54 Talbot County, Maryland Deeds, Liber A No. 1, folio 219. 
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The approximate location of Waterford in Kent County, Maryland. 
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 0  
 

As William’s family grew, he and Andrew SKINNER apparently went there separate ways. 
Andrew SKINNER busily continued his own pursuits. Ann SKINNER was still alive in 1685 
when she agreed to the sale of land.55 Apparently she died sometime in the early 1700s.  
 On 16 November 1711, Andrew SKINNER married a third time to Elizabeth 
FEDDEMAN, daughter of Richard and Elizabeth FEDDEMAN of Talbot County. 
 Andrew wrote his will on 28 July 1717.56 
 
  “28 Jul 1717, -- Undated Will of Andrew SKINNER.  

To sons Richard and Andrew all lands lying beTAeen St. Michael River and Bare  
  Poynt or Leeds Creek. 
To four daughters, Anne, Elizabeth, Dorothy and Mary residue of real estate. 
To wife Elizabeth use of aforesaid lands given sons until they attain age 21 and  
  use of land given to daughters until Anne attains age 18. 
Probated 28 Jul 1717. Will recorded Vol. 14, folio 557. 
Witnesses: Sol BIRCKHEAD, Mary FEDDERMAN, Jno. WHALEY and Phil. 
FEDDERMAN. . . . .” 

 
 It is interesting that neither John nor William AUSTIN were mentioned in Andrew’s will.  
 

 0  
 
We have now shown with 100% confidence that William AUSTIN did indeed flourish on the 
Eastern Shore in the latter part of the 17th century and that he was essentially a ward or protégé 
of Andrew SKINNER. Since William AUSTIN is considered a progenitor of a long line of 
AUSTINS, the next step is to try to define a spouse and children.  
 From his will we see that William AUSTIN’S wife’s forename was Elizabeth but her 
maiden surname is not known? Even in a Province where the parish church aggressively rec-
orded vital statistics, identifying William’s wife, Elizabeth AUSTIN, has not been 100% suc-
cessful. Some genealogists have identified her as Elizabeth SKINNER, daughter of Andrew 
SKINNER. At first glance, because of the closeness of the individuals, such a conclusion 
seems feasible. Andrew SKINNER did have a daughter named Elizabeth and William’s close 
relationship with Andrews’s family would make such a marriage plausible. However, this is 
not a valid conclusion because detailed research makes such a union improbable. 
 The official records show that, on 23 August 1668, Andrew SKINNER conveyed to his 
eldest daughter Elizabeth, wife of John KING, 120 acres named Timbernecke.57 Obviously, 
John KING and Elizabeth SKINNER had married before 1668.58  

John KING died and his will was proved on 22 May 1722.59 After John died, widow 
Elizabeth Skinner KING had remarried to Joseph HOPKINS by 1725.60 

                                                 
55 Talbot County Land Records, Liber 5, folio 16. 
56 Talbot County, Maryland Wills, Liber 12, folio 75.: 
57 Talbot County, Maryland Land Records, Liber 5, folio 80. 
58 Colonial Families., Vol 3, page 237 
59 Maryland Calendar of Wills, Liber 17, folio 163. 
60 Dodd, Jordan, 2004, Maryland Marriages, 1655-1850 and West Edmund, compiler, Family Data Collection –Births, Provo, 

Utah (online at Ancestry .com 
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This proves without doubt that William AUSTIN could not have married Andrew 
SKINNER’S daughter Elizabeth because she had married someone else. However, no subject 
in genealogy is never completely closed. Elizabeth seemed to be a popular SKINNER female 
forename. There were other SKINNER families on the Eastern Shore and it is possible, one 
of these families might have had a daughter named Elizabeth and William AUSTIN could 
have met and married her. 

 
 0  

 
After KE William AUSTIN became of age, he began to pursue his own destiny. Although the 
exact year of William’s marriage is not known the preponderance of evidence suggests ca. 1686.  
 After the acquisition of Waterford, William AUSTIN began to acquire land on his own. 
On 19 February 1684, a patent was surveyed for James SMITH 200 acres known as Smith-
field lying on the south side of the Chester River on a small branch running out of Red Lyon 
Branch beginning at a marked red oak tree. 61  
 On 7 January 1688, James SMITH and his wife Margaret conveyed to William AUSTIN 
by deed a tract of land known as Smithfield Plantation. The deed was witnessed by Richard 
SKINNER and John PEARLE.62 Waterford and Smithfield appear to be the extent of William 
AUSTIN’S land acquisitions in Kent and Queen Anne’s Counties.  

Receiving Waterford in 1672 was an important event in the saga of this branch of the 
William AUSTIN family. This property, plus the 200 acre tract called Smithfield, would re-
main the homestead of the Kent AUSTINS for more than a hundred years and four genera-
tions. KA3 William AUSTIN would finally give up possession of the lands when he died 
about 1790.  
 In 1697, William AUSTIN registered his cattle marks in Kent County. His mark was “a v 
crop and a slit on the right ear and a hole in the left ear” 63 
 

 0  
 

William AUSTIN’S will give some insight into his family. He was about age 47 when the will 
was written.64  
 

Austin, William, Kent County.  
Drawn 22 June 1697, probated 6 November 1706 
 To my son William at age 21 years’ ½ plantation and land [Waterford]. 
 To Elizabeth, Executrix, residue of said land and at her decease to son  

William. 
 To son John “Smithfield” 
 To wife and daughters residue of estate equally. 
 Ex: John KING, St Michaels River Chester County, Maryland 
 Testators: Thomas BECKLES, John FINSH ??? , Dorothy PRICE. 
 

                                                 
61 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Land Office Rent Rolls, Vol. 3, page 59. 
62 Talbot County, Maryland Land Records, Liber KK , foilio 233. 
63 From the Scharff Collection, Maryland State Archives, in Wright, F. Edward, Citizens of the Eastern Shore of Maryland, 

1659-1750, Vol. 1, page 31. 
64 Maryland Calendar of Wills, 1703-1713, Liber 12, folio 168. 
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 KE William AUSTIN apparently died after mid-year 1706. On 26th of November 1706, 
Thomas HILL was appointed administrator for William AUSTIN late of Kent County.65  
 

1st Generation 
 

THE KE WILLIAM AUSTIN FAMILY.  
 

William Austin 
b. ca 1650 

England or Wales 
mar. Elizabeth (unknown) 

     
   

 

 
               KE1                          KE2                             KE3                          KE4 
               John                         William                        unamed                     unnamed 
              Austin                       Austin                          daughter                     daughter 
           b. ca. 1687                   b. ca. 1689                   b. bef. 1697                b. bef. 1697 
                                         (Discussed in detail 
                                                   below) 
 
 
DISCUSSION OF FAMILY 
 
KE1 JOHN AUSTIN (KE William1)  
 The basic objective of this research has been to determine the lineages and bloodlines of 
the AUSTINS who migrated from the Eastern Shore of Maryland to North Carolina. Every 
effort has been made to find and use every available source but, because of the availability of 
data, we have had to rely heavily on William AUSTIN’S ancestors and descendants. 
 Following those with the fore name John has not been a straightforward task and thei is 
reflected in the result. John and William AUSTIN were transported by Andrew SKINNER. 
This John seemed to have Whereas William led and active life we find almost nothing in the 
records that positively identifies this John. We will look for him more closely in a later chap-
ter. 
 The John AUSTIN who is the subject of this section is believed to have been the first 
child of William and Elizabeth AUSTIN. Almost nothing is known of his early years. In his 
father’s will he apparently was bequeathed Smithfield outright. This implies he was over 21 
years old when the will was written. The evidence is flimsy but it suggests he was the first 
born child and his date of birth would have been ca. 1687.  
 John AUSTIN appears in the records of Kent County, Maryland in 1721 when he was 
recorded as one white Taxable male on “A List of the White Men Taxables, Negro Men, 

                                                 
65 Kent County Testamentary Papers, Box 16, folder 59. 
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Women and Children in Chester Hundred in Kent County Taken and Returned to the Sheriff 
by me Edward. WORRELL, Constable.” 66 
 John AUSTIN and John JONES were the appraisers of the estate of Francis BELLOW, 
of Kent County, Maryland. It was recorded 4 Jun 1723.67  
 John AUSTIN and Arthur FREEMAN were appraisers of the estate of James DAVIS of 
Kent County, Maryland that was inventoried 16 Nov 1724 and recorded in Court 31 Jan 
1725.68  
 All does not go smoothly in a person’s life and at the March 1726 Kent County Court 
   “. . . . John AUSTIN, son of William AUSTIN ordered to stand in the pillory for one 
hour for using indecent language in court. . .”69  
 The next chronological entry in Kent County was in 1726 when John AUSTIN of Kent 
County, Maryland “. . . was issued a warrant for 33 acres of land by virtue of a Warrant for 
50 acres granted to him on 30 August 1726. . .” 

Based on the records, John AUSTIN seemed like an ordinary individual but, strangely, 
there is no evidence he ever married or had a family and there is no record that he left a will. 
Intuitively, the question arises as to how long John AUSTIN retained stewardship of Smith-
field and what did he do while he had possession. As shall be shown in the next section, the 
plantation apparently remained as part of the traditional AUSTIN estate.  
  
 
KE2 WILLIAM AUSTIN  (KE William1).  
 KE2 William AUSTIN was a major player in this saga and his story is recorded and dis-
cussed in detail in a later section. 
 

KW3 UNNAMED DAUGHTER  (KE William1) 
She apparently was born before 1697. She was alluded to in KE William’s will but no 

further information has been found on her. 
 
KE4 UNNAMED DAUGHTER  (KE. William1) 

She apparently was born before 1697 She was alluded to in KE. William’s will but no 
further information has been found on her. 
 

 

 
KE2 WILLIAM AUSTIN  

 
2nd Generation 

 

                                                 
66 Reference: From the Scharff Collection, Maryland State Archives referenced by Wright, F. Edward, Citizens of the Eastern 

Shore, 1659-1750, page 1, Silver Springs, MD: Family Line Publications, 1986.  
67 Inventories of the Prerogative Court of Maryland, 1720-1724, Liber 8, folio 181. 
68 (Inventories of the Prerogative Court of Maryland, 1718-1720, Liber 10, folio 302. 
69 Kent County, Maryland Criminal Records, Liber JS#22, folio265. 
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 KE2 William AUSTIN was the second son of KE William & Elizabeth AUSTIN and he 
was second in the line of descent of the Kent County AUSTINS of interest.  
The vital statistics on KE2 William AUSTIN are not clear. When his father made his will in 
1697, he noted that his son William was not yet 21 years old. The most acceptable estimate of 
William AUSTIN’S year of birth in Maryland was ca. 1689. When he reached age 21 he re-
ceived his one half of Waterford and presumably that remained his place of residence. Noth-
ing is known of his childhood years and he does not appear in the official records until his 
marriage about 1709. He learned the blacksmith trade as his lifetime profession. 
 

 0  
 

William TIPPENS (recorded interchangeable as TIPPEN or TIPPIN in the official records) 
was a planter in Kent County. Apparently, he was apparently a contemporary of the SKIN-
NERS and AUSTINS. He and his family played an interesting and informative role in this 
saga of the William AUSTINS of Kent.  
 William TIPPENS, born ca. 1665, married a daughter of Richard HALL, of Talbot 
County. Marriages are normally uneventful but this marriage had a strange quirk.  
 William TIPPEN was a devisee in Richard HALL’S will and the language of the will 
indicates they were Quakers. On 29 October 1703, the records of the Third Haven Meeting 
House record that William TIPPENS. “ . . . .who run from the truth and was married by a 
priest to Richard HALL’S daughter unnamed . . . .”  
 In 1705, as requested, William TIPPIN went to the priest by whom he was formerly mar-
ried and condemned himself and the spirit by which he had acted. Obviously, the marriage 
was finally solemnized. The records confirm the bride’s name was Sarah HALL, daughter of 
Richard HALL. She was born 15 October 1681. 

Information on the children of William and Sarah HALL sketchy but apparently they had 
three daughters who attained marriageable age: Daughter Mary TIPPIN married Ishmael 
DEVONISH, daughter Elizabeth TIPPIN married William AUSTIN and an unidentified 
daughter married James WILLIAMS. 

William TIPPENS, Planter in Queen Anne’s County, wrote his will on 24 April 1714 
and died soon after. The will was proved on 29 October 1714 and reads in part: 70  

 
     “To the following sons-in-law William AUSTIN and James WILLIAMS,  

to grand-child  William AUSTIN and daughter Mary TIPPIN personality. 
Wife ANN and afsd legatees, except the grandchild, to be join executors.  
Residue of estate to be divided among the same and rest of children [not  
Identified] 

   Witnesses: Thomas Hyson WRIGHT, Mich’ll HUSSEY and John ALLEY. 
 
 The executors, Anne TIPPENS, James WILLIAMS, William AUSTIN and Mary 
TIPPENS submitted the administrative account of the estate on 18 November 1715.71 
 The will brings up several points for discussion. First, there is the question of his wife’s 
forename. Recall that William TIPPENS married Sarah HALL. The will notes that his wife 
was ANN or ANNE. No record has been found that indicates William TIPPENS married 

                                                 
70 Maryland Calendar of Wills, Liber 14, folio 11. 
71 Maryland Administrative Accounts, Liber 38B, folio 20. 
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more than once so we can make a reasonable assumption that his wife’s maiden name proba-
bly was Sarah Anne HALL. Apparently, she was commonly called Ann ore Anne. 
 

 0  
 

Elizabeth Tippens AUSTIN apparently died before 1730. Before that her death she gave birth 
to several children. On 26 June 1732, KE2 William AUSTIN married 2nd Martha 
McCAINLEY, widow of Daniel McCAINLEY.72 In the literature her surnames have been 
recorded as MACKEAMBBLY, MCCAMBLEY plus several other variations. There is no 
evidence that there were any children from this second union.  

KE2 William AUSTIN, John COLLINS, Dr. Peter DUHAMEL and, Martha AUSTIN, 
wife of William, witnessed the will of James EARLE, of Queen Anne’s County, that was 
drawn 29 May 1734 and probated 18 June 1734.73 This establishes continuity because the 
EARLES play a role in this story. 
 William AUSTIN wrote his will on 29 May 1735 and died shortly thereafter. The will 
was probated on 7 July 1735 wherein the following heirs were named:74 
 

 “. . . .being sick and weak in body. . . . Bequeaths to: William AUSTIN, son, to have 
all that tract of land where testator now lives called Waterford. John AUSTIN, son, to 
have all that tract of land called Smithfield. 

 Jacob AUSTIN, son, to be considered of full age when he arrives at 18, to have testa-
tor’s iron gray horse branded with an A on the buttock and to have the testator’s short 
[shot?] gun. 

 Martha AUSTIN, wife, to have her thirds of the estate, to be named executrix of the 
will. The residue to be divided among five children TAo unnamed [see below] 

 Witnessed by John EARLE, James McCLEAN or Macclean , and son John AUSTIN 
the second son of the testator. 

 
 Note that the will mentioned five children but only three were named. In many cases the 
children not named in a will were daughters. Ancillary evidence suggests this is probably the 
case here. There are a number of references to a Mary and Elizabeth AUSTIN in the official 
and church records that imply they were daughters of William and Elizabeth. They and their 
activities are discussed in more detail later in the section on children. 
 After KE2 William died the sanctity of the AUSTIN occupation of Waterford and Smith-
field began to unravel. The reasons may have been due to economic necessity or because fric-
tion developed within the family. On 20 June 1735 Martha AUSTIN, the widow, wrote,  
 

“ . . I am a stranger to such undertaking as executing the will and unable in several 
respects to manage it as I ought I therefore hereby renounce my right to be the admin-
istrator of the said deceased estate. I refuse to abide by the devises of my husband and 
elect to have my lawful part of the estate both real and personal.” 

 
On 7 October 1735, Widow Martha AUSTIN executed the following r lease agreement.75  

                                                 
72 Wright, F. Edward, 1985, Maryland Eastern Shore Vital Records, 1726-1750, Book 2, page 49. St. Luke’s Parish, Queen 

Anne’s County, Maryland. 
73 Maryland Wills, Queen Anne’s County, Liber 31, folio238. 
74 Maryland Will Book, Liber 21, folio 427 and Baldwin, Jane, 1907, Maryland Calendar of Wills, Vol. 6, page 146. 
75 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Land Records, Vol. R.T.A.,1730-1736, page 437. 
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Martha AUSTIN, Widow, to John EARLE – consideration of 7,000 pounds of tobac-
co – 200 acres, one-third part of “Waterford” – on the west side of Island Creek 
where William AUSTIN, Martha’s late husband did dwell. Also one-third of “Smith-
field”, lying near Red Lyon Branch. Indenture to terminate with the life of the said 
Martha AUSTIN. 
  Witnesses: Augustine THOMPSON, James GOULD  

 
 KE21 William AUSTIN, son of KE2 William, would also rent or lease parts of the Wa-
terford/Smithfield complex and these will be noted in the following section. Despite these pe-
riodic perturbations, Waterford and Smithfield would remain fairly intact and in AUSTIN 
hands until just before the turn of the century. 
 

 
THE KE2 WILLIAM AUSTIN FAMILY 

 
2nd Generation  

 
William Austin 

b. Maryland, ca. 1689 
mar.1st Elizabeth Tippens ca. 1709 
mar. 2nd Martha McCainley, 1732 

 
 
 
 
        KE21                    KE22                     KE23                     KE24                        KE25 
       William                   John                      Jacob                       Mary                    Elizabeth 
        Austin                    Austin                    Austin                     Austin                    Austin 
     b. ca. 1710            b. ca. 1714               b. ca. 1715               b. ca. 1716             b. ca. 1717 
 
DISCUSSION OF FAMILY 
 
KE21 WILLIAM AUSTIN  (KE2 William2, KE William1)  
 KE21 William is considered an essential player in the line of descent. He and his family 
are discussed more fully below. 
 

KE22 JOHN AUSTIN  (KE2 William2, KE William1)  
KE22 John was born ca. 1714 in Queen Anne’s County and died about 1770. Very little 

is known of John’s early years. As an adult, he apparently did not get involved in buying or 
selling or even witnessing the transfers of real property. Notations of his official activities in 
the records are sparse to nonexistent.  

According to his father’s will John received the “Smithfield” plantation that lay on the 
south side of the Chester River. Much of the lands in this area had been claimed by the 
BISHOP family. In the 1730s, the BISHOPS began to dispose of parts of these lands and, on 



AUSTINS OF THE EASTERN SHORE 
 

 28

2 November 1731, William BISHOP, blacksmith, and his wife Ann conveyed to Jacob BAI-
LEY, 200 acres called Bishop’s Outlett on the north side of Corsica Creek.76 Jacob BALEY 
sometimes Bailey had a daughter named Catherine and on 24 November 1735 John AUSTIN 
and Catherine BALEY were married.77 

In his will, John’s father, William AUSTIN, bequeathed 1/3 of his estate to his wife Mar-
tha and 1/3 to each of his sons, KE21 William and KE22 John. Specifically he left Smithfield 
Plantation to son John and after his marriage it is reasonable to assume John and his wife 
lived there. However, as noted above, his stepmother, Widow Martha AUSTIN, rented her 
third of Smithfield to John EARLE on 7 October 1735. On 29 March 1738, William AUSTIN 
rented of 50 acres of his share of Smithfield. Over the years, land rental transactions involving 
Waterford and Smithfield continued.78  

John and Catherine AUSTIN had five known children, four daughters and one  
  son. These children are in the 4th generation.79 
 KE221 Elizabeth AUSTIN  (KE22 John3, KE2 William2, KE William1) 
  Elizabeth was the first known child of John and Catherine AUSTIN.  
  She  was born 31 July 1736 in Church Hill, Queen Anne’s County.80  
 KE222 Mary AUSTIN  (KE22 John3, KE2 William2, KE William1)  
  Mary was the second child of John and Catherine AUSTIN.  
 KE223 Rachel AUSTIN  (KE22 John3, KE2 William2, KE William1)  
  Rachel was the third child of John and Catherine AUSTIN. 
  KE224 Catherine AUSTIN  (KE22 John3, KE2 William2, KE William1) 
  Catherine was the fourth child of John and Catherine AUSTIN. 
  KE225 James AUSTIN (KE22 John3, KE2 William2, KE William1) 
  James was the fifth child and only known son of John and Catherine AUSTIN. 
 

KE23 JACOB AUSTIN  (KE2 William2, KE William1)  
Jacob was the third child of KE2 William and Elizabeth AUSTIN. He was born in Queen 

Anne’s County ca. 1714. When William wrote his will in 1735, Jacob was not yet 18 years 
old and did not receive any land. Almost nothing is known of his early years. On 19 July 
1740, Jacob married Rachel HYNES or HINES.81 Available records show that Jacob and Ra-
chel had one daughter, Valentine AUSTIN, born 2 May 1741.82 

 

KE24 MARY AUSTIN  (KE2 William2, KE William1)  
 Mary has not been positively identified as a daughter of KE2 William and Elizabeth 
AUSTIN in official records. However ancillary evidence indicates there was a Mary 
AUSTIN in Queen Anne’s County who married a Thomas Lewis DEFORD on 4 September 
175083. Apparently, there had been an association between the TIPPENS, AUSTINS and 

                                                 
76 Queen Anne’s County land Records, RTA: folio 110. 
77 Maryland Marriages, 1655-1850. Compiled be Jordan Dodd, The Generations Network, Provo, Utah., 2004 
78 Waldo Books, Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Rent Rolls, Vol. 3, page 59. 
79 Maryland genealogy note s of Janet Austin Curtis, long-time AFAOA Genealogist, page 27 (unpublished notes. Her notes 

contain both her research as well as that of other r competent research genealogists. Her notes and data are accepted 
with the highest degree o confidence. 

80 St. Luke’s Parish, Queen Anne’s County, Maryland. 
81 St. Luke’s Parish, Queen Anne’s County, Maryland 
82 St. Luke’s Parish, Queen Anne’s County, Maryland. 
83 St Luke’s Parish, Queen Anne’s County, Maryland 
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DEFORDS when the estate of Richard HALL was probated in 1768.84 A daughter named Sa-
rah DEFORD was born to Thomas and Mary Ann DEFORD on 10 November 1951.85 
 Thomas Lewis DEFORD was enumerated in the 1778 Maryland Census. He was a resi-
dent of the Island Hundred, Queen Anne’s County. 
 There was also a Mary AUSTIN, born 1716, who married a Bingham HALFPENNY in 
Queen Anne’s County on 18 February 1734.86 No one with the surname HALFPENNY was 
enumerated in the 1776 or 1778 Maryland censuses. Based, based on the ancillary evidence 
we have designated Mary as a probable fourth child of KE2 William and Elizabeth AUSTIN.  
 

KE25 ELIZABETH AUSTIN  (KE2 William2, KE William1)  
 Elizabeth has not been positively identified as a daughter of KE2 William and Elizabeth 
AUSTIN in official records. However ancillary evidence indicates there was an Elizabeth 
AUSTIN in Queen Anne’s County who married a John WILEY on 28 February 1749.87 John 
WILEY has not been identified in the census and official records of Queen Anne’s County. It 
is probable he and his family left Queen Anne’s county. Based on the evidence available Eliz-
abeth has been designated as a probable fifth child of William and Elizabeth 
 

 

KE21 WILLIAM AUSTIN 
 

3rd Generation 
 

 KE21 William was the first son of KE2 William and Elizabeth Tippens AUSTIN. He 
was born ca. 1710 and died ca. 1791. Northing is known of his early years. The first time he 
appears in the records was in his father-in-law’s will. On 13 August 1735, shortly after his 
father’s death, William AUSTIN married Mary CLEAVES who was the daughter of Na-
thaniel and Katherine CLEAVES of Queen Anne’s County.88 More information on Mary 
CLEAVES is shown in her father’s will that was drawn 6 April 1740 and probated 24 April 
1740.89   
 
  To son Nathaniel, Executor, dwelling plantation “Todley” containing 190 acres and  
   100 acre “Each Eye.”  
  To daughter Hannah 100 “Exchange..” 
  To daughter Rachel, wife of James BAILEY, 199 acre “Cleves Ramble.” 
  To grandson Nathaniel, son of son Benjamin 110 acres “Cleves Ramble.” 
  To wife Katherine 1/3 of personal estate. 
  To children, viz Nathaniel, Hannah, Sophia, Duvall, Kabitia, Elliott, Rachel  
   BAILEY and Mary [Cleves] AUSTIN, residue of estate. 
  Testators: Norrest WRIGHT, George SMITH, Charles COOK 

                                                 
84 Talbot County Land Records, Liber 19, folio 661. 
85 St. Luke’s Parish Church, Queen Anne’s County. 
86 St. Luke’s Parish Church, Queen Anne’s County.86  
87 Wright, F. Edward, 1985, Maryland Eastern Shore Vital Records, 1726-1750, Book 2, page 60. St. Luke’s Parish Church, 

Queen Anne’s County, Maryland.  
88 Wright, F. Edward, Maryland Eastern Shore Vital Records, 1726-1750, in St. Luke’s Parish Church, Vol. 2, page 50. 
89 Maryland Calendar of Wills, Book 22, folio 163 
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 William had inherited Waterford from his father K2 William. The property had been in 
possession of the family for several generations but, after K2 William died, his widow and 
son did not retain the AUSTIN integrity but began to rent or lease parts of the estate to others.  

 
 Between 3 August 1736 and 10 August 1736, William AUSTIN, Planter, conveyed to 
James HOLLYDAY, son of James HOLLYDAY, Esq, in consideration of £18 current 
– 18 acres part of “Waterford,” on Herring Pond, Chester River adjoining a tract 
formerly called “Readbourn.” . . . .on the road to Ogletown. William and Mary 
[CLEVES] she being first privately examined acknowledge their deed before Aug. 
THOMPSON and James GOULD.90 
 
 On 29 March 1737, William rented 50 acres in Queen Anne’s County to Charles 
GAFFORD, Jr. “ . . .lying on the south side of Chester River upon a small branch 
running out of the red Lyon Branch being part of a grant of land commonly called 
Smithfield. . . . .”91 
 

 The wording used in some of these land records is misleading – was it a rental or lease or 
was it a sale? The extant records concerning Waterford and Smithfield seemed to indicate that 
gradually the properties were disposed of until the AUSTINS owned little or none of the orig-
inal tracts of land. To accept this would be an erroneous conclusion because, in 1783, William 
AUSTIN was on the tax assessment list as the owner of the 400 acre Waterford plantation in 
the Corsica District of Queen Anne’s County.92 Moreover, in 1789 when William wrote his 
will he still retained almost all of the original Waterford and Smithfield acreage.  
 K21 William AUSTIN lived in Queen Anne’s County until his death ca. 1791. During 
the later years of his life he was active and appears in the land record periodically. 
 

 . . . .On 1 September 1742, 179 acres of Prophecy bordering Waterford owned by  
William AUSTIN was sold. . . .93 
 
 From 9 January 1748 – 29 March 1749 John COLLINS and William AUSTIN were 
appointed .to make an estimate of the yearly value of one acre in Ogletown, the right 
of Elisha BROWN, a minor. . . . 94. 
 
 16 November 1752, a group of four was appointed to estimate the value of the lands 
of William ELLIOTT, a minor under the guardianship of William AUSTIN – On 28 
October last, entered into the plantation in the possession of William AUSTIN.95 
 

 K21 William AUSTIN and his wife Mary had a daughter in 1755 see below. No further 
reference to Mary Cleaves AUSTIN has been found in the official records. Obviously, she 
died before 1789 because there was no reference to her in William’s will. 
 

                                                 
90 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Land Records,. R.T.A.,1730-1736, Vol 2.. 
91 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Land Records,. R.T.A.,1730-1736, Vol, 3., Liber RT B , page 115. 
92 Index for Maryland Tax Assessment of 1783, Maryland State Archives S1161-8-9. 1/4/5/51 page 44 
93 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Land Records, RTB. Folio 482. 
94 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Land Records, RTC, folio 366. 
95 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Land Records, RTC, folio 121. 
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On 28 June 1764, James GOULD and William AUSTIN, appointed to make an esti-
mate of the value of 200 acres of land called Tottingham , the right of Richard 
COLLINS, a minor under the care of John BAILEY, his guardian. . .96 
 
From 20 December 1766 – 22 June 17867, William AUSTIN and John Register 
EMORY were appointed and sworn by John BROWN to make an estimate of the an-
nual value of 200 acres of land called Tottingham – the right of Richard COLLINS, a 
minor under the care of Richard BISHOP, his guardian. . . .97 
 
From 15 December 1772 – 21 January 1773. Solomon WRIGHT, Gentleman, to Wil-
liam AUSTIN – release of a lien made on 400 acres of land called Waterford. 
Acknowledged before Christopher CROSS and Turbutt WRIGHT.98 
 
14 August 1773 – 2 September 1773, Hannah BAILEY, Widow of Thomas BAILEY, 
deceased, and her son Jacob BAILEY, to William AUSTIN and William 
WILLCOCKS, Planters, – a negro man slave and a negro woman slave – as security 
for bail in an action of debt.. . . .99 
 
10 January 1775 – A lease...Between [William AUSTIN of Queen Anne Co., Md. of 
the one part & William WHITE of Queen Anne Co., planter of the other part. William 
AUSTIN for the consideration of rent and covenants doth farm let to William WHITE 
part of a tract of land called Waterford containing 80 acres for the term of 7 years. 
Payment to be made 4 November yearly, the rent of ten pounds current money. 
Wil1iam WHITE to maintain and keep premises in repair and will not waste or fall 
any timber or trees only for necessary fencing, repair of firewood and will not give up 
any part or parcel of possessions to any person unless authorized by writing by Wil-
liam AUSTIN or his heirs. If he is behind and unpaid in his rent 3 months, it wil1 be 
lawfu1 for William AUSTIN to demand payment or ejectment and the same 
shall be delivered to him. . . .100 
Witnesses James AUSTIN         his 
   James WATSON      William X AUSTIN 
               mark 
                his 
            William X WHITE 
               Mark 
 

 James AUSTIN was probably William’s nephew. He was KE225, son of K22 John 
AUSTIN q.v. 
 The following land record has some interesting connotations but, like many others, is 
hard to decipher. You will note that in the following extract the material in brackets may im-
prove the interpretation. Does this imply that KE21 William AUSTIN intended to physically 
move or was this some colloquial expression for admitting he might die soon? 
 

27 March 1781 – Be it known that, I, William AUSTIN of Queen Anne Co., Md. for 
divers good cause and considerations [of] me hereunto moving [???] . . . .authorize in 

                                                 
96 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Land Records, RTG, folio 056 
97 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Land Records, RTG, folio 035. 
98 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Land Records, RTK, folio 064 
99 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Land Records, RTK, folio 194. 
100 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Land Records, RTK, folio 426 
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my place.. . . . .do constitute appoint and authorize. do appoint my son – in –law Ad-
am SKEYER of County aforesaid to be my true and lawful [Power of]Attorney. . . . 
.and also for me and in my name to enter into and take possession of all and singular 
lands and tenements, slaves, stocks of horses, cattle, sheep, hogs and other chattels, 
etc. . .101 
In presence of            his 
Clem SEWELL        William X AUSTIN 
Mary SEWELL            mark 

 
 In 1783, KE21 William AUSTIN was on the assessment list as the owner of 400 acre 
Waterford in the Corsica District of Queen Anne’s County. According to the index, he was 
the only AUSTIN on the list for Queen Anne’s County. 
  

 0  
 
On 11 March 1789, KE21 William AUSTIN wrote his will and it was probated on 22 October 
1791.102 
 

“William AUSTIN blacksmith, being in good health and body, bequeaths to: 
  1. Charlotte RIGBEY – granddaughter – [wife of Benjamin RIGBEY] 
   To have all the testators dwelling plantation containing 382 ½ acres  
    called Waterford 

    To have all the testator’s personal estate after debts are paid and 
      funeral charges which are to be paid along with one pew in  
     the St Luke’s Parish Church which the testator purchased  
     from Benjamin CLEAVES 
   2. John EARLE – grandson [son of ____?____ EARLE] 
    To have all the testator’s right, title and interest to 150 acres of land  
     named Smyth’s Field where the GAFFORDS now lives. . . . . .  
   3. Benjamin RIGBEY – grandson-in-law to be executor of the will 
   Witnesses: Thomas McCASH. Richard COLLINS, John R, EMORY 
          William X AUSTIN” 
 
 The interpretation of the will is interesting as well as informative. The will shows une-
quivocally that William AUSTIN had two grandchildren with surnames different from 
AUSTIN. This indicates his two daughters – Mary and Elizabeth – had married and each had 
at least one child and their children were the only heirs KE21 William acknowledged in his 
will. One daughter had apparently married Adam SKEYER and they had a daughter named 
Charlotte who had married a RIGBEY103 and the other daughter had married an EARLE. 
Since there is no apparent record, we cannot determine which daughter married who.  
  
 

 
 
 

                                                 
101 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Land Records, RTL, folio 427... 
102 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Orphans Court and Register of Wills, Liber TW 1, folio 310. 
103 This surname has been recorded as Higbey  
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THE KE21 WILLIAM AUSTIN Family 
 

3rd Generation 
 

William Austin 
b. Maryland ca. 1710 
d. Maryland ca 1791 

mar. Mary Cleaves, 13 Aug 1775 
   

          
 
 

       KE211                    KE212                 KE213                KE214                   KE215 
       Mary                       William                 Mary                 Benjamin              Elizabeth 
      Austin                       Austin                  Austin                 Austin                  Austin 
      8 May                       9 May                  14 May               28 Aug                    4 Nov  
      1736                           1738                  b. 1741                    1743                     1755 
  Died young              
 

DISCUSSION OF THE KE21 FAMILY. 
 
KE211 MARY AUSTIN  (KE21 William3, KE2 William2, KE William1). 
 Mary was born 8 May 1736 in Church Hill, St. Luke’s Parish Church, Queen Anne’s 
County, Maryland. She died before 1741. 
 
KE212 WILLIAM AUSTIN  (KE21 William3, KE2 William2, KE William1). 
 KE212 William is considered an essential player in the line of descent. Theoretically he 
would be the progenitor of the 4th generation but there is a high degree of uncertainty about 
his life and times. 
 
KE213 MARY AUSTIN  (KE21 William3, KE2 William2, KE William1). 
 This second Mary was born was born 14 May 1741. She was recorded as the daughter of 
William and Mary OSTIN [AUSTIN]. Their first daughter named Mary had died and this 
daughter was also named Mary.  
 
KE214 BENJAMIN AUSTIN  (KE21 William3, KE2 William2, KE William1).  
 Benjamin AUSTIN was born to William and Mary OSTON [AUSTIN] 28 August 1743. 
His mother Mary Cleaves AUSTIN had a brother named Benjamin which apparently was a 
traditional CLEAVE family forename. 
 Benjamin has not been found in the public records and this leads to one of the following 
conclusions. Either he died young or migrated from Queen Anne’s County as a young adult. 
The latter is most acceptable because there is evidence he was probably one of the earliest 
AUSTINS to migrate to Orange County, North Carolina.  
 Accepting that he did migrate to North Carolina, in 1770 he would have been about age 
27 years. By that time graft, corruption, deprivations and greed had made Orange County a 
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hot bed of discontent. Settlers, who were dissatisfied or had been involved in the Regulators 
Movement, began to move westward to more stabile counties for their own safety.  
 In about 1775, Edward TEAGUE led a large party of settlers from the Siler City area – then 
part of Orange County that would soon become Chatham County – and migrated westward. 
Many of those settlers ended up in Burke County.104 
 According to the Teague History this migrating group included: 
  Edward TEAGUE, Patriarch of the TEAGUE family who lived to be 90 years old. 
  William TEAGUE William’s brother, [He received a land grant in Burke County]. 
  John TEAGUE – a relative 
  Solomon TEAGUE – a relative 
  Benjamin AUSTIN – [He received a land grant in Burke County]. 
  Nathan AUSTIN – [At this point he is unidentified]. 
  Elijah AUSTIN – [At this point he is unidentified]. 
  Jehu BARNES 
  John WHITE 
  Thomas JAMES 
  Henry REED 
  William PAYNE 
 The make-up of this contingent leads to interesting scenarios. A numbers of those on the 
list were in the 1790 census of Burke County. There were several others who migrated with the 
Teague contingent but they are omitted because they are not pertinent to this analysis. 
 Members to the TEAGUE family vouch for the authenticity of this document, however, 
we need to look more closely to define a confidence level. Overall, the evidence substantiates 
that the Benjamin AUSTIN, who apparently had settled in the Siler City area, was the son of 
KE21 William and Mary Cleaves AUSTIN. He was briefly in Burke County and then pre-
sumably went to Texas. The following have a bearing on Benjamin’s tenure in North Caroli-
na. 
 

On 10 December 1778, Benjamin AUSTIN filed for a state land grant for . . . . 
100 acres lying on both sides of the main South Fork of the Middle River joining 
Abraham HUNSUCKER”S land. . . . . The track was not surveyed until  
4 February 1791. Witnesses were Benjamin AUSTIN and John WHITE.105 

 
 KE214 Benjamin AUSTIN was enumerated in the 1790 census as:106    
      1 male born before 1774 
      2 males under age 16 born after 1774 
      6 females  
      No slaves 
 
 Edward and John TEAGUE were listed individually on the same page that Benjamin 
AUSTIN was listed. Note also that John WHITE, who had been a member of the 1775 
TEAGUE contingent, witnessed Benjamin’s land grant survey. All this suggests that some 
members of the TEAGUE contingent settled fairly close to each other after they arrived in 
Burke County. 
                                                 
104 Teague, J. Wesley, Jackson Teague,& Levi Teague, 1953, The Teague history and Genealogy, Privately edited. 
105 North Carolina Land Grant, North Carolina Archives, Raleigh, Book 80, page 70, shuck 1675. 
106 1790 Census, Orange County, North Carolina, page 98, #27, 8th Company. 



AUSTINS OF THE EASTERN SHORE 
 

 35

 After 1790, Benjamin AUSTIN seems to have disappeared. He was not on the 1794 tax 
list for Burke County and he was not in the 1800 Census. The last item pertaining to him is 
the following cryptic entry in the minutes of the Morgan District Court;107  
 
  Page 300.  Morgan S. C. March Term, 1795. Benjn [Benjamin] AUSTIN maketh Oath that 
  he has received information which he believes to be true that one of his children is very ill 
  lying at the point of death [and] that his family is thereby in great distress no person being 
  at home to render [aid] or procure any. Sworn to before me this 10 March 1795 Spruce [or 
  Bruce] MACAY JSC 
 
 Apparently this was an affidavit requesting state aid for his ailing son. The available rec-
ords do not record the action taken. Note there is one major caveat when interpreting this ex-
tract. The location of the Court was listed as Morgan, “SC”. We believe that is a typographic 
error and should read Morgan, NC.  
 The rationale for this conclusion is because the western part of North Carolina was placed 
in the Salisbury District in 1777. This district contained the area that later became Burke, 
Caldwell and Alexander Counties. In 1782, this western part of the Salisbury District came 
under the newly formed Morgan District. There was a Morgan community in South Carolina 
but it is near Savannah and far removed from western North Carolina.108 
 
KE215 ELIZABETH AUSTIN  (KE21 William3, KE2 William2, KE William1).  
 Elizabeth was born 4 November 1755 in Church Hill and her birth was registered at the 
St. Luke’s Parish Church, Queen Anne’s County, Maryland. Her date of birth raises ques-
tions. Either she was born late in her father and mother’s marriage or the date of birth could 
be an error. In the absence of other data, we have accepted the birth date of 1755 as valid. 
 Janet Austin CURTIS, in her research notes on Maryland families, proposed there may 
have been other children in this family, namely sons Edward and John. According to Janet, 
Edward AUSTIN supposedly went to Virginia and then on to Tennessee. No information is 
given on John. No concrete information has been found that substantiates Janet’s notes.109  
 
 
 

 

KE212 WILLIAM AUSTIN  
(KE21 William3, KE2 William2, KE William1) 

 
4th Generation 

 
 Up to this point, our search of the Maryland official records has been surprisingly fruitful. 
We have been able to draw a clear and acceptable genealogy and line of descent of the Wil-

                                                 
107 Minutes of the Morgan District North Carolina Superior Court of Law & Equity, 1788-1806. Entry 300. 
108 Leary, Helen F. M. & & Maurice  Stirewalt, North Carolina Research, Genealogy anfd Locl History, 1980 page 327, 

North Carolina Genealogical Society, Raleigh. 
109 Extracted from Notes of Janet AUSTIN Curtis, page 31. Janet AUSTIN Curtis (or JAC was the former genealogist of the 

AUSTIN Families Association of America (AFAOA for many years. She was a professional genealogist whose work 
was held to the highest standards. 
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liam AUSTINS of Kent County since about 1650. Now we have now reached KE212 William 
AUSTIN and the perfect trail we have been following becomes obscure. 
 KE212 William AUSTIN was born in Maryland on 9 May 1738 and baptized 28 June 
1738 in St. Luke’s Parish Church, in Church Hill, Queen Anne’s County. The official records 
have been carefully checked and, unlike his ancestors, no further information has been found 
on his formative years. Also the official records do not provide any information on activities 
that could be attributed to an adult William AUSTIN. He was not listed in his father’s will. 
 Bluntly speaking the geological trail that had been so productive dried up. 
 

 0  
 
However, despite this obvious lack of definitive data, an unbelievable number of genealogies 
and family trees have been promulgated claiming KE212 William AUSTIN was the key ele-
ment in defining the common-ancestral link between the Maryland and North Carolina 
AUSTINS The Ancestry.Com Family Tree Program displays an overwhelming number of 
family trees and pedigrees defining these families. Unfortunately, the family trees do not in-
clude definitive official proof that confirms the source or accuracy of the data used to grow 
the trees At best, one of the most frequently used citations for proof on the family trees is the 
following notation:  

Information extracted from various family tree data submitted to Ancestry and The 
Generations Network. 

 This so-called reference does nothing to confirm or proves these Family Tree data. As a 
result misinformation is propagated from one tree to another throughout the Family Tree Pro-
gram. For our purposes, this is considered unacceptable.  
 As it pertains to KE212 William AUSTIN, w can draw two conclusions. Either he died 
young or he migrated from the Kent/Queen Anne’s Complex to some other State or Province. 
 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
At the beginning we emphasized that the overall objective of this research was to determine if 
there was a “most recent common ancestor (MRCA) of the North Carolina AUSTINS whose 
roots were in Maryland. The methodology used was to follow the bloodlines of the earliest 
AUSTINS of the Eastern Shore forward in time to mesh with the Maryland AUSTINS who 
migrated to the Carolinas.  
 We began with KE William AUSTIN in about 1650 and the followed his family down a 
well documented path to KE212 William AUSTIN, born 1738 (4th Generation). This is a long 
time and the logical question is, how accurate has the path been? Obviously the answer must 
be a judgment call. 
 We sincerely believe the accuracy of the saga of AUSTINS from about 1650 to 1738 ap-
proaches 100%. Unfortunately, when we came to KE212 William AUSTIN the path of de-
scendant we had followed with so much confidence and accuracy suddenly became narrow 
and bare of definitive data. Essentially, it appeared to be the end of a well marked trail. We 
looked upon this as a stalemate. 
 Despite the glaring caveats, an unbelievable number of proponents who belief the 
AUSTIN who crossed the bridge from Maryland to North Carolina was KE212 William 
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AUSTIN and family. Scores, and perhaps hundreds, of family trees and genealogies have 
been compiled proclaiming this to be true.  
 There is no question KE212 William AUSTIN had the prerequisites to have been the link 
between the Maryland and North Carolina AUSTINS but there is not enough positive evi-
dence to make a final decision that he was the progenitor of the AUSTIN families of Orange 
and Burke Counties, North Carolina.  
 Fortunately, it was not a dead-end situation. There were other roads to travel to help  
achieve our objectives. So, we now leave the AUSTNS of Kent County to toke a closer look 
at other AUSTIN families that flourished on the Eastern Shore during this same time period. 
They too have the necessary heritage to have been the links between the Maryland and North 
Carolina AUSTINS.  
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4 
 
 

SAMUEL & ALICE AUSTIN  
OF ANN ARUNDEL & QUEEN ANNE’S COUNTY 

 
 

QA Samuel AUSTIN of Ann Arundel County was the first major player in this line of re-
search. However, he cannot be brought into the story without diverging. There have been a 
number of works published on Samuel that have contributed a plausible story of his early 
life110. The consensus is that he was born about 1630 probably in the British Isles. He was part 
of the increasing Maryland population and by about 1660 he is believed to have been in Ann 
Arundel County  
 Ann Arundel County was an original county formed from wilderness in 1650. The land 
records for the county began in 1653. A search for the years 1653 until the 1700s failed to 
identify any AUSTINS who might have been QA Samuel’s parents.111r  
 Despite the lack of definitive information, there are scores of published genealogies and 
family trees that undeniably claim knowledge of QA Samuel’s early years. Some claim he 
was born in All Hallows Parrish, Ann Arundel County in 1654. Others claim the same date of 
birth but identify the birthplace as in England near the border of Wales. Neither can be abso-
lutely confirmed or denied.  
 All Hallows Parish – originally known as South River Parish – was established under the 
1692 Act of Assembly which established the Anglican Church as the Church of Maryland and 
formed the Province into 30 Anglican parishes. The All Hallows Parish Episcopal l records 
date back to about 1685 but the first parish register where births, deaths and marriages are 
recorded dates from 1669.112. 
 

 0  
 
QA Samuel AUSTIN first appeared in the official records on 3 Sep 1694 when he was listed 
as a debtor to the estate of Maren DUVALL, of Ann Arundel County, Maryland. The settle-
ment of the Duvall estate was still in the court on 8 October 1695 when QA Samuel was again 
listed as a debtor to the estate.113 On 18 May 1697, he was listed as a debtor to the estate of 
Richard RAWLINGS, of Ann Arundel County, Maryland.114  

                                                 
110 Two independent documents, both entitled “Some Descendents of Samuel and Alice Austin of Ann Arundel County, Mary-

land” have been submitted and filed in the AFGS Research . Authors were William Wyatt Austin and Walter John 
Hartung. These give an acceptable history of Samuel’s early life. 

111 Ann Arundel County, Maryland Court Records, CR 46935 MSA CE-75-1, Vol. A, pages 1-66 
112 Edward Wright. Anne Arundel County Church Records of the 17th and 18th Centuries. Family Line Publications,  
113 Inventories and Accounts of the Prerogative Court of Maryland, 1685-1701, Liber 10, folio 462. .  
114 Inventories and Accounts of the Prerogative Court of Maryland, 1688-1698, Liber 14, folio 115. 
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 About 1690, QA Samuel AUSTIN married a lady whose forename was Alice. A thor-
ough search for her surname by many genealogists has been unsuccessful.115 QA Samuel and 
Alice AUSTIN had three known children. They are discussed later. 
 QA Samuel died intestate early in February 1697. He was buried on 11 February 1697 in 
the All Hallows Episcopal Church cemetery.116 QA Samuel’s widow, Alice AUSTIN, was ap-
pointed Administratrix of his estate. The first inventory of his worldly goods was dated March 
1697.117  
 

 0  
 
Recall that that Mathew COLLIER had thrived in the Ann Arundel County area at the same 
time as other AUSTINS and most likely they were acquainted with each other. If this was true 
then Matthew COLLIER and Alice AUSTIN might have known of each other while she was 
married to QA Samuel. Some time between 3 March 1697 and 31 August 1698, Widow Alice 
AUSTIN married Widower Matthew COLLIER.  
 The date of Widow Alice AUSTIN’S marriage to Matthew COLLIER is based on a se-
cond account of the QA Samuel AUSTIN’S estate, dated 31 August 1698, that was submitted 
to the Court by Administratrix Alice COLLIER who had been Alice AUSTIN. The total val-
ue of this account was £15-0-0. This account lists payments to 18 creditors.118  
 During that time period, apparently Matthew and Alice COLLIER moved across Chesa-
peake Bay and became residents of Queen Anne’s County on the Eastern Shore.  
 The records do not indicate that Matthew COLLIER and Alice had children. However, 
Matthew had been married before and had one known daughter also named Alice. In 1732, 
Matthew’s daughter, Alice COLLIER, married Henry AYLETT in Queen Anne’s County. 
The bride, Alice COLLIER was identified as the daughter of Matthew COLLIER of Brent 
County, England and Queen Anne’s County, Maryland.119 Henry AYLETT has not been iden-
tified in official records. Matthew COLLIER did not mention his daughter Alice in his will. 

 
 0  

 
Alice AUSTIN was unique when compared to the typical housewives of her generation. Ap-
parently she was attuned to the local economy and the official records show that, in her own 
right, she bought and sold real-estate, dispersed personal property by deed and gift and also 
appeared in the Courts in legal litigations. Her career in the public records lasted from 1699 to 
1763 and much of her activities contain genealogical information pertinent to this research. 
The scope of her activities is included here for that reason. 

On 20 May 1699, Robert SMITH conveyed to Alice AUSTIN a tract of land called 
Bishop’s Addition and Bishop’s Outlet on the Chester River in the part of Talbot County that 

                                                 
115 The approximate date of Samuel Austin’s marriage is based on a full nine-months gestation and the date of birth of his 

oldest child, Margaret Austin, who was born in early Oct 1691 and christened 11 Oct 1691 
116 Reference: All Hallows Parish Register, Ann Arundel County, Maryland.. 
117 Inventories and Accounts of the Prerogative Court of Maryland, 1697-1698, Liber 15, folio 99. 
118 This marriage is also cited in Harper, Irma Sweitzer, Maryland Marriage Clues, Vol. 2, page 2, Published 1980. Harper’s 

source of this marriage information was cited as the 1741 Land Records, Queen Anne’s County, Maryland. Liber NB, 
folio 392, 

119 This marriage is documented in Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Judgments, Liber 25, folio 108 and also in Maryland 
Testamentary Proceeding, Liber 28, folio 188. 
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on 18 April 1706 would become Queen Anne’s County.120 It is interesting to note that the date 
of this Indenture was after the death of her husband QA Samuel AUSTIN and after her se-
cond marriage to Matthew COLLIER. Nevertheless she negotiated the instrument inde-
pendently as Alice AUSTIN. 

In 1718/9, Alice COLLIER exercised her prerogative as an individual land holder when 
she agreed to the following deed. 

 
4 February 1718/9 – I Alice COLLIER for love and goodwill to my, daughter 

Margaret WATSON and to my daughter Hannah PHILIPS, [ give] one-half of a tract 
of land called part of Addition and Outlet, made over to me as wife & widow of [AS] 
Samuel AUSTIN by Robert SMITH, Esq. for 300 acres. TAo thirds to Margaret, one 
third to Hannah. Daughter Margaret to have first choice. . . . . .121  

Witnesses: Matt. COLLIER      
   John AUSTIN      Alice COLLIER Seal  

  
Matthew and Alice COLLIER continued to flourish in Queen Anne’s County. Alice re-

mained very active but the records indicate that Mathew did very little. He apparently did not 
buy or sell any land and the only other official record found was when Matthew COLLIER 
and Thomas BUTLER were the appraisers of the estate of Peter DYER of Queen Anne’s 
County, Maryland that was recorded 17 February 1725.122 
 Mathew COLLIER died in the Spring of 1728. This date is based on the date of probate 
and issuance of an administration bond on 26 April 1728 appointing Alice COLLIER to 
serve as Executrix with John AUSTIN [her son by QA Samuel AUSTIN] and Thomas 
JEROME, as Trustees. Actions settling the estate were still in the Court in the early 1730’s.123 
 

MATTHEW COLLIER’S WILL 
To my wife Alice I give my dwelling and plantation for her natural life and  
  after her decease the same to William BISHOP and his heirs. 
To my brother living in Rosemary Lane near Little Tower Hill, London £20. 
To sisters Alice and Mary in Great Britain, £100 each or to their order. 
To my father, Matthew COLLIER, £80. Should he be deceased to be paid to  

nearest relative. 
To son-in-law John AUSTIN and to my daughter-in -law Margaret WATSON 
   the several debts they owe to me ,  
To James PRUET, his debt. 
To William PENNINGTON, one-half his debt.124 
To Philemon, son of Christopher PHILIPS, one cow and a calf.  
To Mary, daughter of Leon WATSON, one cow and a calf. 
Lastly, I appoint my wife and Christopher PHILIPS executors. 
Written 24 January 1726 
Witness: Wm. RAKES       s/Matthew COLLIER 
   Sam’l + JONES 
   Richard + JONES” 

                                                 
120 Land Records, Talbot County Provincial Court, WRC-1, page 780. 
121 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Land Records, Liber IK-a, folio 221-222 
122 Inventories of the Prerogative Court of Maryland, 1718-1720, Liber 11, Folio 473. 
123 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Testamentary Proceedings, Liber 28, folio 188, folio 354; Liber 29, folio 6, folio 117. 
124 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Deeds Liber 1K-A, page 221-222. 
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Codicil: 9 March 1727 “ . . Reversion of dwelling and plantation to William 
 BISHOP, nullified. Wife to dispose of same . . .  

Witness: Margaret CARTER.”  
 

The first inventory of the estate was dated 8 July 1728, Alice COLLIER was Executrix. 
It was recorded in Court on 20 July 1728. The value of the estate was listed as £43 7-15-5.125 
Appraisers were Charles VANDERFORD and Charles DOWNES. One creditor was Edward 
WRIGHT.  
 The second inventory of the Matthew COLLIER [recorded as COLLIAR] estate was 
dated 4 July 1731 and was valued at £27-14-6. Appraisers were Charles VANDERFORD and 
Charles DOWNES.126 

Matthew’s will was probated 21 March 1728.127 Note that his daughter Alice COLLIER 
AYLETT was not mentioned in the will. 
 

 0  
 

In the 1730’s, Alice COLLIER disposed of some of her tangible property to her daughters. 
These transactions will be covered in the discussion of the family. 

If we assume Alice was 20 years old in ca. 1690 when she married QA Samuel AUSTIN, 
by 1741 she would have been about 50 years old and she apparently decided it was prudent to 
begin to dispose of her real property in the manner she desired.  
 The culmination of Alice AUSTIN COLLIER’S activity came to pass in July 1741 
when, in a series of land transactions, Alice apparently disposed of all her remaining property. 
 

  On 7 July 1741, a deed was signed involving a land transaction between Alice 
COLLIER of Queen Anne’s County, on the one part, widow, and Thomas Henson 
[Hyson] WRIGHT, of the same county, the other part. Alice COLLIER, formerly Al-
ice AUSTIN purchased part of two tracts of land called Bishop’s Addition and Bish-
op’s Outlet containing 300 acres more or less, which became the possession of Mat-
thew COLLIER, late of Queen Anne’s County, who by way of a codicil to his last will 
and testament devised the same [back] to his wife Alice COLLIER. 
  Thomas Henson [Hyson] WRIGHT hath of late purchased from William 
BISHOP the remaining part, exclusive of Alice COLLIER’S part, the two tracts 
called Bishop’s Addition and Bishop’s Outlet. 
  The said parties are willing and desirous to settle in such a manner as to pre-
vent any dispute that may hereafter arise. A Deed of Release to be signed by Thomas 
Henson [Hyson] WRIGHT to said Alice COLLIER bearing same date and for the 
above cause and certain considerations the said Alice COLLIER therefore more es-
pecially moving. 
  The land is located on Corsica Creek starting at a boundary locust tree. . . run-
ning and touching GREEN’S land . . . .     her 
Witness:  Robert W. WRIGHT     Alice AC COLLIER 
   ta1 Thomas WILKINSON     mark 
    Recorded 27 July 1741128  

                                                 
125 Inventories of the Prerogative Court of Maryland, Liber 13, folio 126. 
126 Inventories of the Prerogative Court of Maryland, 1728-1734, Liber 16, folio 139. 
127 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Wills, Liber 19. folio 373 
128 Queen Anne’s County Maryland Deed, Liber RT-B, folio 360 
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  On 20 July 1741, a deed was signed involving a land transaction beTAeen 
Thomas Hyson [Henson ] WRIGHT of Queen Anne’s County, on the one part, and 
Alice COLLIER, widow, of the same county, the other part. Said Alice COLLIER, 
formerly Alice AUSTIN purchased part of two tracts of land called Bishop’s Addition 
and Bishop’s Outlet containing 300 acres more or less, which became the possession 
of Matthew COLLIER, late of Queen Anne’s County, who by way of a codicil to his 
last will and testament devised the same to his wife Alice COLLIER. 
  Thomas Henson WRIGHT hath of late purchased from William BISHOP the 
remaining part, exclusive of Alice COLLIER’S part, the two tracts called Bishop’s 
Addition and Bishop’s Outlet. 
  The said parties are willing and desirous to settle in such a manner as to pre-
vent any dispute that may hereafter arise. A Deed of Release to be signed by Thomas 
Henson WRIGHT to said Alice COLLIER bearing same date and for the above cause 
and certain considerations the said Alice COLLIER therefore more especially mov-
ing. 
  The land is located on Corsica Creek starting at a boundary locust tree. . . run-
ning and touching GREEN’S land. . . 
 Witness: Robert W. WRIGHT     T. H. WRIGHT Seal 
   Thomas WIKINSON  
 Recorded 27 July 1741129 
 

 The above instrument appears to be the last legal action Alice AUSTIN COLLIER ne-
gotiated in Queen Anne’s County, Maryland. As noted earlier, she was – for that time period 
– of advanced age and it is conceivable she died soon after the above deed was signed. The 
official records of Maryland do not show any evidence that Alice COLLIER had a will or 
that her estate was probated.  
 

 
Family of 

 
QA SAMUEL & ALICE AUSTIN 

 
Samuel Austin 
b. ca. 1650 (?) 

England or Wales (?) 
mar. ca. 1690 Ann Arundel, Co 

Alice (surname unknown) 
 
 
 
 

                                     QA1                            QA2                              QA3 
                                   Margaret                    Hannah                             John 
                                     Austin                        Austin                           Austin 
                                    b. 1691                       b. 1694                          b. 1695 

                                                 
129 Queen Anne’s County Maryland Deed, Liber RT-B, folio 392. 
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DISCUSSION OF FAMILY 
 

QA1 MARGARET AUSTIN  (QA Samuel). Margaret was the first child of QA Samuel 
and Alice AUSTIN. She was born in 1691 and was christened on 11 October 1691 at the All 
Hallows Episcopal Parish Church, Ann Arundel County, Maryland. 
 Margaret AUSTIN’S first marriage was to a man with the surname WATSON. In Mat-
thew COLLIER’S will, written in 1726, Margaret’s husband is identified as Leon 
WATSON.130 A date of marriage has not been established but it would be sometime early in 
the 18th century.  
 Leon and Margaret AUSTIN WATSON had two daughters. Mary WATSON, who was 
born before 1726 and was in Matthew COLLIER’S will wherein she was left personality.131. 
Apparently her sister Alice WATSON was born after 1726 and was not in the Matthew 
COLLIER will. As indicated in the following, Leon WATSON died before 1736:  
 

On 29 Oct 1736, Alice COLLIER bequeathed to her granddaughter Alice WATSON, 
daughter of Leon WATSON and Margaret, his widow, a negro girl named Sarah. Al-
ice COLLIER further stipulated that if Alice WATSON dies without heirs the negro 
girl should go to her sister Elizabeth CARTER, daughter of Hercules CARTER and 
Margaret, his wife.132 
             her  
Witnesses:         Alice AC COLLIER 
  Hannah H WATSON       mark 
  Sarah M PHILIPS 

 
 Sometime before 1732, the marriage of Leon and Margaret WATSON had terminated 
and by 1731 Margaret AUSTIN WATSON had married to Hercules CARTER133 and they 
had one daughter Elizabeth CARTER. Other than being mentioned in some of Alice COL-
LIER’S transactions, no further information has been found on Elizabeth. 
 
QA2 HANNAH AUSTIN  (QA Samuel). Hannah was the second child of QA Samuel 
and Alice AUSTIN. She was born in 1694 and was christened on 11 April 1694 at the All 
Hallows Parish Church, Ann Arundel County, Maryland. Hannah married Christopher 
PHILLIPS134 Christopher and Hannah had at least three children:  
   Philemon PHILIPS  
   Hannah PHILIPS  
   Mary PHILIPS  
 Vital statistics on these children are sketchy and what information is available is extract-
ed from official documents. 
 

                                                 
130 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Wills, Liber 19, folio 373. 
131 Queen Anne’s County Wills, Liber 19, folio 373. Also in Baldwin, Jane, Maryland Calendar of Wills, Vol. 5, page 59, 

Baltimore: Kohn & Pollock, Inc., 1907. 
132 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Deeds, Liber RT-A, folio 533-534. 
133 The Maryland Census, 1772-1890, recorded a Hercules Carter as a resident of Levy Banks Twp, Queen Anne’s County, 

Maryland in 1729.  
134 The Maryland Census, 1772-1890, recorded a Christopher PHILUIPS as a resident of Residents’ Twp, Queen Anne’s 

County, Maryland in 1760.  
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  On 20 Jan 1730, Alice COLLIER bequeathed to her granddaughter Hannah 
PHILIPS, daughter of Christopher and Hannah AUSTIN PHILIPS, a negro girl 
named Judith. Alice stipulated if Hannah dies without heirs then the negro girl was to 
go to Mary PHILIPS, Alice’s granddaughter. 
Witnesses John AUSTIN          her 
Rosanna R. AUSTIN        Alice AC COLLIER 
              mark 
On 23 March 1730, Alice COLLIER acknowledged the above Deed of Gift in 
Court.135  

 
QA3 JOHN AUSTIN  (QA Samuel).  
 QA3 John AUSTIN was the only known son of QA Samuel and Alice AUSTIN. John is 
a critical player in this research and he and his family are discussed in detail in Chapter 5. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
135 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Deeds, Liber RT-A, folio 44, dated 1730. 
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5 
 
 

JOHN & ROSAMOND AUSTIN  
OF QUEEN ANNE’S COUNTY 

 
 

QA3 John AUSTIN (QA Sanuel1) was the third child of QA Samuel and Alice AUSTIN. He 
plays a vital role in the lines of descent of this branch of the AUSTIN clan. According to offi-
cial records, he flourished Queen Anne’s County and sometimes he was also active in Kent 
County affairs.  
 John  was born in Ann Arundel County in 1695 and was christened as John AUSTON on 
1 October 1695 at the All Hallows Parish Episcopal Church, Ann Arundel County, Maryland. 
His parents were Samuel and Alice AUSTIN. Nothing is known of his formative years.  
 By 1698, his mother, Widow Alice AUSTIN, had married Matthew COLLIER – her 
second marriage – and she and her new husband crossed the Bay and established residence in 
Queen Anne’s County. Occasionally they were involved in some official activity in Kent 
County. 
 John AUSTIN enters the official public records on 7 August 1722 when he married Wid-
ow Rosamond Burgin SMITH.136 Rosamond was the daughter of Phillip BURGIN and Rose 
QUEENEY. She was born in Kent County and at a young age she married William SMITH 
on 24 March 1702.137 William SMITH apparently died shortly after the marriage and in 1734 
a petition was filed listing Rosamond as widow and administratrix of William SMITH’S es-
tate.138.William and Rosamond SMITH had one daughter named Hannah SMITH who was 
entitled to part of William’s estate. Later this would create legal problems for the AUSTIN 
family. 
 In 1728 John AUSTIN served as a Trustee for the probate of his father-in-law Matthew 
COLLIER’S will (See discussion in the previous section)  
 Squirrels were evidently considered a nuisance in early Queen Anne’s County and in 
1729, John AUSTON [AUSTIN] and William AUSTIN.—probably John’s brother – plus 
scores of other citizens received bounties for squirrel’s heads.139  
 In 1730-1731, a Bill of Complaint was filed by John AUSTIN against his mother, Alice 
COLLIER.140  
 
 Folder 236 
 John AUSTIN)    
     ag [against]  Bill ans[answered]. Ordered hearing by this Court 
 Alice COLLIER)  

                                                 
136 Maryland Accounts Documents, Liber 5, folio 104 and Liber 6, folio 408. 
137 Register, Shrewsbury Parish Church, Kent County, Maryland 
138 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Testamentary Proceeding, Liber 29, folio 419. 
139 Minutes, Queen Anne’s County Levy Court, 4th Tuesday November 1729, page 64. 
140 Maryland Chancery Court Records, #5 I. R. #2, Maryland State Archives, Annapolis. MD. 
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 Folder 291 
 John AUSTIN)  
     ag    Hearing at this Court by Consent 
 Alice COLLIER)  
  
 Folder 429 – Prince George’s Court, 8 Oct 1731 
 John AUSTIN)  
                ag  Upon reading the Bill and Answers, and upon mature  
 Alice COLLIER)  consideration thereon had. It was ordered adjudged and 
     decreed that the Complainants Bill be dismissed. 
 
 Abstracts of court proceeding are traditionally sparse in wordage and the above legal 
documents do not reflect the nature of the complaint. However, on the basis of other events 
that were happening at about that same time, the complaint probably had something to do 
with the disposition of Matthew COLLIER estate. 
 By 1734, John AUSTIN had consolidated his roots in Queen Anne’s County, Maryland 
as indicated by the following extract from the land records of said county:141  
 

.“ . . This Indenture made 7 March 1733 between William BISHOP and Ann, his wife, of 
Queen Anne's County in the province of Maryland, of the first part, and John AUSTIN, 
gunsmith, of the same county and province of the other part.  
 Witnesseth: In consideration of the sum of 25 pounds money of the province aforesaid, 
William BISHOP and Ann ,his wife, grant, bargain and sell one hundred (100)  acres of 
land to John AUSTIN it being part of a tract of land called and known as Coursey's 
Point situate and lying on Coursica Creek in Chester River originally taken up on 19 
January 1658 by Henry COURSEY, Esquire for 1350 acres more of less and afterwards 
conveyed to William BISHOP. . .Beginning at a Locust tree the first beginning bounding 
tree for Coursey's Point aforesaid and running down the creek aforesaid northwest by 
and with the creek to a tall Cedar tree marked with fifteen notches five, five & five 
standing by a small parcel of Marshland by the mouth of a small branch where it enters 
into Coursica Creek aforesaid and from the tall cedar aforesaid North 60 East 125 
perches to the tract of Land called the Addition and with the Addition to the first 
beginning tree for the land aforesaid. . .” 
           William BISHOP 
           Ann BISHOP 
Recorded 16 May 1734. 

 
 QA3 John AUSTIN died intestate while this land record was in the process of being rec-
orded. For reasons that will later become clear, both John’s wife, Rosamond AUSTIN , and 
his mother, Alice COLLIER, declined the position of Administratrix of the estate and on 9 
May 1734 both agreed Richard DAVIS should be Administrator.142 This confirms John 
AUSTIN died sometime during the spring of 1734. 
 The settling of John AUSTIN’S estate did not go smoothly. On 1 July 1734, the follow-
ing petition was filed in Court. Note the reference to Robert GREEN.143 
 
                                                 
141 Reference:  Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Land Records, 1729-1736, Liber RT, No. A, folio 277. 
142 Maryland Testamentary Proceedings, Liber 29, folio 387. 
143 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Testamentary Proceedings, Liber 29, folio 419. 
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“Petition of Richard DAVIS of Kent County that a certain John AUSTIN has inter-
married with Rosamond, widow and Executrix of William SMITH’S estate, and that a 
filial portion of SMITH’S estate [was] to go to Hannah SMITH, orphan of Wm. 
SMITH . . . In 1725, John AUSTIN, with Robt. GREEN and Maurice CARTEY, 
bonded Sureties, entered into bond in Kent County Court with promise to double the 
sum and pay to Hannah [SMITH] at age 16 or at her day of marriage whichever 
came first . . . That the said Robt. GREEN and a certain John HARRIS and Susanna, 
his wife and Executrix of Maurice CARTEY, being uneasy with said John AUSTIN by 
reasons of their being Surety and in the year 1728 were prevailed to enter into a bond 
with said John AUSTIN and Alice COLLIER . . . . That the said John AUSTIN is re-
cently deceased not leaving sufficient estate to discharge the filial portion of the said 
orphan Hannah SMITH. . . . . . That the said Alice COLLIER is very poor and has no 
estate. . . That Rosamond, the widow of said John AUSTIN, and the said Alice COL-
LIER, his mother, have refused to administer the estate. . . .” 

 
 On 22 Jul 1734, Richard BISHOP was appointed Administrator of the estate of QA3 
John AUSTIN, blacksmith, late of Queen Anne’s County.144 
 On 22 July 1734, Alice COLLIER, of Queen Anne’s County, Maryland, and William 
BISHOP made an Administrative Bond for the estate of John AUSTIN, deceased.145 
 Rosamond, like her step-mother, Alice AUSTIN, apparently was a strong-willed woman 
and on 10 August 1734, the following was filed in Court.“ . . We, Alice COLLIER and Rosa-
mond AUSTIN, the mother and wife of QA3 John AUSTIN, deceased, renounce our claim to 
John AUSTIN’S estate. . . .”146 
 In 1734, a citation was issued against Alice COLLIER and Rosamond AUSTIN to show 
cause why they detained the effects of John AUSTIN, deceased, from Richard DAVIS, of 
Kent County, administrator of John AUSTIN’S estate.147  
 In September 1734, The Court discontinued the above citation because Alice COLLIER 
and Rosamond AUSTIN satisfactorily defended themselves against the allegations.148 
 The Accounts of the Prerogative Court of Maryland documented several actions pertain-
ing to the settlement of the John AUSTIN estate and one of these actions is illustrated in the 
following: 

 
“On 25 Sep 1734, the inventory of John AUSTIN’S estate was reported as £ 40-19-5. 
The appraisers were Solomon CLAYTON and Charles VANDERFORD. Creditors 
were Solomon CLAYTON and David WATSON. Only Next of Kin listed was Hercu-
les CARTER and Margaret CARTER. Administrator was Richard DAVIS.149 
 
On 24 Feb 1736, Alice COLLIER conveyed by deed a negro girl named Esther to her 
granddaughter, Anne AUSTIN, the daughter of John AUSTIN, deceased, and Rosa-
mond AUSTIN, his widow. Alice further stipulated that if Anne dies the negro girl 

                                                 
144 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Administrative Paper, No. 6. 
145 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Testamentary Proceedings, Liber 29, folio 457. 
146 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Testamentary Proceedings, Liber 29, folio 434. 
147 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Testamentary Proceedings, Liber 29, folio 437. 
148 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Testamentary Proceedings, Liber 29, folio 446. 
149 Accounts of the Prerogative Court of Maryland, 1733-1738, Liber 20, folio 300. Inventory dated 25 Sep 1734. Recorded 7 

Jan 1735. 
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should go to her youngest sister Martha AUSTIN, daughter of John AUSTIN, de-
ceased, and Rosamond, his widow.150 
Witness:  Sarah H. WATSON      her  
Witness:  Sarah PHILIPS     Alice AC COLLIER 
             mark 
 

 0  
 
 Sometime before 1739, Widow Rosamond AUSTIN married a third time to Philip 
CRISFIELD – sometimes recorded as CHRISTFIELD. He had been born about 1700 and 
had four sons from a previous marriage. 
 On 24 March 1739, Philip and his wife Rosamond of Kent County conveyed to John 
BURGIN, Jr. a tract called Ivingo, it being that part of the tract that Philip and Rosamond 
were entitled to by virtue of the last will of Rosamond’s father, Philip BURGIN [Senior] of 
Kent County.151 
 On 17 November 1740, Absolom CHRISFIELD, son of Philip and Rosamond, was 
christened at the Shrewsbury Parish Church in Kent County. 
 Philip CHRISFIELD, planter, Kent County, died leaving a will dated 6 January 1740 
and probated 6 March 1740..152  
 

 To sons Philip and Richard to have 1 s [hilling] each 
 To son John to have 60 acres called Jones’ Neglect lying next to the land of Daniel 
 PERKINS. Should he die without heirs to pass to his brother Arthur. 
 To wife Rosamond residue of estate 
 No executor was listed 
 

 Absalom was not born until after his father died and was not mentioned in the will. 
 

 0  
 
After Philip CHRISFIELD died, Widow Rosamond CHRISFIELD reached the zenith of her 
career as a land speculator in Queen Anne’s and Kent Counties. Some of her transactions are 
extracted below because they contain information pertaining to the genealogy of this branch 
of the AUSTIN families.. 

 
  1 Jan. 1742/3 – This indenture made between Rosamond CHRISFIELD of 
Queen Anne Co. on the one part and George HARRINGTON of Kent Co. on the oth-
er part. Rosamond CHRISFIELD to have and hold her plantation in Kent County for 
seven years for 1000 pounds of tobacco per year grant to George HARRINGTON 
hereto farm either crops or cotton. My houses, dwelling house or plantation lying on 
the side of Morgan Creek, with the houses, outhouses, barns, stable, orchards, gar-
dens, meadows arid pasture ground.. . . 153 
Witnesses: Jos. RICKETT         her  
   John JONES       Rosamond R. CHRISFIELD 

                                                 
150 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Deeds, Liber RT-A, folio 533. 
151 Kent County, Maryland Land Records, Liber JS#22, folio555. 
152 Maryland Will Books, Liber 22, folio 387. 
153 Kent County, Maryland Land, Liber JS #24, folio332 
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   J. BARNES         mark 
  13 May 1743 Rosamond CHRISFIELD acknowledged the within instrument of 
;writing for the use, intents of purpose.  
Witnesses: ? C. HYNSON         her 
    CA. HANDER       Rosamond R CHRISFIELD  
 Recorded: 13 May l743 by James SMITH, Clerk.. 154   mark 
 
  27 Nov. 1745 – Rosamond CHRISFIELD late SMITH of Kent Co., widow of 
the one part and John GLEAVES of Kent Co., planter, of the other part. . . . . . . 
.Rosamond CHRISFIELD for the sum of 100 lbs. current money conveys unto John 
GLEAVES a parcel of land called Broad Neck lying in Kent Co. Md., A tract of Land 
on north side of Chester River on a creek called Morgan Creek, by an oak standing by 
a small cove, etc. etc.... containing 140 acres. To have all the trees, orchards, out-
houses, plantation rights, profits and Rosamond CHRISFIELD to defend his title and 
rights. . . . . . . . 155 Witnesses       her .  
Jo. BORDLY       Rosamond R CHRISFIELD 
Chas. PEALE          mark 
 

 0  
 
Recall that Rosamond had married William SMITH at a young age and he evidently died 
shortly after the marriage. Rosamond was listed as the widow and administratrix of William 
SMITH’S estate.156.  
 William and Rosamond SMITH had one daughter named Hannah SMITH and William 
SMITH’S will clearly stated,  

“ . . . that a filial portion of SMITH’S estate [was] to go to Hannah SMITH, orphan 
of Wm. SMITH.. In 1725, John AUSTIN, with Robert. GREEN and Maurice 
CARTEY, bonded Sureties, entered into bond in Kent County Court with promise to 
double the sum and pay to Hannah [SMITH] at age 16 or at her day of marriage 
whichever came first. . . .”  

 It is important to note the several references to Robert GREEN. At least two members of 
the AUSTIN families would marry GREEN sisters and the evidence is clear and convincing 
the two GREEN sisters were part of the Robert GREEN family. 
 QA3 John AUSTIN died before the conditions of the bond were met and his death and 
the inability of his heirs to pay the bond to Hannah SMITH was taken to the court to try to 
get the inheritance from her father. The legal outcome has no bearing on the present area of 
interest but the debt to Hannah SMITH, who married William STEVENSON, was apparent-
ly a factor in next series of Rosamond CHRISFIELD’S land transactions. 

 
“18 March 1746 – William STEVESON of Kent Co., Md., planter on the one part ar-
id Rosamond CHRISFIELD of Kent Co, widow, of the other part. William 
STEVENSON for the consideration of 80 pounds current money convey, grant, as-
sign forever all my rights title to a certain tract of land in Kent Co. on a branch called 

                                                 
154 Kent County, Maryland Land R4cords, Liber J2 #24. folio 332 
155 Kent County, Maryland Land Record, Liber JS25,folio321 
156 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Testamentary Proceeding, Liber 29, folio 419. 
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Cypress Branch, south-east side of said branch adjoining a tract of land formerly tak-
en up by Captain Richard SMITH; and to the northward of a plantation formerly in 
the possession of John JONES etc. etc...., containing 100 acres. William STEVESON 
aid his wife Hannah STEVESON promise convey all rights to dower to Rosamond 
CHRISFIELD and her heirs forever. . .”157 
Witnesses:       WILLIAM STEVESON Seal  
James CLAYPOOLE     Hannah STEVESON Seal  
Geo. GARRETT  
  Hannah STEVESON examined privately as to her willingness to sell  
   Jacob JONES  
   W. BORDLY  
  Received of Rosamond CHRISFIELD 4 shillings, sterling for alienation fine 
due the Lord Proprietary.  
 
“. . . .18 March 1746 – Rosamond CHRISFIELD of Kent Co. Md., widow on the one 
part and William STEVENSON of Kent Co. Md., planter and Hannah STEVENSON 
his wife of the other part. Rosamond CHRISFIELD for the consideration of yearly 
rent, let unto William STEVENSON and his wife Hannah part of a certain tract of 
land called Jones Venture on a branch called Cypress containing 50 acres. With all 
houses, out houses, barns, stables, orchards, garden, meadows and pasture. Wi1liam 
and Hannah to pay yearly during their natural lives 6 pence sterling and 2 shillings 
sterling. Wi1liam STEVENSON and his wife Hannah to have the right or cause to he 
built a dwelling house, pasture their creatures and also to clear the timber for use and 
not for sale or waste of said timber. Rosamond CHRISFIELD to defend their right 
against any person claiming said land for themselves. . .”158  
                   her  
Witnesses: James CLAYPOOLE   Rosamond A CRISTFIELD  
   Geo. GARRETT              mark  

 
“18 August. 1749 – Rosamond CHRISFIELD of Kent Co., Md. widow on the one 
part and William STEVENSON of Kent Co., Md. planter and Hannah STEVENSON 
his wife of the other part. Rosamond CHRISFIELD for the consideration of the year-
ly rent do convey a certain tract of land called Jones Venture lying in Kent Co. Md. on 
a branch called Cypress Branch lying in north end of said tract containing 50 acres, 
with all the houses, out houses barns, stables, orchards, gardens, meadows, & pas-
ture, during the terms of their natural lives and they paying yearly to Rosamond 
CHRISFIELD her heirs the yearly rent of six pence sterling and TAo shillings ster-
ling toward paying the quit rent for the said land. Rosamond CHRISFIELD warrants 
and grants shall be 1awful for William STEVENSON and Hannah STEVENSON to 
build or cause to be built a dwelling on the land and to have pasture land for their 
creatures and to clear as much land as they shall have need of, also shall have liberty 
to fall arid make use of my timber, not making any sale or waste of the said timber. To 
have and use peaceably without troubles by Rosamond CHRISFIELD or her heirs or 
executors.”159         her 
Witness. Jerves SPENCER   Rosamond R CHRISFIELD  
             mark  
         William STEVENSON  

                                                 
157 Kent County, Maryland Land Records, Liber JS 25, folio 448. 
158 Kent County, Maryland Land Records, Liber JS 25, folio 450.  
159 Kent County, Maryland Land Records, Liber JS 25, folio 251. 
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Kent Co. Md. 18 Aug. 1749 Rosamond CHRISFIELD acknowledged the lease.  
 

 The date and place of Rosamond Smith Austin CHRISFIELD’S death is not known but 
land records confirm she lived until at least 1763.  
 
 

 
QA3 JOHN & ROSAMOND AUSTIN  

 
John Austin 

ch 1 October 1695 
mar. Rosamond Smith 1722 

 
 
 
 
         QA31                       QA32                            QA33                         QA34                   QA35 
       Samuel                      William-                     Absolom                       Anne                    Martha 
     AUSTIN                     AUSTIN                     AUSTIN                      AUSTIN              AUSTIN 
      ca. 1723                      ca. 1725                     ca. 1726                       ca. 1729                ca. 1730 
 
 
DISCUSSION OF FAMILY 
 

QA31 SAMUEL AUSTIN  (QA3 John2, QA Samuel1) QA31 Samuel AUSTIN is desig-
nated the first child of John & Rosamond AUSTIN. He is a critical player in this research and 
he and his family are discussed in more thoroughly in Chapter 6. 
 

QA32 WILLIAM AUSTIN  (QA3 John2, QA Samuel1)  
 QA32 William AUSTIN is designated the second child of John and Rosamond AUSTIN. 
He plays a critical role in this research and he and his family are discussed more thoroughly in 
Chapter 7.  
 
QA33 ABSOLOM AUSTIN  (QA3 John2, QA Samuel1)  
 QA33 Absolom AUSTIN is designated the third child of John and Rosamond AUSTIN, 
however, his placement in this family is still subject to debate. Absolom will be discussed 
more thoroughly in Chapter 8.  
 

QA34 ANNE AUSTIN  (QA3 John2, QA Samuel1)  
 Anne AUSTIN is designated the fourth child of John and Rosamond AUSTIN. Both she 
and her sister, Martha’s, place in the AUSTIN family was established by the following: 
 

On 24 Feb 1736, Alice COLLIER conveyed by deed a negro girl named Esther to her 
granddaughter, ANNE AUSTIN, the daughter of John AUSTIN, deceased, and Ros-
amond AUSTIN, his widow. Alice further stipulated that if Anne dies the negro girl 
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should go to her youngest sister Martha AUSTIN, daughter of John AUSTIN, de-
ceased, and Rosamond, his widow.160 
      her         her 
Witness:  Sarah H. WATSON     Alice AC COLLIER 
     mark        mark 
Witness:  Sarah PHILIPS  

 
 On 23 September 1745, Philip DAVIS and Ann AUSTIN were married in St. Luke’s 
Parish Church, Church Hill, Queen Anne’s County.161 This marriage is not in the major theme 
of this analysis, however as simple as this may seem, there are questions. 
 Historically, it appears there were two Philip DAVIS; one lived in Queen Anne’s County 
and the other in Kent County. The question is which one did Anne AUSTIN marry? 
 Philip DAVIS-1, the Queen Anne’s Philip, married twice. On 29 December 1734, he 
married Elizabeth WELLS, daughter of Humphrey WELLS.162 There were children from this 
marriage but they have not been identified. Humphrey’s will was proven on 10 Sep 1750 and 
daughter Elizabeth was given land. The children by her late husband, Philip DAVIS-1, were 
noted but not named. One of the most interesting parts of the will was that Humphrey 
WELLS gave land to his daughter Katherine CLEAVE wife of Nathaniel CLEAVE, who 
was the father of Mary CLEAVE who married KE21 William AUSTIN. 
 
 Philip DAVIS-1, of Queen Anne’s County, died in 1756. His will was proven on 25 Jun 
1756. The only heir listed was Josias [Josiah] REED, son of Nathaniel REED, Jr. The appar-
ent relationship between DAVIS and the REEDS has not been found.163 
_____________________________ 
 Philip DAVIS-2, of Kent County, died in 1767 leaving a will dated 28 October 1767, and 
proved 19 January 1768. The heirs named were his wife Ann and children. Tracts mentioned 
were: Dullum’s Folly and Angells Lot. On 10 February 1768, his estate was appraised by Sol-
omon SEMANS and Alexander BAIRD, and valued at £268.12.11. William SEMANS and 
James McLACHLAN signed as creditors. Martha MERRITT and James BURGIN signed as 
next of kin. Ann DAVIS, executrix, filed the inventory on 25 March 1768.164  
 Martha MERRITT and James BURGIN, as next of kin, were in some way related to the 
BURGINS through their mother, Rosamond. On balance, it would appear that Philip DAVIS-
2, of Kent County, was the one who married Ann AUSTIN and should be placed in this fami-
ly alignment. 
 

QA35 MARTHA AUSTIN  (QA3 John2, QA Samuel1)  
 Martha AUSTIN is designated the fifth and last child of John and Rosamond AUSTIN. 
She was born ca. 1730. Other than the mention in the deed of gift in the above discussion of 
Ann, no additional information on Martha has been found in the records. 
 
 

                                                 
160 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Deeds, Liber RT-A, folio 533. 
161 Register, St. Likes Parish Church. Also in Wright, Edward F., 1982, Maryland Eastern Shore Vital Records, 1726-1750. 

Vol. 2.  
162 Si Luke’s Parish Church Register. 
163 Family History, Colonial Families of Maryland, Early Families of Southern Maryland , Vol. III, pages 196-198. 
164 Maryland Will Book, Liber 36, folio 134 and Maryland Inventories, Liber 97, folio 158. 
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6 

 
 

QA31 SAMUEL & MARY GREEN AUSTIN  
 
 

The genealogy of this early AUSTIN lineage is cloudy. John and Rosamond AUSTIN had five 
children and there is debate over the dates of birth of the first and second son. Almost all sources, 
including official records, provide clear and convincing evidence that the firstborn son was 
QA31 Samuel who was named after his grandfather. There is no argument that the second son 
was William. Debate comes from the dates of birth of the two brothers 
 The genealogy community is unequally divided on this. There are myriads of family histo-
ries who strongly believe QE31 Samuel was born in Kent County on 17 August 1723.165. Another 
large contingent believes QA32 William was born in Kent County on the same date. Because it 
is important to keep the lineage as pure as possible we look more closely at this. 
 

 0  
 
John and Rosamond were married in the St. Paul’s Parish Church, Kent County, Maryland on 
7 August 1722 and it follows that when their first child was born a year later he would be 
christened. On 17 August 1723, the rector of christened a male child whose parents were John 
and Rosamond AUSTIN. This baptism was duly entered this in the parish record. 166 
 In July 1896, the rector of St. Paul’s Church transcribed the original parish register as a 
handwritten copy. Unfortunately, the given name of John and Rosamond’s son was written at 
a place where the original document had been folded and only the last three letters of the 
forename “. . iam. . ” can be clearly deciphered. This raises a critical genealogical question – 
who was the son of John and Rosamond christened on 17 August 1723? 
 There are other forenames names that end with “iam”, for example “Liam” but the most 
common is “William.” Surprisingly, some researchers, including the Ancestry.com Publi 
Family Trees, have interpreted it as Samuel and some even as James. 
 Since this is vitally important to the continuity and accuracy of this research, we sought 
professional help for clarification. We contacted the Archivist at the Maryland Archives, 
where the original transcribed copy is stored, and requested a professional opinion or interpre-
tation of the given name. The archivist reviewed the actual document and the verbatim re-
sponse follows:167 

 
“The rector of St. Paul’s Parish made a hand written copy of the original parish regis-
ter in July 1896. In the copy, which is in our possession, the written letters immediate-
ly before the name AUSTIN appear to be “íam.” However, the “i” of the writer ap-

                                                 
165 St. Paul’s Parish Church, Kent County, Maryland. 
166 Parish Records of St. Paul’s Parish Church, Kent Cointy, Marland., 
167 Archivist, Maryland State Archives, Annapolis, MD, personal communication dated 3 Jan 1995. 
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pears to be written differently in other spellings of the name William. I do not believe 
the name is Sam and it is not Samuel.” 
 

 0  
 
This interpretation by the Maryland archivist seems straight forward but the question still re-
mains. Which son was christened on 17 August 1723? There being no 100% acceptable solu-
tions, we will do a timeline to search for clues. 

TIMELINE 
 17 Aug 1723  Samuel supposed date of Christening in he summer of 1723 
 7 Mar 1733  John purchased 100 acres from Wm Bishop. 
 Early 1734  John died intestate. No heirs of age to inherit at time of John’s  death. 
     There appeared to have been be some potential legal problem with the 
     estate. Wife & Mother both refuse to be Administrators.  
     Oldest son Samuel about 11 years of age at time of John’s death. 
 1734 – 1751  Estate apparently still being administered. Reading between the lines 
     indicates friction within the family. 
 2 Jan 1743  Samuel married Mary Green . Samuels age about 20 years old. 
 Aug 1751  Evidently Samuel, age about 28, had gained possession of the land. 
      Samuel initiates first land transaction in own name as inheritor of  
     estate via primogeniture.  
 8 Feb 1756  Samuel & Mary divested themselves of all their land in Maryland and 
     disappear from the records. 
 
 All data fits but does not provide positive answers. To summarize, John and Rosamond 
had a male child who was christened in August 1723. This was exactly one year after they 
were married. There is widespread, and sometimes heated, argument whether this male child’s 
name was Samuel or William. We know Samuel was the firstborn so for working purposes, 
we tentatively accept that Samuel was born rn about 1723 and William was born about 1725. 
 Samuel AUSTIN married Mary GREEN on 2 January 1743.168 (See Appendix B).. 
 

 0  
When QA3 John died intestate none of his sons were old enough to acquire his estate. Although 
QA31 Samuel AUSTIN did not gain immediate access to his father’s estate apparently he kept 
trying and ultimately he was successful prior to 1751. After he gained control of the land, he and 
Mary began a series of actions whereby they divested themselves of all land in Maryland. The 
following land records illustrate this disposal. Note that in these records QA31 Samuel attests 
to his rights to negotiate by primogeniture:  
 

30 Aug. 1751 – Samuel AUSTIN of Queen Anne Co., Md. planter of the one part & 
James RINGGOLD of eastern Neck in Kent Co., Md. Gent of the other part. Samuel 
AUSTIN for the consideration of 60 lbs. current money grant, convey to James 
RINGGOLD all the part arid parcel lying on the north side of Courseys Creek called 
Coursey’ s Point alias Smith’s Mistake that a certain William BISHOP and his wife 
sold to John AUSTIN, father of the said Samuel, to whom the said Samuel is son and 

                                                 
168 Register, St, Luke’s Parish, Queen Anne’s County, Maryland, also in Wright, Edward. F., Maryland Eastern shore Vital 

Records, 1726-1750, Vol. 2, 1982, Family Line Publications, Silver Springs, MD, page 55. 
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heir, which is contained in the following boundary. . . . ..Beginning at a bounded tall 
cedar tree marked with fifteen notches, five, five and five, standing by a small branch 
entering into Courisca Creek containing 78 acres more or less. Samuel has in himself 
good right full title lawful authority to sell. . . . 169 
Witnesses. John DOWNES & N. WRIGHT   Samuel AUSTIN Seal 
      Samuel AUSTIN & Mary his wife came into court and acknowledged the sale of 
the above tract of land. Mary [Green] AUSTIN was examined privately as to her will-
ingness to sell and release of her dower.  
  John DOWNES & N. WRIGHT 
 

31 August. 1751 – An Agreement between Samuel AUSTIN of Queen Anne. Co. Md. 
on the one part and John WATSON of Queen Ann. Co. on the ether part. Samuel 
AUSTIN for himself his heirs doth oblige himself and them that the said John 
WATSON his heirs forever and hereafter shall have use personal [and possession 
and] enjoy all every part and parcel of one hundred acres of land being part of two 
tracts of land called Bishops Addition and Bishop’s Outlet which was given by Mrs. 
Alice COLLIER to, Margaret CARTER by Deed of Gift where unto the. said Samuel 
AUSTIN doth warrant defend unto said John WATSON his heirs and assignees for-
ever from [ ? ] the said Samuel AUSTIN heirs – The parties doth bind themselves 
each to the other in the personal sum of 200 lbs. Sterling money of Great Britain.170  
Witnesses Thomas WILKINSON      Samuel AUSTIN Seal  
   Mary WILKINSON     John WATSON Seal  

 On 8 February 1756, QA31 Samuel apparently divested himself of all his land: 
 

8 February 1756 – Samuel AUSTIN of Queen Anne Co. Md, planter, of the one part 
& Edward CLAYTON Gentleman of the other part, for the sum of 250 lbs. current 
money of Maryland assigns forever two tracts of land known as Bishop’s Addition and 
Bishops Outlet which are contained in the following beginning at a Locust Stump etc. 
etc. touching GREEN’S land, etc. containing 27 acres, and the said part of the Outlet 
containing 173 acres, and all a tract of land called Coursey’s Point containing 4 
acres more or less, together with all trees, under woods, orchards, gardens, houses, 
outhouses, and improvements, ail the estate rights, title, interest, claim the said Samu-
el AUSTIN at the time. of sealing & delivery is rightfully, lawfully seized of good, 
sure, perfectly absolutely indefeasible Estate of Inheritance in Fee Simple hath in 
himself good right, full powers and lawful right to grant, bargain, convey and sell. .171 
Witnesses R. TILGHMAN      Samuel AUSTIN   Seal 
   Wm CLAYTON       
Mary AUSTIN wife of Samuel AUSTIN examined as to her willingness to sell,  
            R. TILGHMAN 
 

 The above transaction dated in 1756 appears to have been QA31 Samuel’s last official 
action in Queen Anne’s or Kent County. In 1756, Samuel should have been in his prime at 
about 33 years old.. There is no positive evidence of his whereabouts after 1756. He could 
have died. Barring this possibility we can accept that QA31 Samuel and Mary Green AUSTIN 

                                                 
169 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Land Records, Liber RT-D, folio 32. 
170 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Deeds, Liber RT-D, folio 30-31 
171 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Deeds, Liber RT-E, folio 11-12. 
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and their children, if any existed simply disappeared from the Maryland scene, and this gener-
ates the question – what happened to them?  
 

 0  
 

Ancestry.com has collated scores of family trees submitted by members of the organization. 
Many of these family trees identify Samuel and Mary Green AUSTIN as ancestors of their 
family with little or no proof that this is so. However, a few of the family trees contain do addi-
tional text that reads,  
  “Samuel died in Orange County, North Carolina in 1771.”  
 Family trees are interesting but, as we have noted before, they present few, if any, refer-
ences that can confirmed. Despite this caveat, it is our belief that the interconnections between 
the Maryland and North Carolina AUSTINS makes any clue worth investigating.  
 The initial step is to find evidence that supports the premise that QA31 Samuel and Mary 
Green AUSTIN did migrate to Orange County about 1756 and that Samuel did die in Orange 
County, North Carolina in 1771. The first problem is to try to find where they settled? 
 Normally, this is not an unusual question and often answers can be found in official records. 
Unfortunately, the period from 1756 until after the Revolutionary War is not a good time to seek 
answers from the official records of Orange County. Land records are excellent sources of in-
formation but almost all the Orange County land records for the period 1752 to 1781 were lost 
when a zealous clerk buried them in the ground to prevent the capture and destruction by Brit-
ish General Cornwallis. It goes without saying; this was a futile effort because time and 
weather played havoc with the improperly stored records.  
 The Granville Deeds and Surveys are extant from 1752 – 1763172 but no State Land Grant 
record has been found indicating a QA31 Samuel was awarded a land grant or deeded any 
land.  
 Orange County tax Lists are on file in the Archives of North Carolina for the years be-
ginning in 1780.173 There are many AUSTINS on the tax lists but none seem to have involved 
Samuel AUSTIN.  
 There are, however, a few bright spots. Orange County Land Records Book 1, period 
1752-1768, survived and has been transcribed.174 Also the Orange County Inventories & Ac-
counts of Sales, 1758-1785, are extant.175 In addition, the Minutes of the Orange County Court 
of Pleas and Quarter Sessions have been meticulously transcribed by Weynette HAUN.176 
These minutes have been thoroughly reviewed by the author and no wills or pertinent estate 
sales have been found involving a Samuel AUSTIN who supposedly died in 1771. The end 
result is that none of the official sources give any indication that a Samuel AUSTIN family 
flourished in Orange County, North Carolina during that time period.  

                                                 
172 Bennett, William Doub, Orange County Records, Granville Proprietary Land Records 1752 – 1763, Vol. 5 & 6, 13, tran-

scribed 1989. 
173 Orange County, North Carolina Tax Lists for the year 1780 on through the future years. The Archives call numbers for 

Orange County are CR 073.701. X where the X represents a cardinal number (1,3,3, etc that indentifies the year of in-
terest. For example, CR 073 701 6 is the tax lists for the period 1799 – 1827. 

174 Weeks, Eva B., Registry of Orange County Deeds, 1752-1768 & 1793. Transcribed from microfilm reel C.073.48002 in 
NC Archives, Raleigh. 

175 Bennett, William Doub, Orange County Records, Vol. 13, transcribed 1794. 
176 Haun, Weynette Parks, Minutes of the Orange County, North Carolina Court of Pleas and Quarter Sessions, Vol. 1,2 &3, 

1752-1766, 1777-1786. 
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 Another critical record deficit in the Southern States was the absence of strong churches 
and parishes such as those in the Northern colonies. In those New England churches the par-
ishes were compact and the priests were diligent and kept detailed records of the births, mar-
riages and deaths of the parishioners. Unfortunately, the large areas of Carolina wilderness 
with scattered villages and farms were not conducive to large churches with records. 
 During the turbulent Colonial period, civil authority and record keeping was generally 
limited to the towns and villages. Elsewhere, it was easy for people to purposely get lost to 
avoid authority and tax collectors. Individuals and even families could live as squatters, rela-
tives, servant, homesteaders, sharecroppers, tenants, farm workers, etc and never be entered in 
any official record. Since Samuel and Mary Green AUSTIN were not recorded this could 
have been their status during their questionable tenure in Orange County.  
 

 0  
 

Up to this point there has been no mention of Samuel and Mary Green’s family. Primarily, 
this is because no records have been found that substantiate a family existed. This is troubling 
because in the Colonial days there was a combined religious, economic and social obligation for 
married couples to have children. Assuming there were no physical or fertility impediments, it is 
difficult to accept that Samuel and Mary AUSTIN did not have children even though none 
have been positively identified. 
 Despite the absence of references, we again turn to the Ancestry.com pedigrees seeking 
clues. The following was paraphrased from at least one of the current pedigrees.  
 
  “Samuel and Mary AUSTIN had the following two children, Samuel AUSTIN, born 
  1768 & Elijah AUSTIN, born 1770. The dates of birth indicate both would have 
  been born in North Carolina.” 
  
 An exhaustive search of extant Orange County records failed to officially confirm these 
claims. However, other evidence supports the premise and we accept that QA31 Samuel and 
Mary AUSTIN did migrate to Orange County and had at least one son – Samuel born 1768. 
We have been unable to fit Elijah into the equation. 
 In keeping with the objectives of our research we must note the following. In Colonial 
times it was traditional that first born males were given the forename of their grandfather or 
father. QA31 Samuel AUSTIN’S father’s name was John and when we find a John AUSTIN 
in the Orange County tax records it raises questions. Could this have been a son of Samuel 
and Mary?  
 The 1792 tax list for the Caswell District records John AUSTIN as one poll with 250 
acres.177 No record has been found acknowledging how, when or where John got this land and 
this appears to be the only time he was listed. To conclude that this John was QA31 Samuel’s 
first son is interesting but to accept that it is so would be an abuse of circumstantial evidence.  
 
 
 
 

                                                 
177 Orange County, North Carolina Tax Records, Caswell District, 1788-1793, Archives, Raleigh, North Carolina, Call No. 

CR 073 701.4, page 45. 
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SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS 
 

 There is no argument concerning Samuel and Mary Green AUSTIN’S tenure in Mary-
land. They were born; they married, divested themselves of land and suddenly disappeared. 
This is all documented. The records do not reflect that they had children and this is troubling. 
The undocumented premise that they migrated to Orange County is acceptable and, although 
the facts are sparse, we concur with that conclusion.   
 

 
Proposed family of  

Q31 SAMUEL & MARY GREEN AUSTIN  
b. ca 1721/1722 

Queen Anne’s County, MD 
mar. Mary Green ca. 1743 

 
                              ???????????        QA311 Samuel     ??????????      QA311 Elisha 
                                                                  AUSTIN                                        AUSTIN 
                                                                                                          

 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
?? QA311 SAMUEL AUSTIN  (QA 31 Samuel3, QA3 John2, QA Samuel1) 
 Although the history of Samuel and Mary Green AUSTIN is not clear there is enough 
evidence to confirm that they could have had a son named Samuel who flourished in Burke 
County, North Carolina.  
 

?? QA312 ELISHA AUSTIN  (QA 31 Samuel3, QA3 John2, QA Samuel1) 
 Placing Elijah in this family is considered pure speculation. However, there is random 
evidence he may have existed and was part of the TEAGUE contingent that was in Siler City 
part of Orange County and broke away in 1775 (see Page 34).  
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7 
 
 

QA32 WILLIAM & ELIZABETH GREEN AUSTIN & 
WILLIAM & ANN JONES AUSTIN 

 
Part One 

The Bridge to the Carolinas 
 

The QA32 lineage is considered one of the most important links in the search for the Mary-
land/North Carolina AUSTIN interface. There are scores –perhaps hundreds – of genealogies, 
family trees, family group sheets and family traditions that proclaim William AUSTIN from 
Kent County, Maryland was the progenitor of the Orange County, North Carolina AUSTINS. 
We concur this is an option, but we believe that William AUSTIN of Queen Anne’s County 
was a more viable candidate. The objective of the research discussed in this chapter is to de-
termine if this is so. 
 First we must identify the players. The AUSTINS of Orange County were not alone. 
There were AUSTINS in other counties in North Carolina – some close to Orange – but 
search has failed to show any relation to those in Orange. Therefore we can conclude that the 
Orange County AUSTINS were a homogeneous group that had migrated from Maryland. Ap-
parently the progenitor of this group was a William AUSTIN. The major problem is to identi-
fy which William led the way. 
 

 0  
 
In Chapter 3, we theorized that William AUSTIN of Kent County, Maryland may have been 
the progenitor of the AUSTINS who migrated to North Carolina. Our quest was classically 
successful until we reached the fourth generation where the trail came to an abrupt halt. 
 KE212 William AUSTIN (4th Generation) was born in Kent County in 1738 and time 
wise he could have been the migrant to North Carolina. However, a diligent search for evi-
dence that could prove KE212 William was the progenitor has been essentially fruitless. 
Nothing is known of his early life. There is no record of a marriage. No land records have 
been found that mention his name. He was not in his father’s will. Apparently no Bible rec-
ords or personal papers have been found that sheds unquestionable light on this William. The 
register of his birth is the only official fact we have found would that proves KE212 William 
AUSTIN existed. Despite all these disparities we must still keep the option open that he could 
have been the William AUSTIN who migrated to North Carolina and was the Patriarch.  
 This query was not a dead end. During this same period, there was another William 
AUSTIN from Queen Anne’s County who also could also been the migrant to Orange Coun-
ty, North Carolina. Thus it behooves us to take look at all available information pertaining to 
both William AUSTINS and compare the two. This is the objective of the following analyses.  
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 Dates of birth are important. In Chapter 6 this was a matter of discussion. The problem 
was – John AUSTIN had two sons. One was christened in the church apparently the other was 
not. After through analysis, we have accepted the premise that QA31 Samuel AUSTIN, the 
firstborn, was christened on 17 August 1723. OA32 and his brother William AUSTIN was 
born ca. 1725 and apparently was not christened.  
 Family tradition claims that QA32 William AUSTIN married twice. Supposedly about 
1742 he married Elizabeth Ann GREEN, who was the sister of Mary GREEN who had mar-
ried Samuel, his brother (see Appendix B).  
 QA32 William apparently lived a quite life. He did not appear on deeds or rental rolls and 
we can safely assume the new couple lived on the AUSTIN complex in Queen Anne’s Coun-
ty that was already in the possession of the AUSTIN family. QA32 William and Elizabeth 
were prolific and they had a number of children. The family members will be discussed indi-
vidually later in the section of the narrative. 
 Elizabeth Ann AUSTIN died about 1758, possibly from childbirth, and QA32 William 
married Ann JONES in 1759 (see Appendix B). QA32 William and Ann began a large family 
and evidently continued to reside on the AUSTIN land. There are no records pertaining to 
him in the early years. However, by the early 1760’s the Official Records began to show some 
activity. 
 By 1756, Samuel AUSTIN apparently had disposed of the traditional AUSTIN land and 
William had to make new living arrangements.  
  

On 5 April 1763, Rosamond CHRISFIELD of Kent Co. Md. widow of the one part 
and William AUSTIN of Kent Co. Md., planter of the other part.. . . for 30 pounds 
current money, Rosamond CHRISTFIELD, of Kent County, conveyed to William 
AUSTIN, of said county, 100 acres, a tract of land called Jones Venture lying in Kent 
County on a branch called Cypress beginning at a bounded white oak standing on the 
southeast side of said branch in a point near the beginning of attract formerly taken 
by Captain Richard SMITH, to the northward of a plantation formerly in the posses-
sion of John JONES and running from the said white oak and into the woods east 
southeast eighty perches then southwest 200 perches then running west northwest 
eighty perches and with THOMA’S a straight line to the beginning . . .178   
 Nichl SMITH           her 
W. SPENCER        Rosamond R CHRISTFIELD 
              mark 
 Kent County. Be it remembered that on the fifth day of April seventeen hundred sixty 
three Rosamond CRISFIELD, the Grantor, came before us two of his Lordships Jus-
tices of the Peace for the County aforesaid and acknowledges the sale of the lands 
mentioned herein to be the Estate of William AUSTIN. 
Acknowledged before us: Nicholas SMITH & J, J. SPENCER 
Recorded this 20th day of August 1763 
 

 0  
 
 Rosamond CHRISFIELD was William’s widowed mother who had remarried.Philip 
CRISFIELD. William kept the land for about 1½ years when in September 1764 he sold the 
land to his half-brother Absolom CHRISFIELD.  

                                                 
178 Kent County, Maryland Land Records, Liber DD, folio 405-407. 
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 On 29 Sept. 1764 –William AUSTIN of Kent Co. Md., planter of the one part and 
Absalom CHRISFIELD of Kent Co. Md, a taylor, of the other part. William 
AUSTIN for the sum of 70 lbs. current money conveys to Absalom CHRISFIELD 
all my interest in a parcel of land called Jones Venture lying on a branch called Cy-
press Branch, adjoining on the south a tract of land formerly taker up by Captain 
Richard SMITH and to the north a plantation formerly in the possession of John 
Jones, etc. etc. . . containing 100 acres. Ann AUSTIN wife of William AUSTIN re-
linquish her rights to title of dower in said land. . . . . . . 179  
Witnesses Sam’ll THOMPSON       William AUSTIN Seal  
   James MCLACHLAN       Ann AUSTIN Seal  
Ann AUSTIN was examined privately as to her willingness to sell.  
   Witnesses  Sam’ll THOMPSON  
      James MCLACHLAN . . . .. 

 
 0  

 
This brings us to a very important fork in the road leading to a common ancestor. It is deci-
sion time. One fork follows the trail of KE212 William AUSTIN to North Carolina. The other 
fork follows the trail of QA32 William AUSTIN towards the same destination.  
 At this point, the available evidence is not clear enough to prove beyond a reasonable 
doubt which is the right road. Since we are stymied by the absence of official records, we will 
analyze each applicant’s personal life to see if they help come to a more acceptable conclu-
sion. We begin with a table of events involving the two applicants.  

 
TIME LINE OF EVENTS INVOLVING 

THE WILLIAM AUSTINS 
                                    KE212 William             OA32 William 
                                      of Kent Co.           of Queen Anne’s Co. 
   
 1. Date &    1738  MD     ca.1725  MD 
 place of birth   
  
 2. Date married   No record found   1743  MD 
  
 3. Birth first child  No record found    Possibly 1744 
  
 4. Date first in    Possibly 1770 in NC   1764, in MD 
 official records          1770 in NC 
  
 5. Date of death   Possibly 1809 in NC   ca. 1809 in NC 
   
 6. Age at death    72 years      84 years 
  
 7. Buried    No record found    Alexander Co. NC 

                                                 
179 Kent County, Maryland Land Records, Liber DD, folio 661 
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 Time wise the data seem to fit but do not determine which William was the migrant Wil-
liam. Further information is required to converge on an answer. We achieve this by analyzing 
each of the seven categories to determine which contestant had the advantage. 
 

 
 1. Dates of Birth: QA32 William was born ca.1725 in Queen Anne’s County. KE212 Wil-
liam was born in Kent County on 9 May 1738 and his birth was registered in the parish register. 
There was a 15 year interval between births but that does not seem to be a factor at this time. 
 It does, however, raise an interesting question. Where and what was KE212 William doing 
in the 32 year interval between his known date of birth in Maryland and the nebulous first offi-
cial record in Orange County? 
 Advantage: At this stage the dates of birth apparently are not an advantage for either candi-
date although the lack of information on KE212 William is troubling. 
 
 

 
 2. Marriages: If we assume KE212 William married by early adulthood this would have 
been in the 1755-1765 time period. There are no impediments that would have prevented KE212 
William from marring Elizabeth GREEN and Ann JONES, however no hints, clues or any other 
official evidence has been found that confirms these marriages took place. 
 On the other hand, there is both traditional and published evidence indicating QA32 William 
was the one who married Elizabeth GREEN and Ann JONES.  
 Advantage: QA32 William AUSTIN. 
 
 

 
 3. Birth of first child. No record has been found that addresses KE212 William’s marriage 
or birth of children. The assumption that QA32 William’s firstborn was Solomon AUSTIN is 
based on circumstantial evidence and family tradition.  
 Advantage: Slightly QA32 William AUSTIN because there seems to be more information 
on the formation of his early family. 
 

 
 4. Date first appeared in official records:  After his date of birth, no definable official rec-
ord of any KE212 William AUSTIN activity has been found.  
 QA32 William AUSTIN bought and sold land in Kent County in 1763/1764. His mother 
and half-brother were involved. His wife’s name was on the deed and was recorded as Ann Jones 
AUSTIN. This land was in Kent County because it had apparently belonged to Rosamond 
CHRISFIELD – formerly Rosamond AUSTIN – who was QA32 William AUSTIN’S mother, 
 Advantage: QA32 William AUSTIN. 
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 5. Date First Recorded in North Carolina: Either contestant could have been in Orange 
County, North Carolina prior to 1770. The first official record was a transfer of land to William 
AUSTIN in 1770. This record does not provide evidence to differentiate one from the other. 
However, there is a paper trail that defines the life and family of William AUSTIN and the pre-
ponderance of evidence favors QA32 William. 
 Advantage: OA32 William AUSTIN 
 
 

 
 6. Date Of Death & Lifespan: The William AUSTIN, who bought land in 1770, died in 
Alexander County ca. 1809. The trail of his activities and family has been consistent and the only 
question is; was he QA32 William AUSTIN or was he KE212 William AUSTIN? If we com-
pare the dates of death and life spans with known lifetime events a picture begins to emerge. 
 KE212 William AUSTIN’S life span was about 71 years, 1738 to 1809. If he had married 
by age 21 and began a family, the first-born could have been born ca. 1759/1760. This is a good 
clue but without irrefutable there.  
 QA32 William AUSTIN’S life span was about 85 years 1725 to 1809. We know from the 
letter prepared by a descendant that QA32 William AUSTIN married Elizabeth GREEN and 
they had a son named William who was born 1750. In 1750, KE212 William AUSTIN would 
have been about 12 years old and it is unlikely he had children at that young age.  
 Advantage : Definitely QA32 William AUSTIN. 
 
 
CONCLUSION: These analyses were not meant to be prejudicial. The veracity and usefulness 
will be in the mind of the reader. However, it proves beyond a reasonable doubt that members of 
the Queen Anne’s branch of the AUSTIN family migrated to Orange County, North Carolina 
early and the evidence is clear and convincing that QA32 William AUSTIN migrated and be-
came and patriarch of the Orange County AUSTINS..  
 

 
Part Two 

The Patriarch 
 
Orange Country, North Carolina was formed in 1752 and the original northern boundary was the 
Virginia Stateline. There were AUSTINS – even a William AUSTIN – in the northern part of 
the original county but by 1770 these AUSTINS had moved on. Although some AUSTINS from 
Maryland may have migrated into the county in the 1700’s but there is little if any evidence to 
support this premise..  
 QA32 William AUSTIN first appears in Orange County records at age 40-45. His story be-
gins on 6 May 1755 when Lord Granville conveyed Grant No. 92 to John HUNTER, of Orange 
County. The original HUNTER tract consisted of 177 acres on a small branch of the Eno River 
that runs through Capt. GRAY’S land. The survey reads as follows.180 
 
                                                 
180 Bennett, William D., Orange County, North Carolina Records, Vol. 5, Granville Proprietary Land Office Deeds and Sur-

veys. 1752-1 760, page 31. 
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  .Beginning at a white oak then running: South 45 chains to a blackjack oak 
  then, East 39’/2 chains to a black oak and hickory then, North 45 chains to a 
  red oak then, West 91/2 chains to the first station.. Containing 170 acres on a 
   small branch of the Eno River on John Gray’s line . . . .Surveyed for Samuel  
  Flake, 7 Mar 1754. 
 
 This tract of land changed hands several times during the next 24 years. The metes and 
bounds remained essentially the same and no useful purpose is served by repeating them for each 
transaction. However, since this tract has a fundamental role in helping define the AUSTIN ten-
ure in North Carolina, the following synopsis of transfers is useful. 
 At the Court of May 1765, a Deed of Sale from John HUNTER to Charles MORGAN for 
177 acres of land was acknowledged in open court.181 At the Court of August 1767, a Deed of 
Sale from Charles MORGAN to Edmund FANNING for 177 acres of land was acknowledged 
in open court.182 On 15 October 1770, Edmund FANNING sold the tract to QA32 William 
AUSTIN, of Orange County.183  
 

  0  
 
We have now firmly established the presence of QA32 William AUSTIN and his family in Or-
ange County. Some of his sons were of age and they married and settled near their father and be-
gan to have families of their own. As near as can be determined these were the only AUSTINS 
in the county. Although the term is used infrequently in America we refer to them as the, 
AUSTIN CLAN   
 Tax records are an excellent way to assess a population. The tax list for 1780 and 1781 in-
cluded the following AUSTINS. 184 
  Orange Tax District, 1780 
   Philip AUSTIN   Property value ₤645 
   Solomon AUSTIN Property Value  ₤814 
  Caswell Tax District (Old Tyron District in the 1780’s).  
   Philip AUSTIN   Property value  £645  Tax £8 
    200 acres 
    2 horses 
    4 cattle 
    no cash. negros or good horses  
  Hillsborough Tax District. 1780 
   William AUSTIN 
    1 mare & colt      91 
    1 mare 8 yr. old 14 hands   98 
    1colt 3 yr. old     70 
    7 head cattle     70 
    Cash on hand -- £6 
                                                 
181 Registration of Deeds, Orange County, North Carolina Court, 1752-1793, North Carolina Archives, Raleigh, Call No. 

CR073. 408.1.1. 
182 Registration of Deeds, Orange County, North Carolina Court, 1752-1793, North Carolina Archives, Raleigh, Call No.CR 

073.408.1 
183 Orange  County, North Carolina Deeds, Book 3, page 350. 
184  Orange County , North Carolina Tax List 1780 &1781 North Carolina Archives, Raleigh, Call No.CR 701.1.1 
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    150 acres entered land-- property value £479  
  Hillsborough Tax District 1781 
   William Auston (AUSTIN) 
    150 acres entered land   459 
    1 mare 14 years old. 14 hands  28 
    I mare 9 years old, 131/2 hands  92 
    1 yearling colt     35 
    cattel [cattle] 9 head    90 
    Cash on hand     9 dollars 
    Value       £510.3 12 
The Orange County, North Carolina tax lists for the years 1782-1783 included the following 
AUSTINS:185 
  Caswell Tax District. 1782 
   Philip AUSTIN 
    200 acres 
    2 horses and 3 cows  Value £80 
   Solomon Austin [Name crossed out. No explanation given]. 
  Caswell Tax District. 1783 
   Philip AUSTIN 
    200 acres. 
    2 horse and 4 cows  Value £41 
  Hillsborough Tax District 1783 
   William AUSTIN 
    233 acres      £75 10 
    1 mare 15 years. old, 13 hands  5 
    1 mare 10 years old. 14 hands 7  10 
    1 mare 8 yr. old 14 hands    9 
    I colt 3 yr. old      70 
    7 head cattle       70 
    Cash on hand -- £6 
    150 acres entered land-- property value £479  
  Hillsborough Tax District 1781 
   William Auston (AUSTIN) 
    150 acres entered land   459 
    1mare 14 years. old. 14 hands  28 
    1 mare 9 years old, 131/2 hands 92 
    1 yearling colt     35 
    cattel [cattle] 9 head    90 
    Cash on hand     9 dollars 
    Value       £510.3 12 
The Orange County, North Carolina tax lists for the years 1782-1783 included the following 
AUSTINS:186 
  Caswell Tax District. 1782 
   Philip AUSTIN 

                                                 
185 ()rangeCouruy. North Carolina Tax List. 17g2-1783, North CarolinaArchives. Raleigh. Call 4o CR 073701.2 
186 ()range Couruy. North CarolinaTax List. 17g2-1783, North Carolina  Archives. Raleigh. Call 4o CR 073701.2 
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    200 acres 
    2 horses and 3 cows   Value £80 
   Solomon AUSTIN [Name crossed out. No explanation given]. 
  Caswell Tax District. 1783 
   Philip AUSTIN 
    200 acres. 
    2 horse and 4 cows   Value £41 
  Hillsborough Tax District 1783 
   William AUSTIN 
    233 acres £75 10 
    1 mare 15 years old, 13 hands   5 
    1 mare 10 years old. 14 hands   710 
    1 mare 8 yr. old 14 hands    98 
    I colt 3 yr. old      70 
    7 head cattle       70 
    Cash on hand -- £6 
    150 acres entered land-- property value £479  
  Hillsborough Tax District 1781 
   William Auston (AUSTIN) 
    150 acres entered  land    459 
    1 mare 14 years. old. 14 hands   28 
    I mare 9 years old, 131/2 hands   92 
    1 yearling colt      35 
    cattel [cattle] 9 hcad     90 
    Cash on hand      9 dollars 
    Value        £510.3 12 
The Orange County, North Carolina tax lists for the years 1782-1783 included the following 
AUSTINS:187 
  Caswell Tax District. 1782 
   Philip AUSTIN 
    200 acres 
    2 horses and 3 cows   Value £80 
   Solomon AUSTIN [Name crossed out. No explanation given]. 
  Caswell Tax District. 1783 
   Philip AUSTIN 
    200 acres. 
    2 horse and 4 cows   Value £41 
  Hillsborough Tax District 1783 
   William AUSTIN 
    233 acres      £75 10 
    1 mare 15 years 13  hands    5 
    1 mare 10 years old. 14 hands 7  10 
    1 mare 7 years old, 14 ½ hands ` 10 
    1 mare 3 years old, 13 ½ hands  10 
    1 colt       5 

                                                 
187 ()range County. North Carolina Tax List. 17g2-1783, North Carolina Archives. Raleigh. Call 4o CR 073701.2 
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    8 head of cattle     8 
    Value       ₤120 20 
 The Orange County, North Carolina tax lists for the years 1784-1785 included the  
following.188 
  Caswell Tax District in 1784  
   Philip AUSTIN   200 acres  1 free poll  
   Solomon AUSTIN 270 acres  1 free poll  
  Hillsborough Tax District in I 1785  
   William AUSTIN  233 acres  2 free polls  
 
 On 27 February 1788 for £1000 current money, William AUSTIN deeded 116½ acres of 
his home tract to his son Samuel AUSTIN,189 The tract was supposed to he one half of his fa-
ther’s 233 acres. William signed the deed. There was only one witness -J. DENTON. When 
this tract is platted the metes and bounds do not close. 
  Hillsborough Jax District. 1786rou 
   William AUSTIN Occupation} Miller  200 acres  1 poll tax 
    Samuel AUSTIN, son of William,  1 poll tax  
  Hillsborough Tax District. 1787  
   Samuel AUSTIN  1 poll 
   William AUSTIN 
    233 acres  1 poll 
 William’s and Samuel’s names were widely separated on the tax list. This was a departure 
from the norm because usually neighbors were list close together on tax lists. From other records 
we know that William’s and Samuel’s properties were contiguous.   
  Caswell Tax District, 1787 
   Philip AUSTIN 
    500 acres 1 poll 
   Sallomon (Solomon) AUSTIN 
    270 acre  1 poll 
   William AUSTIN 
    100 acres  1 poll 
 Note that the new William AUSTIN with 100 acres appears in the 1787, 1788 and 1789 
Caswell District tax lists. Subsequent analysis will show that he was QA323 William, a son of 
QA32 William AUSTIN, the Patriarch. 
 

 0  
 
 After the War, Orange County administrators and tax collectors became increasingly 
more greedy and corrupt and gradually the citizens began to move westward towards Burke 
County where living conditions were better. The AUSTINS joined this exodus.  
 On 5 January 1791, QA32 William AUSTIN deeded the remainder of his Orange County 
land to a Thomas WILSON of Orange County. The land description reads as follows. 190. 
                                                 
188 ()range Courty, North Carolina Tax List. 1782-1783, North Carolina Archives. Raleigh. Call No. CR 073701.2  
189 This instrument was recorded twice In Orange Counts. North Carolina Deeds, Book 4. pages 101 and 735, Orange Count, 

North Carolina Deeds. Book  4. page 624,  
190 Orange County, North Carohna Deeds. Book 4. page 624 
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 . . . .on the head of Grays Creek including the plantation he now lives On it being a part 
 of a larger tract granted to Thomas HART by the State. Beginning at a stake corner run
 ning south 2½ chains to a white oak thence east 60 poles to a stake thence north 2 7’/2 
 chains to a stake containing 116 acres. . . . .. 
  Witnesses: Philip AUSTIN and James HASTINGS. 
 
 In the early 1790’s, QA32 William AUSTIN and his family migrated to Burke County. As 
soon as they began to acquire land. 
 After the War the new states needed to increase their populations especially in the sparsely 
populated western parts of the states. To entice settlers, in 1777 the General Assembly estab-
lished the land entry system whereby “industrious people” could apply for vacant or unappropri-
ated State land. Each state appointed an Entry Taker and a Surveyor that allowed the land entry 
to be surveyed and eventually issued as a State Land Grant. 
 QA32 William AUSTIN entered for the following two tracts: 
  Entry 188, 4 February 1790 for 200 acres on “. . .on both sides of Clark’s Meadow  
  Branch, waters of the Upper Little River. . . ” The Grant was issued 17 November  
  1792.191  
  Entry 120, 2 January 1792 for 200 acres on, “. . .on Duglas (Douglas) Branch of the wa
   ters of the Upper Little River. . .” The Grant was issued 1 July 1794.192 
 On 26 October 1813 a William AUSTIN entered Entry 5133 for a claim for 50 acres “. . . 
lying on the waters of the Upper Little River and head of Clark’s Meadow Branch. . .” The Grant 
was issued 2 December 1814.193 Entry 5133 presents a time problem. QA32 William AUSTIN 
died early in the 1800’s and entry was submitted several years after his death. A logical explana-
tion would be that this William was not QA32 William AUSTIN but one of his grandsons who 
bore the same surname..  
 

 0  
 
 QA32 William AUSTIN was almost an octogenarian in 1800. He was enumerated as a sin-
gle male more than 45 years old. He was the only one listed in the household however there is 
evidence that his wife Ann was still living. In 1804, the following obligation was submitted to 
the Court. 
 

State of North Carolina        1 November 1804 
Burke County 
 Be it known all men by these present that I Nathan Austin and Elijah Austin am 
held and firmly bound unto William Austin & Ann Austin & Arramenta Austin, 
our father, mother & sister of said county & State in the sum of 500 silver dollars 
to the which payment is to be well & truly to be made, we bond ourselves our 
own Executor Administrators & assigns in witness thereof we have set our hand 
& seal this first day of November 1804. 

                                                                                                                                                         
 
191 Entry 188, Folder 1567, Book 80, page 35, North Carolina Archives, Raleigh,  
192 Entry 120, Folder 1766, Book 85, page 73, North Carolina Archives, Raleigh. 
193 Entry 6133, Folder 3889, Book 128, page 424, North Carolina Archives, Raleigh 
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             Nathan Austin   (seal) 
             Elijah Austin     (seal) 
The conditions of the above obligation is such that the above Elijah Austin & Na-
than Austin 
is to find the above mentioned William & Ann & Arrementa in good wholesome 
diet & to furnish them with every necessity for their support during their lives & 
and to let them have peaceful possession where they now live & the above house 
to be kept in good repair during their lives and to let them have five acres of 
ground joining their said house where they now live not to go more than 50 feet 
East of said house nor not to exceed 20 poles North & to exceed 15 poles South 
of said house and from the north & south line to lie on the West side of said line 
to be kept under good fence during their lives if required & and to have recourse 
to the spring undisturbed & and if this condition is complies with the above obli-
gation is to be void otherwise to remain in full force & virtue. 
Test. Benjamin Austin 
Test. George Brooks 

 
 William died in 1809 and was buried on his own land near some large boulders on Job’s 
Mountain. 

 
CONCLUSION  

 
In a sense this has been the bellwether chapter of this narrative. Clear and convincing evidence 
has proven with the highest degree of certainty that QA32 William AUSTIN was from Queen 
Anne’s County, Maryland and was the Patriarch of the Orange County, North Carolina 
AUSTINS. 
 We are not naïve enough to expect 100 percent acceptance of this conclusion. There are 
hundreds or even thousands of descendants of Maryland and North Carolina AUSTINS seeking 
answers on the lineages of their ancestors. The multitude of family trees and family histories at-
test to this interest. Some will find comfort in these analyses; others may reject them completely 
and resent the conclusions made.  
 All things considered, we have accomplished the objectives set forth at the beginning of this 
research project. We are comfortable with the conclusion that we have identified the Patriarch 
and now it is time to define his family.   
 QA32 William, the Patriarch, married twice and had 12 known children. Some of these 
children were the ancestors of present-day donors to the AUSTIN DNA Project. To help answer 
questions about DNA lineages as well as other genealogical problems, we will look as closely as 
possible at each of the known children to try to present them and their families in a pattern 
whereby present research, including DNA, to help find plausible answers to troublesome ques-
tions.  
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SYNOPSIS OE QA32 WILLIAM AUSTINS FAMILIES 

 
mar (1st) Elizabeth GREEN, ca. 1742  

They had the following known children. 
 
| 
| 
 
 

      QA321                      QA322                          QA323                             QA324      
                ???-Solomon - ???       ???-John -???                William                              Philip   
                         AUSTIN                  AUSTIN                       AUSTIN                           AUSTIN 
                 b. MD ca. 1744           b. MD a. 1746               b. MD ca. 1750                 b. MD ca. 1758 

 
 
 

mar (2nd) Ann JONES, ca. 1759 
They had the following children 

 
 
 

       QA325                        QA326                         QA327                           QA328      
                      Benjamin                    Elizabeth                      Samuel                          Nathan  
                       AUSTIN                     AUSTIN                       AUSTIN                       AUSTIN 
                      ca. 1760                         ca. 1762                       ca. 1763                         ca. 1767 
                
    
 
 
 
                       QA329                     QA32(10)                     QA32(11)                       QA32(12) 
                         Nancy                        Elijah                        Aramenta                         Elisha 
                         AUSTIN                   AUSTIN                     AUSTIN                          AUSTIN 
                         ca. 1773                     15 Feb 1774                 ca. 1775                         ca. 1776 

 
 
 

DISCUSSION OF TIME AND GEOGRAPHY 
 
Before discussing individual AUSTINS it is useful to define the times and geography perti-
nent to their residencies. They began migrating from Orange County to Burke County late in 
the 18th century and quickly began to acquire land. Although probably not a planned event 
they generally settled in the same geographic region of Eastern Burke in the water shed of the 
Upper, Middle and Lower Little Rivers.  
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 The western parts of the provinces were gaining population and in January 1841 a new 
county was established by taking lands from surrounding counties. The part Burke County 
contributed was the land of the AUSTINS and they became citizens of the new Caldwell 
County. 
 The populations continued to increase and in 1847 a new county was established. Again 
the AUSTINS lands found themselves in a new home named Alexander County and almost 
without exception the AUSTINS became productive citizens of Wittenburg and Ellendale 
Townships.  

DISCUSSION OF FAMILY MEMBERS 
 
QA321 SOLOMON AUSTIN  (QA32,  William4, QA 31 Samuel3, QA3 John2, QA Samuel1) 
 As noted above, this Solomon’s blood relation to this family is fraught with legitimate 
uncertainties. A large number of family trees and genealogies accept this relationship without 
question but we cannot do this carte blanc so a thorough analysis of Solomon is submitted as 
a separate Chapter.  
 
QA322 JOHN AUSTIN  (QA32  William4,  QA 31 Samuel3, QA3 John2, QA Samuel1) 
 William & Elizabeth’s so called 2nd son John AUSTIN has the same bloodline uncertain-
ties as his brother above. He is discussed in the same Chapter as Solomon  
 
QA 323 WILLIAM AUSTIN (QA32  William4,  QA 31 Samuel3, QA3 John2, QA Samuel1) 
 The continuous use of the same forename can be confusing. This William AUSTIN did 
exist and he migrated to North Carolina, married and had al large family all of whom went to 
Tennessee. He and his family are major players in this scenario and are discussed in a separate 
Chapter. The reader is also referred to Appendix A that contains important ancestral infor-
mation on this family. 
 
QA 324 PHILIP lAUSTIN (QA32  William4,  QA 31 Samuel3, QA3 John2, QA Samuel1) 
 Philip was the last known child of QA32 William and Elizabeth Green AUSTIN. He is 
an ancestor of the author and is discussed in detail in another Chapter in this scenario. 
 

 
QA 325 BENJAMIN AUSTIN (QA32  William4,  QA 31 Samuel3, QA3 John2, QA Samuel1) 
 Benjamin was the first child of William and Ann Jones AUSTIN. He was perhaps one of 
the most popular players in this scenario and his life is discussed in detail in another Chapter 
of this narrative. 
 
QA 326 ELIZABETH AUSTIN (QA32  William4,  QA 31 Samuel3, QA3 John2, QA Samuel1) 
 Elizabeth, or Betsey as she was known, was the first daughter in this family. She was 
born about in Maryland ca. 1862. Nothing is known of her younger years. She accompanied 
her father to Orange County, North Carolina and married John WHITE ca. 1780. They re-
moved to Burke County and began a family, namely Betsy, born 1781; Polly, born 1782; 
Dorcas (m), born 1783; Elijah, born 1784; Daniel, born 1785; John Lee, born, 1786; and Wil-
liam AUSTIN WHITE, born, 24 Jan 1787, died 2 Sep 1877.  
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 In the late 1830’s 53 wagons left the Bethlehem community of the Wittenberg twp. of 
Alexander County bound for Oklahoma and Texas. All were kin and John and Elizabeth were 
members of the train. After traveling for three days, William Austin WHITE had a dispute 
with his father and he and his wife Rebecca turned back and settled near Antioch Church and 
raised a large family.   
 Eventually, an original part of Burke County became Alexander County and, those with 
the surname WHITE were scattered through the Ellendale and Wittenberg Townships.. It is 
believed Elizabeth AUSTIN WHITE died in July 1826. 
 
QA 327 SAMUEL “LAME SAM” AUSTIN  (QA32  William4,  QA 31 Samuel3, QA3 John2, 
QA Samuel1) 
 We begin this section with the following caveat – there were so many Samuels living in 
such a limited geographic area that identifying and keeping track of them and their families is 
difficult and at times impossible. For example, referring to this Samuel as “Lame Sam” may 
not universally accepted. 
 QA 327 Samuel AUSTIN first appears in the records on 28 June 1783 when a marriage 
bond was issued for the marriage of Samuel AUSTIN and Mary CONNER. Samuel’s father 
William was bondsman. Samuel and Mary began a family and the births were recorded as a 
Bible record: 194 The first five children were born in Orange County the remaining four were 
born in Burke County. 
  “Benjamin AUSTIN, son of Samuel and Mary, his wife, was born the year of our 
   Lord, 1784 November the 14th day.” 
  “William AUSTIN, son of Samuel and Mary, his wife, was born the year of our  
   Lord, 1786 April the 4th day.”  
  “Samuel AUSTIN, son of Samuel and Mary, his wife, was born the year of our Lord, 
   1787 October the 19th day” 
  “Heneryati (Henrietta) AUSTIN, daughter of Samuel and Mary, his wife, was born
   the year of our Lord, 1789 April the 13th day”  
  “Ann AUSTIN, daughter of Samuel and Mary, his wife, was born  the year of our 
   Lord, 1791 March the 6th day.   
  “James AUSTIN, son of Samuel and Mary, his wife, was born the year of our  
   Lord, 1793 June the 11th day” 
   “Nathan AUSTIN, son of Samuel and Mary, his wife, was born the year of our  
   Lord, 1795 February the 25th  day.” 
  “John AUSTIN, son of Samuel and Mary, his wife, was born the year of our  
   Lord, 1797 April the 30th day.” 
  “ Susan AUSTIN, daughter of Samuel and Mary, his wife, was born the year of our 
   Lord, 1800 February the 11th day.” 
 Samuel was close to his father and both were on the same tax lists for 1786 and 1787. 
William AUSTIN sold or gave Samuel 116 ½ acres next to his own land in February 1788.195  
In 1790, William AUSTIN and other members of the clan migrated westward to Burke Coun-
ty. For reasons not known QA 327 Samuel remained in Orange County for several more yeas. 
About 1792,  Samuel sold his land in Orange County and joined the other members of the 
AUSTIN clan in Burke County. For us, this creates an identification problem. Thre were too 

                                                 
194 Filed in North Carolina Archives, Raleigh, NC.  
195 Orange County, North Carolina Deeds, book 2, page 102. 
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many Samuels in the same place at the same time. However all the following are for QA 327 
Samuel. 
  On 27 October  1792, Samuel entered for 200 acres on the Rock Creek  
   waters of Upper Little River.  
  On 21 December 1792, Samuel entered for 400 acres on Isaac’s Creek on 
   the east side of the Upper Little River. 
  On 6 March 1802, Samuel entered for 150 acres on Isaac’s Creek. 
  On 25 October 1802, Samuel entered for 230 acres joining his own land on  
   Isaac; Creek that falls into the Upper Little River on the East side. 
  On 15 June 1810, Samuel entered for 200 acres on Isaac’s Creek that falls into the 
   Upper Little River. 
By early 1812, Samuel had been granted 1280 acres by the State. Samuel and family were 
enumerated in Burke County in the 1840 census. They resided north of the Catawba River and 
east of the North Fork. In 1841, the Burke lands of the Samuel and other members of the 
AUSTIN enclave became part of a new Caldwell County. 
 QA 327 Samuel AUSTIN was a good citizen and by trade opened blacksmith shop. The 
following is a page from one of his account books A number of hi colleagues are listed, in-
cluding AUSTINS.196 
 

 0  
 

Hand-made account book of Samuel AUSTIN, blacksmith, of 
Burke County, N.C. Accounts dating from June 12, 1791 to 
1805. 41/2 x7 frayed, pages, yellowed. foxing fair condition. 42 
pp. (Pounds & shillings)  
June the 12, i794  $3.00 James Hasting. Thomas  Brad burn. 
Calvert Teague  
June the 12, i794 John Minnis 
June the 12, i794  Thomas Wilson.    Edward Teague 1802 for 
the year 1801 
Solomon Teagure  Samuell AUSTIN 
June 17-1794. James Realey.  
June the 16-1794. Alfred Moore.  
June the 21 - 1794. Moses AUSTIN  
June 23-1794. Joseph Weekes.  
June 23, 1794. Redmond Parrey (?)  
June 26, 1794. Manly (?) Benton.  
June the 12-1794. James Chambers.  
July the 9 — 1794. Andrew CollIns. John ‘White 1504. 
1804.Robert  (?)  
1804. .:MosesTeague.  
July 13-1794. Sauiuel Chambers.  
July 19—1794. WilliaE Hobs.  
August 17—1794. John Adems.  
Alfred Moore. August 23-1794.  

                                                 
196 The Austin-Reid Papers, Perkins Library, Duke University, Durham, NC. 
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September the 13 —1794. Joseph Eastin.  
October the 25 - 1794. Joseph Bird  
March the 11 - 1795. Samuel Chambers  
Alfred Moore. July the 25 — 1795. John Price.  
March the 12 - 1795. SmIth Yonge.  
November — 1795. (?) AUSTIN  
November - 1795. John Tlze.  
November — 1795. Sanjuel AUSTIN  
November - 1795. Nathen AUSTIN  
November 1795. John Hedley.   John Godgrey 
Novem.ber - 1795. John Hedley credIt 2 bushels of corn.  
  List of credIts. — Salt, corn, flax sed C?).  
John Whlte 1803.    
Moses Teague. 1803.  
March 8 - 1804. Solomon Teague 
March 24 - 1803. John Teague  
Yarch 1803. Elijah AUSTIN   
March 1803. Elisha AUSTIN 
March 1803. Charles (‘2)  
August 5 1794. James Watson to cash.  
Thomus Wilson. to Cash Oct. the 5 1794. Jarnes Watson to  
  cash. Dec. 1794 the 4th,  
___________________________________________________ 

 
 QA327 Samul AUSTIN was enumerated 1n the 1840 Burke Counts census. His son John 
AUSTIN was recorded as Head of Household.  
 Samuel AUSTIN wrote his will on 22 December 1845 and left his estate to his son John 
and two daughters Susannah and Mary (Austin) Watson. The will was witnessed by John 
Brown.197 Samuel he died shortly thereafter. 
 
 
QA 328 NATHAN AUSTIN  (QA32  William4,  QA 31 Samuel3, QA3 John2, QA Samuel1) 
 Nathan was the fourth child of QA32 William and Ann Jones AUSTIN. Some research-
ers claim his forename was Nathaniel and that might be so, however, here we use the diminu-
tive, Nathan. 
 Nathan was born in 1767 and was the last child to have been born in Maryland and the 
place of his birth raises questions. One of his sons, Benjamin S., had been born in Burke 
County in February 1817. He migrated and became a citizen of Lawrence County, Missouri. 
In 1888, a history of Lawrence County was published and prominent citizens contributed bi-
ographies wherein Benjamin stated that his father (Nathan) was “born in Wilmington, Dela-
ware and when young removed to Orange County, North Carolina.” 198 A son should know 
where his father was born and we accept this but it raises the question, why was Nathan’s par-
ents in Wilmington, Delaware that is about 50 miles from Queen Anne’s County, Maryland?  

                                                 
197 Caldwell County, North Carolina Wills, Book A, folio 39-40. 
198  Biographical Sketches of Lawrence County, Missouri, 1888, th Goodspeed Series, pages 170-171.  
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 Nathan was a member of his father’s household in Orange County and Burke County and 
does not appear in the records until 29 January 1794 when he applied for a State Land Grant 
adjacent to his father’s land. On 16 July 1794, Nathan married Rebecca TEAGUE, daughter 
of Edward TEAGUE, who had been a leader of the group of discontented settlers who had 
migrated from Orange County to Burke in 1775. 
 Nathan and Rebecca had a large family. There are scores of family trees on Ancestry.com 
and there does not seem to be a consensus on the number of children they had. The total rang-
es from 14 to 20 or more. We favor the lower number. 
 In June 1797, a group of citizens organized the first meeting house or church in Ellendale 
Township, which at that time was in Burke County but now is Alexander County. Nathan 
AUSTIN was one of the first deacons. The meeting house burned and the congregation was 
dissolved until the Antioch Baptist Church was organized. It is reported that Nathan AUSTIN 
donated land for the new church. 
 Nathan continued to increase his land holding near the South Fork of the Middle River 
and by 1803 he had acquired 250 acres.  
 Nathan died ca. 1843 and is buried in the Teague/Munday Cemetery that is a few miles 
from the Antioch Church. 
 
QA 329 NANCY AUSTIN  (QA32  William4,  QA 31 Samuel3, QA3 John2, QA Samuel1) 
 
 Nancy was born in Orange County in 1772. Nothing is known of her early years until ca. 
1796 when she married Nineveh BARNES, son of James and Sarah Carter BARNES. Nancy 
was 24 years old at that time. Nineveh was born in Rowan County, North Carolina. 
 Nineveh and Nancy had four known children.  
 
 
QA32(10) ELIJAH AUSTIN  (QA32  William4,  QA 31 Samuel3, QA3 John2, QA Samuel1) 
 Elijah was the sixth child of William and Ann Jones AUSTIN. He was one of the most 
popular players in the scenario and his life is discussed in detail in another Chapter of this nar-
rative. 
 
QA32(11) ARAMENTA AUSTIN (QA32  William4,  QA 31 Samuel3, QA3 John2, QA Sam
 uel1).  
 Aramenta was QA32 William AUSTIN’S 11th child. Almost nothing is known of her 
youth or adulthood. Evidently she was handicapped or mentally retarded. She never married 
and did nothing to get into the public records. She lived with her mother and father until they 
died and then she lived wither brothers. 
 
QA32(12) ELISHA AUSTIN (QA32  William4,  QA 31 Samuel3, QA3 John2, QA Sam
 uel1). Elisha was the last of QA32 William and Ann AUSTIN’S known children. He was 
born in Orange County about 1776. He accompanied his father and the other AUSTINS to 
Burke County in the early 1790’s. On 12 April 1808, Elisha married Martha Polly FOX.199 
 As soon as arrival in the new county the AUSTINS began to apply for State land grants. 
Elisha was no exception. On 26 October 1792 at the minimum age of 16 years he applied for 

                                                 
199  US & Internaltional marriage Records, 1560-1900. 
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two land grants near his father and AUSTIN relatives; 100 acres on the fork of the Upper 
Middle Little River200 and 200 acres on the Clark Meadow Branch h ne near the Upper Little 
River.201  
 Elisha and his family were enumerated in the 1800 Burke County Census (page 722). He 
was on the Burke County Tax List for the years 1803 to 1809. Evidently, Elisha and his fami-
ly departed Burke County, North Carolina about 1819 and were enumerated in the 1820 cen-
sus of Warren County, Tennessee.202 
 Elisha Austin was in Gallatin, Illinois in 1830.203 He died in White County, Illinois on 15 
September 1858. 
 
Land Grant Entry System began in 1778 

 0  
Philip was born about 1758 in Maryland. Philip’s position in the family is based on his 
interTAined relationships with the North Carolina AUSTINS. He will be discussed more 
thoroughly in Chapter 14. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
200 North Carolina Land Grant Entry, Folder 1851, Entry 198, 26 Oct 1792 
201  North Carolina Land Grant Entry, 016, Entry 4502, 26 Oct 1792. 
202 1810 Federal Census, Warren County, Tennessee, page 282. 
203 1830 Federal Census, Gallatin County, Illinois, page 258. 
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2 
 
 

DNA IN A NUTSHELL 
 
 

Time and technology have allowed the development of new genealogical tools and methods to 
gain access to more sources of data. The advent of computers was a breakthrough that opened 
world-wide data sources to millions of genealogists. Genealogy libraries are now replete with 
volumes of books containing computerized data and official records that in the pre-computer 
era were attainable only by years of pick and shovel work in the cloistered record repositories 
of counties and states. And the end is not in sight. In recent years, the emergence of detailed 
studies of human genetics has opened new fields of research including one known as genetic 
genealogy  

As expected, genetic science deals with highly sophisticated biological processes and the 
terminology is normally not within purview of the average individual. A full explanation of 
the genetic processes involving DNA is far beyond the scope of this narrative. However, 
DNA plays an important role in genealogy and we would be remiss if we didn’t present the 
fundamentals of that role. Every effort has been made to keep the explanation of the DNA 
processes as simple as possible but it is still a complex subject and some areas are difficult to 
grasp. For that reason we begin with the basics.  

Basically, what we will be describing will be the processes by which DNA transmits 
genetic information in a human being or other living organism. Understanding these processes 
is vital for developing a rudimentary picture of DNA which, except for so-called 
mitochondrial DNA, is found in the 46 chromosomes in the nucleus of each human cell. For 
genetic genealogy, the most important processes take place in the 23rd pair one of which is the 
Y-chromosome, the sex-determining chromosome of the human organism.  

 
 0 . 

 
A cell is the smallest structural and functional unit of every living organism. Cells of 

most living plants and animals that have a visible nucleus surrounded by a nuclear membrane 
are known as eukaryotic cells. Human cells are eukaryotic and the human body is estimated 
to be made up of about 100 trillion or 1014 cells. Thus all the vital functions that occur within 
the human organism must necessarily occur within the cells. DNA replication takes place in 
the nucleus of a cell. Other processes, including the production of proteins that govern the life 
of an organism, take place in the part of a cell outside the nucleus in accordance with the 
coded instructions transmitted by the DNA. 
 Cells and DNA replicate or reproduce themselves by a complicated process wherein the 
cells duplicate their genetic material and then divide to yield TAo daughter cells that are al-
most always exact copies of the original, including an exact replication of the DNA. This 
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DNA replication must happen before a cell divides. This cellular division takes place millions 
of times during the development of large multi-cellular organisms such as humans.  
 Both the original and replicated DNA molecule almost always holds the same genetic 
information because proofreading and error-checking mechanisms exist to ensure extremely 
high fidelity. The rare exceptions in which the DNA copy is not exact are called mutations. 
Rare as they are, it is these mutations that are the basis for genetic genealogy. 

Proteins make all living things function and every cell contains thousands of different 
proteins that all work together to govern the cell’s behavior. The simplest analogy is to think 
of proteins as the parts of a car engine. Each looks different but all do their separate jobs to 
make the engine run smoothly.  

This is a stepwise process. The nucleus of the cell provides the instructions for the 
organism to live, grow and reproduce. These instructions tell the cell what role it will play in 
the body. These instructions come in the form of a complex chemical molecule known as 
DNA (Deoxyribo Nucleic Acid whose main role is the long-term storage of information. 
DNA is often compared to a blueprint because it encodes the instructions to construct other 
components of the cell. 

Cells contain a lot of DNA. The organized forms of DNA in cells consist of several long 
continuous molecules. It has been estimated that if the DNA from a single human cell could 
be isolated and stretched out it could be several meters long – about the length of an 
automobile. This brings up the obvious question, how does all this fit into such a small space 
as a cell? The answer is that the DNA molecules are wrapped around some proteins and all 
this is packed together very tightly into compact units called chromosomes.  

The number of chromosomes a particular cell can hold depends on the organism. All 
DNA in a human cell is contained in 46 chromosomes arranged into TAo sets of 23, one set 
from each parent. These chromosomes with their genetic coding are passed from parents to 
children.  

 The packaging of DNA in the cell is a 
remarkable achievement of nature. The following 
diagram, from “DNA Images” by Darryl Leja of 
NIH,204 illustrates part of the packaging process in 
the simplest terms. 
 The fundamental building blocks of DNA are 
molecules called nucleotides consisting of a 
phosphate molecule (P, a sugar molecule (S and one 
of four molecules called bases. We will use an 
ordinary house ladder as an analogy to illustrate a 
DNA molecule. The TAo rails of the ladder that 
support the rungs are composed of alternating 
phosphate and sugar molecules. These TAo side are 
considered the “backbone” of the ladder. These 
ladder rails are joined together by rungs consisting 
of a pair of bases and chemical bonds beTAeen 
them. These are known as base pairs. 

 The base pairs are combinations of TAo of four chemical bases, namely Adenine (A, 
Cytosine (C, Guanine (G or Thymine (T. Note that the bases are complimentary and always 

                                                 
204 See (http//:cnx.org/content/m12382/latest/dna.gif. 
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bond with each other in a set pattern, A and T bond together as do G and C. This unique 
bonding property of the bases allows the DNA to make an exact copy of itself as the cell 
divides. 

For simplicity, the left side of the diagram illustrates the schematic chemical structure of 
DNA. The right side of the diagram illustrates how the DNA molecule appears in nature. The 
backbone strands are TAisted around a central axis forming the famed double helix of DNA. 
The particular order of the base pairs along one side of the ladder is called the sequence that 
specifies the genetic instructions of DNA. Note that because of the unique A-T, C-G bonding 
property of the bases, the sequence of bases along one rail of the ladder automatically 
determines the sequence along the other rail.  

 
 0 . 

 
 We now have the basics to understand how 

genes and genetics are fundamental to furthering 
genetic genealogy. A gene is a segment DNA of that 
determines a particular characteristic or trait in an 
organism. Each chromosome contains hundreds or 
even thousands of genes, and the entire human 
genome is though to contain about 30,000 of them. 
 The stylistic schematic diagram on the left 
shows a gene as part of a segment of DNA “unrav-
eled” from its chromosome and greatly magnified. 
The size of a section of DNA is usually measured in 

base pairs. For simplicity, this schematic diagram labels a region of only about 40 or so base 
pairs as a gene. In reality most genes are hundreds of times larger. The human Y chromosome 
is composed of about 60 million base pairs. 
 A gene is some times called a “coding segment” of DNA. There are specific regions of 
DNA within a gene that are transcribed to a final “messenger” molecule that encodes the 
instructions for the manufacture of the proteins that make the human organism function. Each 
chromosome has hundreds or even thousands of these “coding segments”.  

Biologists and geneticists speak of these functions in terms of the genome that is a coined 
contraction of gen/e and chromos/ome. The entire genome of a human consists of the 
complete set of DNA in all the chromosomes and is estimated to be about 3 billion base pairs 
long. These long strings of DNA contain the whole hereditary information of the organism.  

 
 0 . 

 
It is imperative that the reader recognize that the above discussion pertains to the DNA 

activities in the whole human genome. We can now narrow the discussion to the cell nucleus 
which contains the 46 chromosomes applicable to genetic genealogy. 
 Genes are passed from parent to child and are an important part of what determines 
physical appearance and behavior. A gene will also determine what traits a whole family may 
have, because the genes are passed from generation to generation in the chromosomes.  
 A cell nucleus consists of 22 pairs of matched chromosomes numbered 1 through 22 in 
decreasing order of size. The 23rd pair contains either a pair of X-chromosomes in a woman or 
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an X and a Y chromosome in a man. One member of each pair is inherited from the mother 
and the other from the father. TAenty TAo of the matched pairs are essentially identical 
containing maternal and paternal versions of the same genes, controlling the same attributes 
but with possible slight variations. The X and Y chromosomes are significantly different in 
both size and gene content. The mother always contributes an X-chromosome to the 23rd pair. 
The father’s contribution is always either an X or a Y-chromosome.  
 When a male and female mate some sperm cells contain an X-chromosome, the others a 
Y-chromosome. Basically, the sex of the fetus depends on which of the sperm cells fertilizes 
the egg first. If the X-chromosome part of the sperm cell fertilizes first the fetus will be a 
female. Conversely, if the Y-chromosome part of the sperm cell is first the fetus will be male. 
Bear in mind that this is a very simplified explanation of biological theories, each of which 
has strong advocates. 
 

 0 . 
 

The important role of DNA lies ahead when we illustrate how all the functions discussed 
above work together to generate the hereditary history of the human organism. Discussion of 
the DNA testing processes requires the right terminology. This is synthesized in the following 
definitions. 
 
 MARKER: A known physical spot on a chromosome where a variation in the DNA se-
quence has been observed. The spot on the chromosome where there are definable segments 
of DNA that have known genetic characteristics or traits. The spot on the Y-chromosome 
where the marker is located is known as its locus.  
  
 SHORT TANDEM REPEAT (STR: A short string of nucleotides (usually, 2, 3, 4 or 5 
base pairs long which is repeated numerous times in a head-to-tail manner. For example, the 
base pair sequence of “GATAGATAGATAGATA” represents four repetitions of the string 
“GATA”. It is an example of an STR with four repetitions of its repeat pattern GATA. An 
STR is a type of marker in which the variable factor is the number of repeats of its pattern.  
   
 DYS NUMBERS: The abbreviation stands for “DNA Y-chromosome Segment.” Most 
STR markers on the Y-chromosome have been assigned identifying numbers preceded by the 
abbreviation DYS, for example DYS 393. There are a few exceptions such as the marker 
CDYa , which is also a Y-chromosome STR. 
 
 ALLELE: The number of repeats of the pattern of an STR marker on the Y-chromosome 
is known as the allelle. These variations beTAeen different people of the number of repeats of 
a marker are what permits us to compare the hereditary differences beTAeen male 
individuals. There are more than 100 markers available for testing, and in general, the accura-
cy of the results increases with the number of markers tested. 
 
 MUTATIONS: A mutation is a change in the DNA sequence of an organism resulting 
from an error in the copying process during DNA replication. The TAo most common types 
are (1) the replacement of a single letter in the DNA sequence by a different letter and (2) an 



AUSTINS OF THE EASTERN SHORE 
 

 81

increase or decrease in the number of repetitions in a STR marker. It is the latter type for STR 
markers on the Y-chromosome that we consider in genealogy.  
 Rigorous studies have shown that the Y-chromosome varies significantly beTAeen males 
in the general population because of accumulated mutations over thousands of generations. 
They have also shown that there is no variability beTAeen a father and son (except in rare 
cases. This is because the Y-chromosome DNA the fathers pass on to their sons is almost al-
ways an exact replica of their own DNA. Theoretically, this invariability can be passed from 
generation to generation to generation ad infinitum. However, depending on the marker, 
changes can occur at a single marker on an average of approximately every 100 to 1000 gen-
erations. In a test of a large number of markers observable differences may show up in TAo 
men within even a few generations from their most recent male-line ancestor. 
 As noted above, the DNA passed from father to son might not always an exact replica. 
These mismatches are due to mutations, which in an STR marker take the form of either in-
creasing or decreasing the number of repetitions of its pattern, usually but not always by one 
repetition. They play an important role in genetic genealogy. 
 Mutations do not necessarily alter the outcome of a DNA comparison, such as proving, 
strengthening or disproving a genealogical conjecture. However, they do indicate the proba-
bility of the test individuals sharing a common male-line ancestor within a giver number of 
generations. This may be changed depending on the number of markers tested, the number of 
mismatches observed (presumed due to mutations and the mutation rates of those markers. 
 
 HAPLOTYPE: In a Y-DNA test each STR marker on the chromosome will have a cer-
tain number of repeats of the pattern of an STR marker known as the allele. This gives each 
marker a numeric value. This sequence of numbers is called the test donor’s haplotype that 
permits us to compare the hereditary differences beTAeen male individuals. 
 
 MODAL HAPLOTYPE: Consider a group of DNA donors with the same surname who 
wish to define their relationships and determine if there is a common ancestor. The test results 
generate a haplotype for each member of the group. The Modal Haplotype for the group is 
simply a sequence of numbers that lists the most commonly occurring allele at each of the 
markers. The modal haplotype is not necessarily the haplotype of any single member of the 
group. 
 
 ANCESTRAL CONSIDERATIONS: In this category the concept of a modal haplotype 
can be an ancestral haplotype derived from the DNA test results of specific groups of people, 
using genetic genealogy.  
 Humans have experienced a dramatic population explosion over the past 10,000 years, 
probably since the end of the last glacial period. Since the beginning of this post-glacial peri-
od, haplotypes in the human genome have been produced by the molecular processes of re-
production. 
 As modern humans spread throughout the world, the frequency of haplotypes began to 
vary from region to region through random chance, natural selection, and other genetic mech-
anisms. As a result, a given haplotype can occur with different frequencies in different popu-
lations, especially when those populations are widely separated and unlikely to exchange 
much DNA through mating.  
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 Within this context, a common modal haplotype evolved in all of Western Europe from 
Spain in the south to the British Isles and western Scandinavia in the north. Accordingly, the 
most discussed modal haplotypes became known as the “Western Atlantic Modal Haplotype”. 
It is the most common Y-DNA signature of Europe’s most common haplogroups. Since the 
heritage and culture of our earliest ancestors came almost exclusively from the western Euro-
pean regions, it is logical to consider the Western Atlantic model as the basis for comparing 
the DNA of early settlers and their descendants. The Atlantic Modal Haplotype is the most 
common among them.  
 

 0 . 
 

 We have tried – successfully we hope – to develop a layman’s view of the biological 
complexities of cells, genes, chromosomes and DNA that help make the human body func-
tion. Those who wish to review more learned discussions about the process and its application 
to AUSTIN genealogy are urged to review the sources listed below  
 
AUSTIN, Dr. Roger Brian, DNA Profiling to Supplement AUSTIN Paper Genealogies, 

AFGS AUSTINs of America Newsletter, January 2004, page 836. 
AUSTIN, Dr. Charles Ward, Understanding DNA, The Family Tree DNA Test Reports and 

the AUSTIN DNA Profile Table, AFGS Register, January 2006, page 50. 
DNA 101: Y-Chromosome testing from http://blairdna.com/dna101.html. This is the Blair 

DNA Project  
Genetic Health 101. http://www.genetichealth.com/G101 
Walsh, Bruce. Estimating the Time to the Most Recent Common Ancestor for the Y chromo-

some or Mitochondrial DNA for a Pair of Individuals, Department of Ecology and Evolu-
tionary Biology, University of Arizona, published June 2001 by the Genetics Society of 
America. 

Watson, James D. DNA: The Secret of Life, Knopf, April 2003 
Custer, Nancy, On-line book at www.contexo.info. This is an excellent source of DNA  
 Information.  
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THE USE OF DNA IN GENEALOGY 
 
 

Genetic genealogy has become a useful genealogical tool and well over a thousand projects 
have now been set up to study individual surnames. In September 2003, the AUSTINs of 
America Genealogical Society (AOAGS) – now renamed the AUSTIN Families Genealogical 
Society (AFGS) – initiated the AUSTIN-AUSTEN DNA PROJECT to help introduce mem-
bers with the surname AUSTIN to the rapidly developing use of genetic genealogy. Members 
promptly began submitting samples for testing and by 2005 there were enough results to for-
mat a useful data base known as the AUSTIN-AUSTEN PROFILE.  
 Like Uncle Tom’s “Topsy,” the data base “just growed and growled ” Now there are 
more than 100 AUSTIN DNA test results displayed in the AFGS Profiles Table, which is dis-
played periodically on the Web and in the Newsletter.205 A copy of page 1 of the Profile is 
shown on page 13.  
 In this chapter we will try to present genetic DNA in a constructive manner that may be 
useful in fulfilling some of the objectives of this research. 
 

 0 . 
 

 In a popular movie, a prosecutor questioned a witness. At a highly emotional moment, he 
demanded, “What I want is the truth!” 
 “You can’t handle the truth,” the witness replied.  
 We begin with this vignette because it is essential that the reader understand the truth 
about DNA testing. Within the general population, hype and hyperbole have built DNA into a 
“has-all-does-all” investigative process. It is true, DNA does wonders in forensic, medical and 
other fields but there is a limit to what it can do in genetic genealogy.  
 These four important points must be kept in mind:  
  1. The Y chromosome is passed unchanged from father to son except for rare  
    mutations,  
  2. These mutations can be observed and counted in the laboratory, 
  3  The number of differences observed in the Y-DNA of TAo or more men, due to 
    mutations, can be used to estimate the number of generations back to their 

                                                 
205 The Austin Families DNA Project in the current issue of The Newsletter of the Austin Families Genealogical Society, 

(www.austins.org/cgi-bin/DNA.asp. and click link to “View Latest Test Results.” 
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    most recent common ancestor, and to estimate how closely    
    they may be related/  
  4. Improvements are made constantly but, basically this is what DNA can now do for 
    genetic genealogy. It cannot identify a common ancestor, nor prove descent 
    from a particular individual. 
 For those who may not fully understand the Y-Chromosome process the following “walk-
through” briefly illustrates how Y-Chromosome tests are done and how the results are inter-
preted. For a test the following are required: 
 1. There must be a sample that contains the Y-Chromosome of the individual being  
  tested. There are a number of ways to collect samples for a test. Fortunately, for the 
  AUSTIN-Austen DNA Project an easy non-invasive method is used. The donor uses 
a   swab to collect saliva from inside the mouth. It is simple, painless and anonymous.  
 2. A complete genealogy from the donor back to the earliest known ancestor. This should 
  include the name, date and place of birth (if known) of the earliest known ancestor.  
   3 The number of generations from the donor to the earliest known ancestor.  
 The sample and supplemental information are sent to both the AFGS AUSTIN DNA 
Project and Family Tree DNA Laboratory where the STRs at each marker are counted and 
given a numeric value. These values become the donor’s haplotype. 
  Scores of markers can be tested but tests of 12, 25, 37 or 67 markers have proved suita-
ble for genetic genealogy. It goes without saying that the more markers tested the better the 
results should be. The 37-marker test has become the norm. 
 

 0 . 
 
 The Laboratory returns the test results to both to the donor and to the AFGS AUSTIN 
DNA Project where the results are be added to the AUSTIN-AUSTEN DNA PROFILE (See 
page 13). The Profile entry displays the following for each test subject: the Test Kit No., the 
name, POB & DOB of earliest known ancestor, the number of generations and the donor’s 
individual haplotype that has been determined from the DNA sample.  
 Because there have been scores of DNA tests and due to limited publishing space, the 
AUSTIN-AUSTEN DNA PROFILE entries in the journal are displayed in small print that are 
difficult to interpret and analyze. To help the reader visualize the process we include below a 
hypothetical 12-marker test. 
 

 EXAMLE OF DNA TEST RESULTS 
 1. Kit 123 William 1723 MD x x x x x x x x    13  26  14  11  12  14  12  12  11  13  13  29 
 2. Kit 456 James 1735 MD x x x x x x x x x x 13  26  14  10  12  14  12  13  11  13  13  29 
 3. Kit 789 John 1720 MD x x x x x x x x         13  26  14  11  13  14  12  12  11  14  13  29 
 4. Kit 147 Nathan 1727 MD x x x x x x x xx   13  26  14  11  12  14  12  12  11  13  13  29 
 
 
 The Individual test results have little meaning. Their value is how they compare with oth-
er test results. In the above example TAo of the test haplotypes (Kits 1 & 4) match perfectly. 
This indicates both individuals were closely related and probably had a most recent common 
ancestor (MRCA) within a few generations.  
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 The results of test Kits 2 and 3 differ from the other pair as well as from each other. The-
se differences represent mutations, which mean something was added or subtracted from the 
number of repeats at the marker where the mismatch occurs. In this chart the mismatches 
(mutations) have been placed in boxes for ease in recognizing and discussion. These data do 
nothing to identify who the common ancestors were or how many generations back in time 
they lived. Answers to these questions still requires basic pick & shovel genealogy. 
 There is a statically limit to the number of mismatches (mutations) that can be compared. 
Meaningful results can be obtained when comparing 1, 2, and 3 mismatches; however, the 
envelope begins to be bushed when the probabilities of more than 3 mismatches are analyzed. 
Generally 4 or 5 mismatches are considered beyond the limits of genealogical interest for that 
particular family. 
 The actual calculations for determining the probabilities of relationships and the MRCA 
are mathematically complex and beyond the scope of this narrative. There are, however, pub-
lished tables and charts that provide values of these probabilities.. The following are extracts 
from a 37-marker test with a 0.0045 average mutation rate (0.0045 = 1 per 222 generations).206 
 
   `  `      EXTRACT FROM TABLE 1 

      GENERATIONS TO MRCA 

 Probability of  37of 37  36 of 37   35 of 37  34 of 37  33 of 37 
  Relationships  Matches Matches Matches Matches Matches 

  25 %       1.0      3.1      5.5       8.1     10.9. 

  50 %       2.2      5.3      8.4     11.7     15.0 

  95 %       9.1    14.6     19.6     24.4     29.3   

 
        EXTRACT FROM TABLE 2 

    PROBABILITY OF RELATIONSHIPS (%) 

 Generations to  37of 37  36 of 37   35 of 37  34 of 37  33 of 37 
  MRCA    Matches Matches Matches Matches Matches 

   1      28.3       4.3         0.4   0   0 

   5 %       81.1      48.9        2.2      7.8       2.2 

        10%       96.4     83.9      62.8     39.6      21.0 

        20 %       99.9     98.9       95.6     88.0       75.2 

        30 %       99.9+     99.9      99.6       98.6       95.8 

 

                                                 
206 These calculations are based on the Infinite Alleles Model as described in Estimating the Time to the Most Recent Com-

mon Ancestor for the Y chromosome or Mitochondrial DNA for a Pair of Individuals, by Bruce Walsh, Department of 
Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, University of Arizona, published June 2001 by the Genetics Society of America. 
http.//.moseswalker.com/mcra/calculator.  
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 In this research we are primarily concerned with the Maryland-North Carolina 
AUSTINS, therefore we focus on the DNA test results of the 11 donors who claim Maryland 
and North Carolina ancestry. These are documented and updated periodically in the AFGS 
AUSTIN-AUSTEN DNA PROJECT PROFILE. Page 1 of the Profile is extracted below as 
page 14. The 11 AUSTIN donors are delineated by heavy lines near the bottom of the page.  
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WHAT DNA TELLS US 
 
 

In Chapter 3, the nomenclature and processes of genetic genealogy were identified and dis-
cussed. We will now apply these processes to gain further insight into the current questions con-
cerning the AUSTIN ancestral lineages.  
 The first thing we learn is negative. Despite the booming interest and expectations in genetic 
genealogy, DNA cannot identify people, places or things. It can only give probabilities of rela-
tionships beTAeen individuals and whether they have a common ancestor 
 Our focus is on the 11-DNA donors whose evidence implies their ancestors were from 
Maryland, North Carolina or Tennessee and they shared a common ancestor. This block of 11 
donors – hereafter referred to as the “Block” – is shown near the bottom of page 1 of the 
AUSTIN-AUSTEN DNA PROFILE, compiled by the AUSTIN Families Genealogical Society 
(see page 14). These data have been extracted onto a larger working chart for ease in viewing 
and analyzing (see page ____).  
 The modal haplotype of the Block was derived from the 11 sets of test results and it serves 
as the model whereby the other haplotypes are compared. Normally, the 407 marker values of 
the 11-individual haplotypes could have been added to the working chart but would have been a 
mass of numbers and defeat its purpose – making it easier to read and evaluate. Therefore, be-
cause of their critical importance, only the mutations are included at the appropriate positions in 
the Block. They are enclosed in boxes 
 With one exception, each of the other 10 haplotypes has one or more mutations. This leads 
to the first important conclusion. The Y-Chromosome of the AUSTINS in the Block has re-
mained constant through the sequence of 11 ancestors and this implies that, within the period of 
genealogical interest, the 11 individual donors are probably related, some closely, some distant. 
 This is a milestone but unfortunately DNA tests deal only with probabilities and cannot. The 
next step is to look at the Block within the context of probabilities. 
 The actual calculations for determining the probabilities of relationships and the MRCA 
are mathematically complex and beyond the scope of this narrative. There are, however, pub-
lished tables and charts that provide values of these probabilities and we have extracted parts 
of these tables shown below. The criteria are that the data are for a 37-marker test with a 
0.0045 average mutation rate (0.0045 = 1 per 222 generations).207 
 The published tables contain large amounts of statistical data much of which is not need-
ed for our purposes. Therefore we have only extracted portions of the tables that pertain to our 
quest. 
 
   `  `   EXTRACT FROM TABLE 1 

   PROBABILITY vs. GENERATIONS to MRCA  

 Probability of  37of 37  36 of 37   35 of 37  34 of 37  33 of 37 
  Relationships  Matches  Matches  Matches  Matches  Matches 

                                                 
207 These calculations are based on the Infinite Alleles Model as described in Estimating the Time to the Most Recent Com-

mon Ancestor for the Y chromosome or Mitochondrial DNA for a Pair of Individuals, by Bruce Walsh, Department of 
Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, University of Arizona, published June 2001 by the Genetics Society of America. 
http.//.moseswalker.com/mcra/calculator.  
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  25 %       1.0      3.1      5.5       8.1     10.9. 

  50 %       2.2      5.3      8.4     11.7     15.0 

  95 %       9.1    14.6     19.6     24.4     29.3   

 
         EXTRACT FROM TABLE 2 

     GENERATIONS to MRCA vs. PROBABILITY 

 Generations to  37of 37  36 of 37   35 of 37  34 of 37  33 of 37 
  MRCA    Matches  Matches  Matches  Matches  Matches 

  1      28.3      4.3         0.4   0   0 

  5 %      81.1      48.9        2.2      7.8       2.2 

  10%     96.4     83.9      62.8     39.6      21.0 

  20 %      99.9     98.9       95.6     88.0       75.2 

  30 %      99.9+     99.9      99.6       98.6       95.8 

 
 Now that we have tabular data, what does it tell us?  The answer can be best be shown by an 
example. Consider the first TAo entries in the Block, Kit 32203 and Kit 98075. Both donors 
claim their oldest known ancestor was Larkin Kelly AUSTIN. The lineages are different and at 
first glance one could easily say they were closely related cousins and Larkin would be their 
most recent common ancestor.  
 In a 37-marker test TAo individual may disagree at no more than 4 out of 37 markers to 
indicate a probable common ancestor within the period of genealogical interest.. Note that the 
haplotype of Kit 98075 has one mutation and, at first glance, Kit 32203 appeared to have 4 muta-
tions. This puts Kit 32203 dangerously close to the edge of genealogical interest. However, the 
apparent three mutations at DYS 464b.c and d are counted as a single mutation and this makes 
Kit 32203 a TAo mutation haplotype. The end result is that the comparison beTAeen the TAo 
kits is three mutations or a 37/34 match.  
 Table 1 shows a 95% probability the TAo individuals shared a most recent ancestor 
(MRCA) within 20 generations ago. This brings up another factor that must b considered and 
that is a “generation” which is defined as the average span of time beTAeen the births of a first 
born son of a first born son of a first born son ad ininitum. Obviously, this is a variable and not 
readily available. Therefore, for continuity in comparisons a generation is considered to be about. 
25 years. 
 With that assumption, 20 x 25 = 500 years. The donor of Kit 32203 was born in 1920 and 
1920 minus 500 = 1420 AD. The donor of Kit 98075 was born in 1929 and 1929 minus 500 = 
1429 AD. The tentative conclusion is that both earliest known ancestors were related – probably 
brothers – but their MRCA was within a time frame when records were sparse to non-existent 
and the chances of finding the exact date are futile. 
 Thus in the case of Kits 32203 and Kit 98075 and, as we shall see in other comparisons in 
the Block, analysis of the DNA basically proves relationships but does not give names, dates or 
long-term lineages. 
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Before proceeding, there is one other factor that must be considering in interpreting the test re-
sults and that is a “generation,” which is defined as the average span of time beTAeen the births 
of parents and the births of their offspring’s. Unfortunately, generations vary so, for our pur-
pose, we arbitrarily use the length of a generation as about 25 years.  
 We now have tabular data that uses DNA probabilities that may help define the relationships 
and MRCAs of the AUSTINS in the Block. Conceivably these probabilities might help achieve 
the objective of this research – to define the lineages of the William AUSTINS who migrated 
from Maryland to North Carolina?. It is not expected analyses of the Block can fully answer the-
se  question; however, they may provide some clues.  
 

 0  
In a 37-marker test TAo individual may disagree at no more than 4 out of 37 markers to indi-
cate a probable common ancestor within the period of genealogical interest.  
 
First we will compare the 3 donors with one mutation. First, we will compare Kit 98075 Larkin 
AUSTIN, Kit 27680 Phillip AUSTIN and Absolom AUSTIN. Because we are concerned with 2 
individuals with one mutation each we have to use the 37/35 tabular bracket. Since we are trying 
to prove a point, we will use the highest probabilities defined in Table 1 & 2. 
 Table 1 shows there is a 95% Probability of a Relationship within 19.6 generations or – us-
ing a 25 year generation – 990 years. The comparisons are: 
  DOB Larkin donor is 1929, therefore 1929 – 990 = 939 AD. 
  DOB Philip donor is 1937, therefore 1937 – 990 = 947 AD.  
  DOB Absolom donor is 1972, therefore  1972 – 990 = 982 AD 
 
 
25% probability of a MRCA within 3.1 generations. If we use the standard generation value of 
25 years, the MRCA would be about 78 years back in time from the DOB of the donor. Here we 
want the probabilities to be high as possible and we see that a 95% probability of a MRCA 
would be within 14.6 generations or about 365 years back in time from the DOB of the donor. 
Next, Table 2 shows that a near perfect 99.9% probability of a relationship to a MRCA the an-
cestral line would go back in time 30 generations or about 750 years from the DOB of the donor.   
 For example, Kit 27680, Philip AUSTIN, who has one mutation and whose donor’s date of 
birth was 1937, might have to go back to about the year 1487 AD to a MRCA. Remember this is 
not an exact science and the probabilities only give  approximations.  
 Aristocrats and royalty sometimes have ancestral lines back to those times but surnames did 
not begin to evolve until after that period and the chances of an ordinary citizen extending a ge-
nealogy back that far is nil. 
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There is only one donor (Kit 118609) whose haplotype meshes 100% with the modal haplotype 
(37/37) and we will use his test results it illustrate and interpret the probabilities. Table 1 shows 
there is a 25% probability of a MRCA within 3.1 generations. If we use the standard generation 
value of 25 years, the MRCA would be about 78 years back in time from the DOB of the donor, 
ergo 1937 – 78 = 1859 years.= to the MRCA.ego 
At 25% , Kit 118609  James AUSTIN, whose data of birth was 1934.  
   1934  -  
 
----------------------------------------------------- 
Here we want the probabilities to be high as possible and we see that a 95% probability of a 
MRCA would be within 14.6 generations or about 365 years back in time from the DOB of the 
donor. Next, Table 2 shows that a near perfect 99.9% probability of a relationship to a MRCA 
the ancestral line would go back in time 30 generations or about 750 years from the DOB of the 
donor.   
 
------------------------------------------------------ 
the donors whose haplotypes have mutations provide some interesting relationships and MRCAs. 
andHis data alone  
o we begin with  
and the question becomes – can they help define the the  
We now have DNA tools that may.  
 In our Block of 11 donor’s test results there are three haplotypes with one mutation (36/37). 
Initially, the probabilities will apply to all three one-mutation haplotypes. However, there is one 
very important caveat. Recall that the ancestral lines of descent were supplied by the donors and 
the, times, places and dates of birth (DOB) of the earliest known ancestors may vary and this will 
be reflected in the search for MRCAs. 
 First, Table 1 shows there is a 25% probability of a MRCA within 3.1 generations. If we use 
the standard generation value of 25 years, the MRCA would be about 78 years back in time from 
the DOB of the donor. Here we want the probabilities to be high as possible and we see that a 
95% probability of a MRCA would be within 14.6 generations or about 365 years back in time 
from the DOB of the donor. Next, Table 2 shows that a near perfect 99.9% probability of a rela-
tionship to a MRCA the ancestral line would go back in time 30 generations or about 750 years 
from the DOB of the donor.   
 For example, Kit 27680, Philip AUSTIN, who has one mutation and whose donor’s date of 
birth was 1937, might have to go back to about the year 1487 AD to a MRCA. Remember this is 
not an exact science and the probabilities only give  approximations.  
 Aristocrats and royalty sometimes have ancestral lines back to those times but surnames did 
not begin to evolve until after that period and the chances of an ordinary citizen extending a ge-
nealogy back that far is nil. 
 
.                           OK to here 
TAO, THREE & FOUR MUTATIONS. In our block of 9 test results there are four sets with 
TAo mutations, one set with 3 mutations and one set with 4 mutations. The analytical techniques 
used to generation probabilities’ and times to MRCA for one mutation are the same that would 
be used to evaluate the multiple-mutation sets, i.e 35/37, 34/37 & 33/37. The probabilities and 
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times to MRCA would be higher but the basics would be the same. The repetitiveness would 
serve no useful purpose and is not included in this research. 
 

 0  
 
People generally like to think in terms of 50% so 
 
----------------------------- 
 
Next, we note that four of the 9 donors (3,4,5, & 7) claim a William AUSTIN was their first 
known ancestor. Also note the variations in dates and places of birth for these William patri-
archs. Note that none of the test results of the descendants from the William patriarchs match 
the modal haplotype or for that matter match each other. 
37 markers. This indicates a probable MRCA within a certain number of generations back in 
time. This is illustrated in the tables on page____. below. 
 
 
 
.0045 rate 
    GENERATIONS TO MRCA 

Probability of  37/37  36/36  35/37   34/37  33/37 

 Relationships  Matches  Matches  Matches  Matches  Matches 

25 %   1.1   3.1   6.1   9.0   11.4 

    50 %   2.3   5.5   8.8   12.3   16.7 

    95 %   9.6   15.3   20.5   25.6   30.6 

 Having reached this conclusion we can now explore the results of the Y-DNA tests of the 
Orange County AUSTINS in a more meaningful way.  
 1. All the AUSTINS tested, including Philip and Absolom AUSTIN and perhaps Solomon 
AUSTIN, were statistically related.  
 2.  
 
The first notable observation is that of every haplotype has one or more mutations and none of 
the individual haplotypes are an exact match of the modal haplotype and none of the individual 
haplotypes match each other.  This leads to TAo possibilities. Either the Y-DNA passed 
from fathers to sons may have infinitesimal variations in the repeats that sometimes are signif-
icant enough to become mutations or there are inconsistencies in the lines of descent that were 
the basis for the haplotypes.  
 
 . and  Because of space limitations, the test results illustrated in the Profile are in very 
small print that makes analysis difficult. To compensate, we have extracted the test results to a 
large working copy of the part of the Master Profile that pertains to the 9 AUSTIN families. 
This working copy is shown below as page 16. Later this chart will be used when we define 
relationships. 



AUSTINS OF THE EASTERN SHORE 
 

 93

 
 
This relationship stems from the fact that the DNA of all the AUSTINS tested appears to have 
been promulgated from a single source 
 
 However, the preponderance of evidence from intensive research and DNA testing indicates 
that during the late 1700s and early 1800s there was only one AUSTIN patriarch in Orange 
County, North Carolina.  
 
We note that four of the nine Each of the donors opted for a 37-marker test that is displayed 
and discussed in Chapter 3. The allele for each of the 37 markers is derived for each individu-
al and, when the numeric values are plotted, they become the tested individual’s haplo-
type.The most frequent number in each of the set of 9 numbers for each marker is considered 
its mode. When each of the mode numbers is plotted a new haplotype is generated. This is 
known as the Modal Haplotype and it is the base for analyzing the block.  
 
and that was QA32 William AUSTIN. Having concluded that, now is the proper time to look 
more closely at elements of the Master AUSTIN Profile discussed in Chapter 3.  
However, as informative as these analyzes are they are primarily based on man-made data with 
all its inconsistencies. Hopefully, we can use the genetic tool DNA to add credence to the con-
clusion. 208 
of space limitations the test results, are in very small print. To compensate, we have made a 
large working copy of the part of the Master Profile that pertains to the 9 AUSTIN families. 
This working copy is shown below. 
 
– the Y-DNA of QA32 William AUSTIN.  
 This is given more credence when we note that table 2 page 16 shows that four applicants 
who chose to take the DNA test have designated a William AUSTIN as the first generation. We 
submit that unknowingly they were designating the same William. The fact that they supposedly 
had differences in dates of birth will be discussed later. 
 
--------------------------------------- 
 
William AUSTIN (b. 24 Mar 1785) was the first son of Benjamin D. & Mary Hunter 
BRADBURNE. Opal Harrington can give you 5,000 words on the Bradburnes. I have a prob-
lem with the initial “D” in Benjamin’s forename. Some say the D = Dillery, others say “No” 
Do you have any thoughts on this? 
William AUSTIN married TAice. The name of his first wife is not known. His second wife 
was Margaret BENTLEY. They were married 24 Dec 1802 and the witnesses or sureties were 
Benjamin (his father) and Philip AUSTIN (his uncle). 
 
William and Margaret AUSTIN had a large family. In 1850 they were enumerated as: 
William 67 years b. ca. 1783 
Margaret 56   b. ca. 1794 
 

                                                 
208 The use of DNA in genealogy was discussed in length in Chapters 3. .  
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[Mary (not found in 1850 census) who married Elijah HINES would have fitted here and 
would have been age 32  (b. ca. 1818)] 
 
Mira  19 years b. ca. 1831 married Elijah Milton HINES 
[Jane] Elvira 18 years   married William Paul HINES 
Wesley  16 years 
Susanna 14 years 
Ritta    9 years 
 
In 1870. Elijah E. and Mary HINES lived in the Sharp TAp, Alexander County. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We have unconditionally accepted that QA31 Samuel & Mary Green AUSTIN did migrate 
from Maryland to Orange County, North Carolina and that QA31 Samuel died in 1771. We 
also accept that they had a least one son named Samuel whom we identify as QA311 Samuel. 
 
 
 
 
 
We are now at the point of no return. We accept that QA31 Samuel AUSTIN A thorough 
search of all applicable records has failed to  
 
 We return to WHITE’S history and ask the following question; if Samuel was born in 
North Carolina in 1768, how did he end up on the north bank of the Potomac River and from 
there return to North Carolina in about 1790.? One logical answer could be that after QA31 
Samuel AUSTIN died in Orange County, Widow Mary Green AUSTIN and her family re-
turned to Maryland. Samuel, born 1768, would have been about three years old at the time 
and naturally would have gone with his mother. When Samuel became an adult he could have 
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returned to Burke County, North Carolina and fulfilled WHITE’S and ECHERD’S histories. 
But this is all supposition. 
 There is an additional scenario that must be considered. Assume Widow Mary Green 
AUSTIN and her family remained in Orange County after QA31 Samuel died. Their son, 
Samuel, would have been about 24 years old in 1792. Almost all of the Orange County 
AUSTINS had gradually moved west to Burke County beginning about 1778. For some rea-
son, Samuel, who was related to those Burke County AUSTINS, decided to join his relatives 
in Burke County. Thus he suddenly appeared in Burke County about 1792 and his contribu-
tion to the history began. If this were the case – and we feel very strongly that it was – 
WHITE’S and ECHERD”S claim that Samuel came from the north bank of the Potomac 
River was a genealogy fairy tale that had been handed down from generation to generation.  
 
 In essence, there are kernels of truth in these local histories. We will show in another 
chapter that QA32 William did come from a site in Maryland that could be “considered north 
of the Potomac River (i. e. Kent and Queen Anne’s Counties).” This is proven fact. However, 
family traditions always portray a family in its most glamorous light and most likely the fami-
ly story passed from generation to generation and at some point in the telling the site of origin 
of the family was  changed to “a more prestigious site near the present city of Washington, 
DC.”  
 We answer this question by looking at another facet in the tenure of QA31 Samuel and 
Mary AUSTIN. 
 
 
 
 
 
 Both WHITE and ECHERD emphasize that Samuel AUSTIN and William AUSTIN, 
patriarch of the Ellendale Township, Alexander County AUSTINS, were related. In view of 
the previous documentation and the above scenario, Samuel AUSTIN would have been Wil-
liam’s nephew.  
 Recall that WHITE’S history referred to the Samuel AUSTIN, who married Catherine 
PAYNE was called “Lame Sam” or “Shoemaker Sam” to distinguish him from the other 
Samuels in the county. This is a troublesome addition to the scenario. We know from census 
and family history that Samuel was deaf and his deafness passed down through his family. Is 
it possible that in the vernacular of the day it would be more kindly to call someone “Lame 
Sam” rather than “Deaf Sam”?  
 Next we have to consider the Shoemaker sobriquet. We have no idea where the sobriquet 
came from. A logical explanation is that he may have been a cobbler as a side line.  
 

 
 0  

 
THE CHILDREN OF QA31 SAMUEL & MARY GREEN AUSTIN 

| 
     ______________________________   |____________________________  
     |       |       |       | 
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                 ?                          ?            QA31? Samuel AUSTIN                      ? 
b. ca. 29 Aug 1768 

           mar. Catherine PAYNE 
 
 
 

10 
 
 

QA311 SAMUEL & CATHERINE PAYNE AUSTIN 
 
 

CHAPTER XXX 
QA13 ABSOLOM AUSTIN OF MARYLAND  

& NORTH CAROLINA 
 

 “Get the facts first and add the deviations later i” is an old adage that is a good prelude to 
this narrative on Absolom AUSTIN. There are facts concerning Absolom scattered through-
out the records. The problem is to weave them as accurately as possible into an acceptable 
scenario. 
 First, we come to the critical question – who were Absolom’s parents? We have re-
searched and found as much official information on Absolom as was available. It should be 
noted that there are scores of genealogies and family trees involving Absolom. It goes without 
saying, there is no consensus on the family alignment. Clues are enticing but solid answers are 
difficult to find. His first marriage was recorded in 1745. Assuming he was at least 18 years 
old this would have given him a date of birth of at least 1727.We know he was not a descend-
ant of the William of Kent hierarchy. There is no evidence that he was a member of the Wil-
liam of talbot family. Time wise, his date of birth makes it logical for QA31 John and Rosa-
mond AUSTIN to have been his parents. Therefore, based on the preponderance of evidence 
from the records and the results of a DNA test we have reached the conclusion that he should 
be aligned as the third son of QA31 John and Rosamond AUSTIN.  
 Absolom was not a common forename in early Maryland. The name is of Jewish origin 
and tends to have a religious connotation. It was used frequently both as a forename and sur-
name in medieval England. Normally in early America the same forenames were handed 
down from generation to generation. As a point of interest Widow Rosamond AUSTIN mar-
ried Philip CHRISTFIELD. Philip died when Rosamond was pregnant and she gave birth as 
a widow. Rosamond named her new son Absolom CHRISTFIELD.  
 

 0  
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 Absolom ASUSTIN married three times and each marriage is documented in church rec-
ords. Despite this apparent religious bent, the parish registers do not show that any issue from 
these marriages were ever christened.  
 Absolom first appears in the official public records on 8 February 1745 when he married 
Sarah LAMBERT. The banns were published at the St. Luke’s Church in lieu of a license.209 
Indirectly, this is further evidence that Absolom appeared to be aligned with the Queen 
Anne’s AUSTINS who are major subjects of this narrative. They also attended St. Luke’s 
Church at Church Hill. .  
 Sarah LAMBERT apparently died soon after marriage, perhaps from childbirth. On 24 
February 1746, Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. married a second time to Jane TEET, daughter of 
William TEET. Again the banns were published in lieu of a license.210 
 William TEET died late in 1749 or early 1750 and Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. and his wife 
Jane were one of the heirs to the TEET estate. The following extract from a deed documents 
the partial dissolution of this estate.211 

 
.” . . This Indenture made 16 February 1750, BeTAeen Henry LAMBERT and Ra-
chel, his wife, and William FORD and Elizabeth, his wife, and Absolom AUSTIN, 
Sr. and Jane, his wife, all of Queen Anne's County, Rachel, Elizabeth and Jane being 
heirs of William TEET, dec'd, late of Queen Anne's County of the one part and 
George POWELL of Queen Anne's County of the other part which for and in consid-
eration of four pounds, seven shillings and six pence current money of Maryland 
granted bargained and sold. . . all that tract and parcel of land called and known by the 
name of Long Chance lying in Queen Anne's County beginning at a white oak stand-
ing on the south side of a branch called Hollingsown, the branch issuing out of a 
branch called the Beaver Dam Branch which issues out of the main branch of the 
Chop tank River and running from the said road North 15 West 129 perches then 
South 158 perches and from there with a straight line to the white oak containing 50 
acres more or less it being part of a survey the Land Office granted to William TEET. 
. .” 

     Henry + LAMBERT    Rachel + LAMBERT 
     William + FORD    Elizabeth + FORD 
     Absolom + AUSTIN   Jane + AUSTIN 

Registered Queen Anne's County, Maryland 21 March 1750. 
  NOTE: The crosses + indicate all the grantors signed with a mark 
 
 Absolom AUSTIN, Sr.’s marriage to Jane TEET was terminated by 1757 or early 1758. 
The records do not reveal whether this was by death or divorce. However, on 29 March 1758, 
Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. took a third wife. The bride’s name was Sarah GRAHAM and again 
the banns were published in lieu of a license.212 
 The land records of the Eastern Shore of Maryland, particularly Queen Anne’s County, 
do not document that Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. ever owned land in the province and almost 
nothing is known of his activities or his family until they were enumerated in the special cen-

                                                 
209 Parish Register, St. Luke's Protestant Episcopal Church, Church Hill, Queen Anne's County, Maryland, page 51. 
210 Parish Register, St. Luke's Protestant Episcopal Church, Church Hill, Queen Anne's County, Maryland, page  53. 
211 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Deeds, Liber RT, No. C, 1742-1751, Folio 496. 
212 Parish Register, St. Luke's Protestant Episcopal Church, Church Hill, Queen Anne's County, Maryland, page  63. 
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sus of Maryland in 1776. The census record of the family is shown below.213 Note that the 
census was for the Town Hundred indicating Absolom lived in a town or village, probably 
Chester.  
 Other than Absolom, as head of household, the names of the other AUSTIN family 
members were not recorded in the census but we have included them in brackets based on a 
preponderance of reliable evidence from other sources. 
 
  Maryland Census of 1776, Town Hundred, Queen Anne’s County214 
  1 male over 21 years old   ca. before 1756   Absolom AUSTIN, Sr.  
  1 male 16-21 years old    ca. 1760-1764   [Absolom AUSTIN, Jun’r] 
  1 male 16-21 years old    ca. 1760-1764   [Moses AUSTIN] 
  1 female over 21 years old   ca. before 1756   [Sarah Graham AUSTIN] 
  1 female under 12 years old   ca. after 1764   [Mary AUSTIN] 
  1 female under 12 years old  ca. after 1764   [Unidentified, died young ??] 
  No slaves 
 
 Maryland also conducted another special census in 1778 and Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. was 
enumerated as a resident of the Chester Hundred, Queen Anne’s County. The only other 
AUSTIN recorded in the same area was a Richard AUSTIN. There is no evidence to support 
a relationship beTAeen Richard and Absolom. Absolom, Sr. was enumerated in 1778 but no 
family data were recorded in that In the 1783 tax Assessment of Maryland Absolom 
AUSTIN, Sr. was not listed. There could be TAo reasons for this, either Absolom did not 
own taxable land or the family had left the Province. Having left the Province is the most evi-
dent reason. 

 
 0  

 
 The evidence is sketchy but it gives us reason to conclude that Absolom and his family 
followed the other Queen Anne’s County AUSTINS to Orange County, North Carolina. The 
most valid clue is that Absolom AUSTIN, Jr., who we have identified as the first son of 
Absolom and Sarah Graham AUSTIN, was in the North Carolina Militia and he enlisted in 
Orange County as a Private, in McCrory’s Company in 1777. He died on 7 March 1778.215 
This raises TAo important questions, was Absolom, Jr. truly a son of Absolom, Sr. and, if so, 
how and why did he get to Orange County? 
 The evidence presented thus far plus supportive evidence that will be presented later elic-
its a positive answer to the first question., Sr. Finding an answer to the second question re-
quires further discussion.  
 The AUSTIN progeny was obviously in Queen Anne’s County in the 1776. Absolom, Jr. 
was at least 16 tears old. Moses was in the same age bracket and Mary was about 12 years 
old. For some unknown reasons, perhaps financial, conflict with their parents, a desire to join 
relatives, the pending conflict or some other unknown reason they opted to go to Orange 

                                                 
213 Maryland Census of !776, Queen Anne’s County, Town Hundred, Box 2, Folder 19, Maryland Archives, Annapolis. Also 

in Brumbaugh, Gaius Marcus, Maryland Records From Original Sources, Vol. I, page 147, Baltimore: Williams & 
Wilkins, 1915. 

214 Jackson, Ron V., Accelerated Indexing Systems, comp.. Maryland Census, 1772-1890 [database on-line]. Provo, UT, 
USA: The Generations Network, Inc., 1999. 

215 State Records of North Carolina, Vol. XVI, 1782-1783, page 1006. 
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County, North Carolina. They seem to be too young to have migrated to North Carolina alone 
so they probably joined another party of migrants. 
 Nevertheless, they apparently arrived in Orange County. The records do not show where 
or who they lived with. All males were too young to be taxable and there was a hiatus in the 
records until 1777 when Absolom, AUSTIN, Jr. who would have been close to 18 joined a 
North Carolina unit in the Revolutionary War.216  
 Absolom, Jr. died in the service 1778 and there is about another 10 year hiatus until Mo-
ses and Mary AUSTIN begin to appear in the official records of Orange County. On 9 De-
cember 1788, Mary AUSTIN married Peter WILLIAMS.217  
 Moses AUSTIN first appeared in the public records of Orange County on 6 January 1787 
when he witnessed a deed from Edward TURNER to Jesse BENTON.218 Later in 1787, “. . . 
.James HASTINGS was appointed overseer instead of Moses AUSTIN of the road from the 
ford of the Enoe River near Hillsborough to William MORTISSES. . . .”219 Roads were im-
portant for commerce and communication and periodically overseers and hands who lived 
along or near the roads were assigned to keep the roads in good repair. The road identified 
above ran from Hillsborough southwest to the Caswell District. The conclusion is that Moses 
AUSTIN’S resided near this road. Since he did not own land it is probable that he was living 
with some relative. The most logical candidate would be Solomon AUSTIN. 
 On 23 March 1790 a marriage license was issued permitting Moses AUSTIN to marry 
Mary WILLIAMS, sister of Peter WILLIAMS. There was no bondsman and the license was 
witnessed by Samuel BENTON.220 
 In 1792, Moses AUSTIN was on the List of taxables in the Caswell District. He did not 
own land and was taxed for one white poll. 
 

 0  
 
 At this point we diverge. Earlier in this narrative the records show that the children of 
Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. had moved from Maryland to North Carolina by about 1777. 
Absolom, Sr. remained in Maryland and was enumerated in the 1778 census. He was not rec-
orded in the Maryland 1783 tax List and this implies that by this time Absolom – age about 58 
and perhaps a widower by this time – had most likely had left Maryland prior to 1783. The 
evidence is conclusive that he joined his children in Orange County.  
 It has been noted that Moses AUSTIN never owned land in Orange county. When his 
father came to Orange County he did not acquire land and most likely lived with his son who 
was most likely renting or share cropping on Solomon’s land. Absolom, Sr. would not be on 
the tax lists because of his age.  
 It is not known how long this arrangement lasted. However, in 1792, a significant event 
happened in Orange County, North Carolina that apparently affected both Solomon AUSTIN 
and Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. On the 13th of August 1792, Solomon AUSTIN, Robert FAUCET 
and Thomas BROOKS came before the Clerk of the Orange County Court and obtained an Ad- 
ministration Bond in the amount of £200 that enabled Solomon AUSTIN to be the administra-
tor of the estate of Absolom AUSTIN, Sr., deceased, who had died intestate. This administra-
                                                 
216 State Records of North Carolina, Vol. XVI, 1782-1783, page 1006. 
217 Orange County Marriage Bonds, Volume 1. 
218 Orange County, North Carolina Deeds, Book 2, page 443. 
219 Orange County Court of Pleads and Quarter Sessions, Feb.1787-Nov. 11795, page 2. 
220 Orange County Marriage Bonds, Volume 1. 
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tion bond has been preserved and is in the Archives of North Carolina. It has been thoroughly 
discussed in the section on Solomon AUSTIN see Page ____ A copy is included on the pre-
ceding page for discussion purposes..221  
 In North Carolina, when a man died intestate the right to administer his estate belonged 
first to the decedent’s next of kin. The first claimant was the surviving spouse, next in line 
was the eldest surviving son and then other surviving adult male heirs. The next-of-kin might 
relinquish his or her rights to administrator to another party and if the decedent was heavily in 
debt the largest creditor might claim the right of administrator. In the absence of any of these 
qualified claimants, the court could appoint some sober and discreet person to serve as the 
administrator.222  
 The bond provides positive evidence that Absolom, Sr. and probably his son Moses had 
been living with Solomon AUSTIN for some time and were living there when Absolom died. 
Furthermore, it is almost certain that because Absolom did not own land in Maryland and his 
son Moses did not own land in North Carolina when inexpensive land grants were available 
implies the Absolom AUSTIN family was stressed financially. If Moses was unable financial-
ly to buy a bond when his father died then this is why Solomon AUSTIN got involved? The 
records do not provide an answers to all the questions but the bond is real and evokes an opin-
ion on family relationships. 
 The rationale for this bond is not 100% clear and it leaves us with one salient question. If 
Solomon AUSTIN was not from the Eastern Shore and was not related in some way why was 
he so involved with the Absolom AUSTIN family and the other Orange County AUSTINS? 
 There is one other clue we accept as a positive input. John and Rosamond’s sons, Wil-
liam and Samuel AUSTIN, both married GREENS. This suggest that Absolom could have 
had some association with the GREEN family. Absalom’s descendants for several genera-
tions had a penchant for using GREEN as the middle name to identify their sons. For exam-
ple, Moses AUSTIN’S first son was named Philip Green AUSTIN. 
 The facts discovered so far provides enough information for us to conclude Absolom 
AUSTIN, Sr. is in his right proper place in the AUSTIN hierarchy in the. These data are rein-
forced by the DNA test.  
 

 0  
 
 The official records prove with a high degree of certainty that Absolom and his family 
flourished in Queen Anne’s County at the same time as the other AUSTINS we have dis-
cussed before. The timing for his tenure is perfect. Absolom was born ca, 1726 and this fits 
him into the prospective lineage nicely.  
 Fortunately, a male descendants of Absolom AUSTIN’S agreed to participate in the 
AUSTIN DNA test project The descendant’s test Kit Number was 124161 and the results of 
his test are shown on the chart on page ___.The results were very encouraging. There was on-
ly one mutation at Marker #28 DYS YCAIIa. Referring back to the MRCA analysis of the 
results of tests, we see Absolom with 36 out of 37 markers is in a very good position to have 
been closely related to the Maryland AUSTINS of interest. 
 

                                                 
221 Orange County, NC Estate Records, 1754-1944, Folder A. Raleigh: NC Archives, Call No. CR073 508.4.  
222 Leary, Helen F. and Maurice R. Stirewalt. 1990. North Carolina Research, page 70, Raleigh: North Carolina Genealogical 

Society.  
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ABSOLOM AUSTIN, SR.’S GENERATIONS TO MCRA 
 

   Probability of     Number of Matches 
    Relationship                Matches 
       37 out of 37 36 out of 37 35 out of 37 34 out of37  
    25%   2.1   6.7    12.1   18 
    50%   4.8   10.6   18.7   26 
    95%   20   22.7   43.9   54.8 
 

 0  
 

 With the death of Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. we have basically come to a termination point 
in this section of the narrative. However, doing so would leave the history of his son Moses 
and daughter Mary incomplete. The author has studied this family for years and amassed a 
paperentitled: “Genealogical Notes on MOSES AUSTIN of North Carolina and Tennessee” 
compiled by the author in January 1992. This is unpublished and copies may be obtained from 
the author. 

 
 0  

 
THE CHILDREN OF QA13 ABSOLOM AUSTIN  

 
Absolom AUSTIN, Sr.  
 ca. Maryland ca. 1727 
d. North Carolina 1792 

m. 1 Sarah Lambert, ca. 1745 
m. 2 Jane Teet, 24 Feb 1746 

m.3 Sarah Graham, 29 Mar 1758 
 | 
 | 

          _______________________________ |_________________________________  
          |                     |                      |                     | 
       Absolom               Moses                  Mary              Unidentified 
        AUSTIN                AUSTIN                 AUSTIN               female 
     ca. Maryland         ca. Maryland 
      ca. 1758            ca. ca. 1760            ca. ca. 1764    ca.Maryland 
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t.223.           her 
Witness:  James BROWN        Alice AC COLLIER 
   John EARLE          mark 

On the back of the said deed the following was written: “. . Received from Margaret 
CARTER the sum of four shillings sterling for the alienation fee on the within land 
due to the Right Honorable Lord Proprietary of the Province of Maryland. . . . .” 

 
 
 
 
 
 

23 Feb 1909  OUTLINE 
 
 

THE LEFT OVERS 
 
 

 Step 1 - Churchill’s quote  Winston Churchill once described a potential adversary as a 
riddle, wrapped in a mystery, inside an enigma 
 
 
 Step 2 If we re going to consider him as a possible part of this family  Have to know back-
ground 

                                                 
223 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Deeds, Liber RT-B, folio 506. 
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Family tradition  Charltons article   Why when where  
 
Could accept but family tradition not depepndble   cite Avery   
 
Charlton’s article leads to diagram   explain and discuss  Patapsco Hundred    Solomons birth 
1744  try to bring in Henry and Benjam et al 
 
Were AUSTINs in that area cite  Tracts Egypt  AUSTIN’s Choice   Ostin  Oyston  cite refer-
ences 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Genealogy is never clean cut. There are always bits and pieces left over that do not fit the mold. 
The merger of the Eastern Shore and North Carolina AUSTINS was no exception. Establishing 
indisputable relationships beTAeen these AUSTINS was not a complete they success and tech-
nically could be ignored. However, some of these bits and pieces flourished so closely with the 
known AUSTINS we would be remiss if we did not include them in the narrative to make the 
picture as complete as possible. The first left over is Solomon AUSTIN. 
 
 

SOLOMON AUSTIN 
 
 

 Historically, we know Solomon was born in Maryland ca. 1744. His father, QA32 William, 
was the son of QA3 John AUSTIN. QA3 John died intestate ca. 1734 and by primogeniture 
John’s land was inherited by QA31 Samuel AUSTIN, older brother of QA32 William. Samuel 
would have been Solomon’s uncle.  
 
 
 A detailed history of Solomon AUSTIN’S family, written late in the 19th century,224 reports 
there was a legal controversy concerning the disposition of this land. Although convoluted, this 
evidence leads us to accept that Solomon was the firstborn of QA32 William and Elizabeth 
Green AUSTIN. 
Genealogy is never clean cut and neither is it finished. There are always bits and pieces that do 
not fit the mold. Some of these bits and pieces flourished so closely with the AUSTINS of the 
Eastern Shore and North Carolina we would be remiss if we did not include them in the narra-
tion. Such is the case of Solomon AUSTIN. 
 Winston Churchill once described a potential adversary as a riddle, wrapped in a mystery, 
inside an enigma and that applies to Solomon AUSTIN perfectly. Who was he? Where was 
he born? Who were his parents? Why is he important to this research? 

                                                 
224 Charlton, John M. P. 1900, Some of the Norfolk Pioneers, Jonathan  Austin, Esq .and His Father and Grandfather, 
Publishd in the Simcoe Reformer, 9 Aug 1900. 
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 Normally, finding conclusive answers to these questions is within the realm of possibility 
but that’s not the case with Solomon. The history of his early life has been convoluted to the 
point where it fits Churchill’s quote almost exactly. 
 

 0  
 
 The first task was to confirm whether Solomon was related to the AUSTINS of the Eastern 
Shore and we began by reviewing the literature. Surprisingly there are a number of references to 
this question and several are listed below.225  
 Our opinion on family traditions is well known. We always consider them questionable. 
However, despite our misgivings, one of the most cogent documentations of the Solomon 
AUSTIN history was compiled in 1900 by the Honorable John Charlton, Member of Parlia-
ment, who authored an article for the Simcoe Reformer. This article was sponsored or con-
tracted by Jonathan AUSTIN, a son of Solomon, and is based largely on oral history and tra-
ditions handed down from generation to generation. Because it is the most articulate docu-
mentation available, we drew heavily on the contents for analysis. The logical place to start 
was in Maryland and the following extract from the Charlton’s article begins an early history 
of the Solomon AUSTIN family in that state.  
 

“. .[The] great-grandfather [of Jonathan AUSTIN] came from the border of England 
and Wales, and it is not certain which of these kingdoms he was a resident of. He em-
igrated to America at an early date, the exact year cannot be given. He was accompa-
nied by a brother. They landed at Baltimore, Maryland, then a mere landing place 
without commercial importance, and with a population of a few families only. The 
great-grandfather took up about 200 acres of land in TAo separate parcels, which were 
within what are now the corporate limits of the city of Baltimore. The great-
grandfather died without a will, and by the law of primogeniture, which was then in 
force, not only in Great Britain, but in all the colonies, Solomon, the eldest son, and 
the grandfather of the subject of this sketch. inherited the estate. Solomon had married 
a North Carolina woman, and he rented the property to the uncle, who was the com-
panion of his father when they had emigrated to America; and moved to North Caroli-
na where his wife’s people lived. Solomon AUSTIN, the grandfather of the subject of 
this sketch was born in Baltimore. Maryland about the year 1744 . . .”  
  “After Solomon AUSTIN, Sr. rented his Baltimore property to his uncle, he moved 
to North Carolina. After a lapse of a year or TAo, the uncle failed to remit the rent and 

                                                 
225 Avery, David A., Some Ancestors and Descendants of Solomon Austin, 1600-2000 2007 Privately published (copyright,  
Page, H. R.. 1877. Historical Atlas of Haldimand and Norfolk Counties with Biographies of Prominent Citizens, Published in 

Toronto. 
Owen, E. A. 1898. Pioneer Sketches of Long Point Settlement or Norfolk’s Foundation Builders and Their Family Genealo-

gies. Toronto:  
Charlton, John, M. P. 1900. “Some of the Norfolk Pioneers, Jonathan AUSTIN, Esq. and His Father and Grandfather,” pub-

lished in The Simcoe Reformer, Thursday, 9 August 1900. Note that the article was not about Solomon Austin per se. 
The subject of the Carlton article was primarily about Solomon’s ancestors who resided in Ontario, Canada.  

Briggs, William, editor. 1900. “The United Loyalist Settlement at Long Point, Lake Erie,” by L. H. Tasker, Collegiate Insti-
tute, Niagara Falls. Ontario Historical Society, Vol. II, pp. 78-79.  

Yeager, William, editor. 1978. Sources in Aaustin Genealogy. Simcoe, Ontario: Norfolk County Historical Society. In LDS 
Library, US/Canada Section, Salt Lake City, Utah, Call No. 929.271.AU 76s. 

Yeager, William, 1979,History of the Ausin Family .Simcoe, Ontario, Norfolk County Historical Society. 
Wiley, Marian J., 1988. Some Descendants of Solomon Austin and Joanna Thomas of Norfolk County, Ontario. The Austin 

Print,, pages 278-279. 
  



AUSTINS OF THE EASTERN SHORE 
 

 105

Solomon AUSTIN, Sr. went to Baltimore to see about it. The uncle claimed that he 
had as good a right to the property as his nephew had. Solomon, Sr. put the matter into 
the hands of a lawyer to collect the rent and eject his uncle from the property. About 
this time Solomon Sr. had a severe attack of typhoid fever which delayed institutional 
proceedings. After his recovery, he returned to North Carolina, leaving a lawyer to 
proceed with collecting the rent and ejecting the tenant. . . . In a short time the Revolu-
tionary War broke out. Solomon AUSTIN, Sr. was a Loyalist, ,and identified himself 
with the Loyalists’ cause and in consequence of the disturbance and of the interruption 
of communications beTAeen the different sections of the country. He naturally lost 
sight of the ejectment proceedings at Baltimore. . .” 

 
 Even though this is based on “Family Tradition” let’s use it as a guide. Second,  
 
 
 This brings us to the initial decision point. If the family traditions published by Charlton 
were true this tends to negate any opinion that he should be in the lineage of William and 
Elizabeth AUSTIN. This being the case, we had the choice of eliminating Solomon as a can-
didate or proceeding with the investigation. We chose the latter because there were mitigating 
circumstances that made further research seem worth while.  

 
 
 
Does he belong in the Eastern Shore family alignments? If so, where? Who were his parents 
and where was he born? 
 
 
 
 
 
of Some of these bits and pieces flourished so closely with the AUSTINS of Maryland, who later 
became the AUSTINS of North Carolina,  
  
 
The merger of the Maryland Eastern Shore and North Carolina AUSTINS was no exception. 
Establishing relationships beTAeen these AUSTINS was the primary objective. not a complete 
they success and technically could be ignored. However, the known AUSTINS The first left 
over is Solomon AUSTIN. 
 
 
 
 
These are logical questions that must be answered if he is to have a role in the saga of the 
AUSTIN families. 
 
The history of his early life has been diluted and polluted  convoluted to the point where it fits 
Churchill’s quote almost exactly. 
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 Making any kind of rational decision concerning Solomon AUSTIN is chancy and dis-
cussing him and his family as possible parts of the Eastern Shore AUSTIN hierarchy is one of 
the questionable decisions made in this narration.  
 This is said despite the fairly large number of family trees and genealogies that claim he 
should be placed as a child of QA12 William and Elizabeth Green AUSTIN. Official records 
show that Solomon AUSTIN had such a close relationship with the Orange County, North 
Carolina AUSTINS that a blood relation seems almost a certainty. Finally there are the DNA 
test results that provide another picture. Despite the strong negative evidence that argues 
against an alignment with the AUSTINS, we believe all ancillary evidence combines to make a 
close look at Solomon imperative 
 
e are not grasping for straws, however. There are a number of genealogies in the 
Ancesrty.com Family Tree Program that support the alignment we have proposed. So if we 
are wrong then others share the same misinformation. 
  
 
. Supposedly, Solomon AUSTIN was born in Maryland, on 15 February 1744.. A major reason 
his position in this family is questionable is because a complete and articulate version of life sto-
ry has been compiled and widely distributed by his descendants. This family history does not 
substantiate an alignment with QA32 William AUSTIN.  
 It goes without saying that this family history has been handed down from generation to 
generation and undoubtedly has been subject to biased inputs all along the way. Therefore, Sol-
omon is included in this family alignment for several reasons. First, is the close – almost family – 
association he has had with the other members of the AUSTIN clan in North Carolina. Second, 
is because his DNA puts him in a comparative position with some of the other AUSTIN families 
we have discussed in this narrative.  

 
   
 It is not a clear track, however. For example, an articulate and widely distributed Solomon 
AUSTIN Family History has evolved from family traditions that do not mesh with our thinking. 
Combine this evidence with a line of zealous ancestors who believe the family traditions are 
100% true and we have a formidable hurdle to overcome.  
 

 0  
 
 We began our quest with a review of the official records of Maryland where we find a 
Solomon AUSTIN on the Eastern Shore.226  

 
. . . . . David SCOTT , of Kent County. Died, leaving a will dated March 1774, and 
proved 10 March 1774. On 13 April 1774, his estate was appraised by Peter 
MASSEY and Christopher HALL, and valued at £327.12.5. John VOORHEES and 
Solomon AUSTIN signed as creditors. . . . . . . 

  
                                                 
226 Colonial Families of the Eastern Shore, Vol. 1, page 314. See also Maryland Inventories , Liber 116, folio 284.  
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 This is the only official Maryland Eastern Shore record found that involves a Solomon 
AUSTIN. The date of the above action eliminates him from consideration because our Solo-
mon AUSTIN was recorded in Orange County, North Carolina during that time period. 
 

 0  
 
 Our opinion of family traditions has been made clear but unlike most genealogies, the life 
and times of Solomon AUSTIN has been well documented. Some of the references are cited 
in the footnote below.227 
 Despite our misgivings about family histories, one of the most cogent documentations of 
the Solomon AUSTIN history was compiled in 1900 by the Honorable John Charlton, Mem-
ber of Parliament, who authored an article for the Simcoe Reformer. This article was based 
largely on oral history and traditions handed down from generation to generation. Because it 
is the most articulate documentation available, we drew heavily on the contents for analysis. 
The logical place to start was in Maryland and the following extract from the Charlton’s arti-
cle begins an early history of the Solomon AUSTIN family in that state 228 
 

.” . .[The] great-grandfather [of Jonathan AUSTIN] came from the border of England 
and Wales, and it is not certain which of these kingdoms he was a resident of. He em-
igrated to America at an early date, the exact year cannot be given. He was accompa-
nied by a brother. They landed at Baltimore, Maryland, then a mere landing place 
without commercial importance, and with a population of a few families only. The 
great-grandfather took up about 200 acres of land in TAo separate parcels, which were 
within what are now the corporate limits of the city of Baltimore. The great-
grandfather died without a will, and by the law of primogeniture, which was then in 
force, not only in Great Britain, but in all the colonies, Solomon, the eldest son, and 
the grandfather of the subject of this sketch. inherited the estate. Solomon had married 
a North Carolina woman, and he rented the property to the uncle, who was the com-
panion of his father when they had emigrated to America; and moved to North Caroli-
na where his wife’s people lived. Solomon AUSTIN, the grandfather of the subject of 
this sketch was born in Baltimore. Maryland about the year 1744 . . .”  
 

 This brings us to the initial decision point. If the family traditions published by Charlton 
were true this tends to negate any opinion that he should be in the lineage of William and 
Elizabeth AUSTIN. This being the case, we had the choice of eliminating Solomon as a can-

                                                 
227 Page, H. R.. 1877. Historical Atlas of Haldimand and Norfolk Counties with Biographies of Prominent Citizens, Pub-

lished in Toronto. 
Owen, E. A. 1898. Pioneer Sketches of Long Point Settlement or Norfolk’s Foundation Builders and Their Family Genealo-

gies. Toronto: William Briggs. 
Charlton, John, M. P. 1900. “Some of the Norfolk Pioneers, Jonathan AUSTIN, Esq. and His Father and Grandfather,” pub-

lished in The Simcoe Reformer, Thursday,, 9 August 1900.  
Briggs, William, editor. 1900. “The United Loyalist Settlement at Long Point, Lake Erie,” by L. H. Tasker, Collegiate Insti-

tute, Niagara Falls. Ontario Historical Society, Vol. II, pp. 78-79.  
Yeager, William, editor. 1978. Sources in AUSTIN Genealogy. Simcoe, Ontario: Norfolk County Historical Society. In LDS 

Library, US/Canada Section, Salt Lake City, Utah, Call No. 929.271.AU 76s.  
Yeager, William, 1979,History of the AUSTIN Family .Simcoe, Ontario, Norfolk County Historical Society. 
Wiley, Marian J., 1988. Some Descendants of Solomon AUSTIN and Joanna Thomas of Norfolk County, Ontario. The 

AUSTINs of America, August 1988, Concord, MA, The AUSTIN Print, pages 278-279. 
228 Charlton, John, M. P. 1900. “Some of the Norfolk Pioneers, Jonathan AUSTIN, Esq. and His Father and Grandfather,” published in The 

Simcoe Reformer, Thursday, 9 August 1900. Note that the article was not about Solomon AUSTIN per se. The subject of 
the Carlton article was primarily about Solomon’s ancestors who resided in Ontario, Canada. 
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didate or proceeding with the investigation. We chose the latter because there were mitigating 
circumstances that made further research seem worth while.  

 
 0  

 
 The Charlton family tradition article contained the following making Solomon’s so-called 
association with the AUSTINS in Baltimore more worrisome..: 
 

 “After Solomon AUSTIN, Sr. rented his Baltimore property to his uncle, he moved 
to North Carolina. After a lapse of a year or TAo, the uncle failed to remit the rent and 
Solomon AUSTIN, Sr. went to Baltimore to see about it. The uncle claimed that he 
had as good a right to the property as his nephew had. Solomon, Sr. put the matter into 
the hands of a lawyer to collect the rent and eject his uncle from the property. About 
this time Solomon Sr. had a severe attack of typhoid fever which delayed institutional 
proceedings. After his recovery, he returned to North Carolina, leaving a lawyer to 
proceed with collecting the rent and ejecting the tenant. . . . In a short time the Revolu-
tionary War broke out. Solomon AUSTIN, Sr. was a Loyalist, ,and identified himself 
with the Loyalists’ cause and in consequence of the disturbance and of the interruption 
of communications beTAeen the different sections of the country. He naturally lost 
sight of the ejectment proceedings at Baltimore. . .” 

 
 Ejectment is a legal process and theoretically court records should provide primary evi-
dence that confirms this part of the Solomon AUSTIN family tradition. Fortunately, Mary-
land court records are almost complete from about 1636 to 1815 and ejectment cases were 
adjudicated by the Courts. The extract from the above family tradition does not give a specific 
date when Solomon AUSTIN made an attempt to eject his uncle but the inference is that it 
took place just prior to the beginning of the War. A search of the court records for that period 
does not show any ejection action by any AUSTIN in Baltimore County.229  
 This makes the history questionable but, in all fairness, there were mitigating circum-
stances A court record would be recorded only if a case was actually presented in court. Alt-
hough attorneys may have been consulted in the TAo attempts by Solomon AUSTIN and his 
family to reacquire rights to the Baltimore County land apparently the cases never got to 
court. Thus there is no way to officially substantiate the claims made in the segment of the 
Charlton family tradition quoted above. 
 

 0  
 

 As noted above, Solomon AUSTIN was born in Maryland in about 1744. Some Family 
Tree pedigrees identify a birth date of 15 February 1743/44 in Orange County, North Caroli-
na. We have found no additional documentation of this birth date. Despite this lack of source 
this is one of the few times we accepted the Family Tree date as 15 February 1744 per se.  
 The exact time Solomon AUSTIN arrived in North Carolina is not known but apparently 
it was about 1765. He would have been about 21 years old and it is almost certain he settled in 
Orange County and joined all the other “invisible” AUSTINS who do not appear in the public 

                                                 
229 Maryland Provisional Court Judgments, vols. 63a-64. Reel 0012968, Salt Lake City FHC. 
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records of that time period. It was also the time when America’s relations with the Crown 
were becoming strained and dividing the colonies.230  
 Before 1776, the Loyalists were divided into TAo groups. There was a minority of ex-
tremists who advocated unquestionable loyalty and obedience to British principles and ac-
tions. The majority of the Loyalists, however, were moderates who disapproved of Britain’s 
unwise colonial policies and advocated opposition and changes to these policies by legislative 
and legal means. This caldron of mixed emotions was where Solomon AUSTIN took up resi-
dence after he left Maryland.  
 Solomon was apparently a concerned moderate who was disturbed by the unfair and 
heavy-handed British government but when hostilities broke out he could not support the re-
bellion against the Crown and he joined a local Loyalist militia regiment. His contribution to 
the Loyalist effort began soon after hostilities began. 
 In January of 1776, British General Henry CLINTON arrived off Cape Fear, North 
Carolina with a British expeditionary force. His plan was to land at Wilmington, North Caro-
lina and push inward to join with a strong Loyalist force and establish an imposing British 
presence in the Carolinas.  
 Some of the frontier Loyalists mobilized and moved towards the coast to join Clinton’s 
forces. Solomon AUSTIN was apparently a member of one of these units. The Patriots rallied 
and met the Loyalist militia at the famous Battle of Moore’s Creek Bridge on 27 February 
1776. The Loyalists were defeated and Solomon was taken prisoner. While marching to a 
place of execution, a Patriot he had known in Orange County let him escape.231 
  

 0  
 
 After his release, Solomon returned to Orange County and made a shaky peace with the 
local Patriots and began the life of a farmer. An extract from the Charlton history of the Sol-
omon AUSTIN family contained the following statement:232 
 

“Solomon had married a North Carolina woman, and he rented the property to the un-
cle, who was the companion of his father when they had emigrated to America; and 
moved to North Carolina where his wife’s people lived.” 

 
 Interpreted literally, the above quote implies that Solomon AUSTIN had met and married 
Joanna Joannah THOMAS in North Carolina. She was the daughter of Owen THOMAS and 
was born about 1752 in Orange County. No record of a marriage has been found in North 
Carolina or Maryland. But the birth of their first child in 1780 indicates a date of marriage 
about 1778. Shortly thereafter, the public records began to show Solomon’s close relationship 
with the other AUSTINS of Orange County began. In particular, he seems to have bonded 
with Philip AUSTIN who would have been his younger brother if our family alignment was 
right.  

                                                 
230 The following references were used in preparing this part of the analysis. Lumpkin, Henry. 1981. From Savannah to York-

town: The American Revolution in the South. Columbia: University of South Carolina Press. Pancake, John S. 1986. 
This Destructive War: The British Campaign in the Carolinas. Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press. 

231 Upper Canada Land Records, 1792-1808, Microfilm Roll C-1609, Bundle A 1/14 (Cabinet 1, Reel 1, Toronto Archives. 
232 Charlton, John, M. P. 1900. “Some of the Norfolk Pioneers, Jonathan AUSTIN, Esq. and His Father and Grandfather,” 

published in The Simcoe Reformer, Thursday,, 9 August 1900.  
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 Solomon AUSTIN first appeared in the records of Orange County, North Carolina in 
February 1778 when tamer ADDER, an orphan, sixteen year of age, came into court and 
bound himself to Solomon AUSTIN until he was of age.233 A search of the records does not 
any relationship beTAeen tamer ADDER and Solomon AUSTIN.  
 Solomon AUSTIN next appears in the records when, on 14 March 1778, he and Philip 
AUSTIN witnessed a deed conveying 42 acres on both sides of Three Mile Branch from Peter 
WRIGHTMAN to Sherman BAXTER. Philip AUSTIN proved the sale in open court at the 
May Term, 1779.234 
 Owen THOMAS, Joanna’s father, died in 1769. His widow died in 1778 leaving minor 
children. In August 1778, Elizabeth THOMAS, orphan daughter of Owen THOMAS, de-
ceased, came into court and chose Solomon AUSTIN her guardian.235  
 On 14 October 1779, Solomon AUSTIN entered an application for a state land grant. The 
entry read,  
 

.” . . containing TAo hundred and seventy acres . . . on the waters of little Cain Creek of 
the Haw River adjoining the lands of James Frederick WILLIAMS and the Widow 
PARKER including his improvements. . .”  

 
 This last phrase indicates that Solomon was already living on the tract he was trying to 
legally obtain. The tract was surveyed on 13 October 1779. The chain carriers, who were usually 
relatives or neighbors of the assignee, were Frederick WILLIAMS and Philip AUSTIN.236  
 With this background we can now try to locate Solomon's tract precisely and illustrate the 
interplay beTAeen all the AUSTINS who were close to each other. To help accomplish this, the 
metes and bounds of the land surveys were converted to the scale of the 7.5-minute USGS 
topographic map for the appropriate area. Using these converted data, the next step was to try to 
plot the survey at its proper place on the USGS map using the description of the land in the 
surveyor's notes. This map is shown on the following page. In addition, the metes and bounds of 
all the lands adjoining the survey, all the proper names mentioned and all the described natural 
terrain features and water drainage patterns were considered in defining the exact location of the 
grant. What is more important is the map also shows other people who had land near Solomon 
AUSTIN, particularly his brother, Philip AUSTIN. Their father, QA32 William AUSTIN, 
had land a short distance to the east.  
 TAo things are certain — death and taxes — and the tax collectors for Orange County 
aggressively plied their trade. Their diligence is useful because tax lists identify the names and 
locations of the landowners as well as providing some interpretation of their life styles.  
 Solomon AUSTIN first appears on the 1780 tax list indicating he had not owned taxable 
property until he entered his land grant in 1779. The tax list includes the assessment of his 
property. Solomon AUSTIN and Philip AUSTIN were neighbors and both were on the tax lists. 
 
  1780 Orange [Caswell] tax District,237 
   Philip AUSTIN    £744 

                                                 
233 Orange County, NC Court of Pleas and Quarter Sessions, February 1778 Term (NC Archives Call No. CR 073.301.4. 
234 Orange County, NC Deeds, Book 2, page 41. 
235 Orange County, NC Court of Pleas and Quarter Sessions, August 1778 Term, page 23, (NC Archives Call No. CR 
 073.301.4. 
236  North Carolina Land Grant, Orange County, Book 81, Page 410, Folder 2018 (Raleigh: NC Archives. 
237 Orange County, NC Taxable Property, 1780-1781, Vol. 1, (Raleigh: NC Archives, Call No. CR 073.701.1. 
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   Solomon AUSTIN   £814 
  1781 Caswell tax District,238. 
   Philip Austen   200 acres 
   Solomon AUSTIN His name was not on the 1781 tax list. Remember this was 
        period when he was a Loyal militiaman  

                                                 
238 Orange County, NC Taxable Property, 1780-1781, Vol. 1 (Raleigh: NC Archives, Call No. CR 073.701.1. 
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  1782 Caswell tax District,239 
   Philip AUSTIN 
   Solomon AUSTIN His name was marked removing him from the tax list  
  1783 Caswell tax District,  
   Philip AUSTIN    
    Solomon’s name was not on the 1783 tax list . 
   1784 Caswell tax District,240 
   Philip Auston   
   Solomon Auston  
 
 By 1784, Solomon was apparently back in Orange County. The tax lists for the Caswell tax 
District of Orange County are missing for the years 1785-1786 and there is no record of 
Solomon AUSTIN until 1787.  
 
  1787 Caswell tax District,241 
   Philip AUSTIN  200 acres 1 white poll 
   Solomon AUSTIN 270 acres 1 white poll 
  1788 Caswell tax District,242 
   Philip AUSTIN  200 acres 1 poll 
   Sallomon AUSTIN 270 acres 2 polls Extra poll possibly John AUSTIN  
   

 0  
 
 The above tax extracts raise interesting questions and also provide interesting answers. We 
have noted that Solomon was a Loyalist. After his initial hazardous experience at the Battle of 
Moore’s Creek Bridge in 1776 he returned to Orange County married, acquired land and for 
about five years appeared to have submerged his Loyalist feeling. However, by about 1780 he 
was again active as a Loyalist Irregular or militiaman. Charlton gives a good account of his 
activities.  
 

.” . .General Simcoe was commander of the British Regulars [Queen’s Rang-
ers] and of the Loyalist Irregulars, or Militia of the North Carolina district. In 
one of the engagements [Battle of the Horseshoe in South Carolina], in which 
Solomon AUSTIN participated as a member of the Loyalist Corps of troop, the 
color bearer was shot and the colors fell to the ground. Solomon bravely took 
them from the hand of the dead standard bearer, and bore them through the 
remainder of the engagement. An account of his gallant action was given to 
General Simcoe, who sent for him [Solomon] and warmly complimented him 
upon his bravery, telling him he would be glad to remember him, if an oppor-
tunity ever came to do him a service. . .”  

 

                                                 
239 Orange County, NC Taxable Property, 1782-1783, Vol. 2, (Raleigh: NC Archives, Call No. CR 073.701.2. 
240 Orange County, NC Taxable Property, 1784-1787, Vol. 3, (Raleigh: NC Archives, Call No. CR 073.701.2. 
241 Orange County, NC Taxable Property, 1784-1787, Vol. 3, (Raleigh: NC Archives, Call No. CR 073.701.2. 
242 Orange County, NC Taxable Property, 1788-1793, Vol. 4, (Raleigh: NC Archives, Call No. CR 073.701.4. 
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 The war went badly for the British1 and by about 1790 Solomon AUSTIN had returned to 
Orange County, North Carolina and resumed farming. 
 
  1791 St. Mark’s [Caswell] tax District, Error in listing tax district 
   Philip AUSTIN  200 acres 1 poll 
   Solomon AUSTIN 265 acres 1 polls 
  1792 Caswell tax District,  
   Philip AUSTIN  200 acres 1 poll 
   Solomon AUSTIN 265 acres 1 polls 
   John AUSTIN  250 acres 1 poll Note: See chapter on John AUSTIN . 
 
 After the British threat ended at Yorktown former Loyalists were harassed. Confiscation and 
forced sale of their property was common. The records do not indicate this happened to Solomon 
but other Loyalists were subject to various forms of harassment and it was likely Solomon did to. 
For example, in 1771, Solomon AUSTIN submitted a voucher, dated 10 January 1785, for 
payment of goods and services supplied to the Continental Army.243 His voucher was rejected.244 
Solomon resented this treatment and decided to migrate to Canada where Loyalists were given 
land and welcomed. In 1794. he and Joanna sold their land in Orange County to Thomas 
LINDLEY.245  
 On 27 June 1795, Solomon AUSTIN petitioned for land in Canada. The following is the  
justification statement.246 
 

The Petition of Solomon AUSTIN 
Recommended by the Lieut. Governor from allowance. . . .600 acres granted 
June 27, 1795 
  To his Excellency John Graves Simcoe, Esq., Lieut.-Governor and Colo-
nel, Commanding His Majesty’s forces in the Province of Upper Canada, in 
Council 
  The Petition of Solomon AUSTIN Humbly Sheweth 
  That your Petitioner was one of those who took up arms in defense of His 
Majesty’s Government in the Province of North Carolina during the Rebellion 
in America from which place he is just arrived with his Family consisting of 
wife and seven children in order to settle in this Province. Proof of his Service 
could have been brought had it been required. . .but none of the people now 
come in are witness of the truth of his statement that he was taken prisoner at 
Moore’s Creek Bridge and ill treated. 
  Your Petitioner in consequence of his known attachment to the British 
Constitution has ever since been obnoxious to the present government of Caro-
lina, Therefore, humbly prays that Your Excellency would be pleased to grant 

                                                 
243 During the War the U. S quartermasters requisitioned good s and service s from all residents regardless of their political 

beliefs. The donators were given vouchers that supposedly could be redeemed for payment after the hostilities ceased. 
A number of AUSTINS in Orange County received vouchers that were later redeemed for land or to pay taxes. 

244 Index of Revolutionary Army Accounts, Vol. VII, page 90, folio 2, Voucher No. 899 and Account of the United States 
with North Carolina, War of the Revolution, Book C, page 143, No. 5102, Voucher 4. 

245 Orange County, North Carolina Dees, Book 5, page 98, 8 Mar 1794. 
246  Upper Canada Land Records, 1792-1808, Microfilm Roll C-1609, Bundle A 1/14 (Cabinet 1, Reel 1, Toronto Archives 
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him such Land for himself and family in this Province as Your Excellency shall 
seem meet and Your Petitioner as in Duty bound shall ever pray. 
Newark 16 July 1995 
  s/Solomon AUSTIN 
 

 On the face of the petition was written the following statement: “This man was in action 
with the Governor [Simcoe] and obtained his verbal permission to go to Patterson’s Creek.”  
As an indication of the Governor’s feelings towards Solomon, Briggs page 78 stated that 
when Solomon arrived in Upper Canada, “ . .he met with a very flattering reception, the Gov-
ernor offering him a home in his own house until he [Solomon] should make a selection of 
land . . .” 
 Solomon AUSTIN and his family flourished in Norfolk County, Ontario and their 
genealogy history is voluminous. Solomon died in Norfolk County, Ontario on 15 February 
1826. Widow Johannah died at the same place in 1834. Many of their descendants still live in 
Ontario and have been very helpful in providing information used in this narrative.  
 

 0  
 
DNA ANALYSIS 
 
 One should never be satisfied until all resources have been exhausted and fortunately 
Solomon AUSTIN has a living male descendants who agreed to participate as a test subject in 
the AUSTIN DNA project. The results of this test are included in the AUSTIN Genealogical 
Society’s DNA Project Profile shown on pages 15 and 17 of this narrative.247. Solomon’s 
descendant’s Kit Number is 109394 and the results are the 9th and last test in the current 
AUSTIN block. 
 DNA or Y-chromosome testing can be difficult to interpret. Interesting readers are 
referred to Chapters 2 and 3 for more detailed nomenclature and description of the basic DNA 
test processes. Here we will do a walk through the test results for Solomon’s line and discuss 
if and how the meshes with the objectives of this narrative.  
 The analysis of the Solomon AUSTIN haplotype Kit 109394, pages 15 & 17 reveals 
without doubt that he was related to the other AUSTINS in the block and they share a com-
mon ancestor sometime in the past. Again It is imperative to understand the test results do not 
identify individuls or ancesters. That must be done with ordinary pick and shovel genealogy. 
 You will also note that Solomon’s haplotype has three mutations. The first puzzling fac-
tor is that his haplotype shows a mutation in Marker #1 DYS 393. You will note that his test 
results are the only one in this whole AUSTIN block that has a mutation in this DYS. The 
significance of this has not been determined.  
 You will also note that in Solomon’s test results identify TAo more mutations in the 
higher markers # 34 DYS CDYa & # 35 DYS CDYb. This is meaningful because the most 
volatile DYSs occur in the in the higher markers and apparently are more sensitive to changes 
in the DYSs.  

                                                 
247 Newsletter of the Austin Families Genealogical Society, (AFGS.com, Research Section, Projects, DNA Project, view 

latest results. 
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 The results of Solomon’s test 34 out of 37 matches are significant and based on MRCA 
calculations using the mutation rate of .002, i.e. 2 mutations per 1000 test samples we see the 
following probabilities.248  
 

SOLOMON AUSTIN’S GENERATIONS TO TMCRA 
 

   Probability of     Number of Matches 
    Relationship                Matches 
       37 out of 37 36 out of 37 35 out of 37 34 out of37  
    25%   2.1   6.7    12.1   18 
    50%   4.8   10.6   18.7   26 
    95%   20   22.7   43.9   54.8 
 
 What does this mean? In order to be 95% sure Solomon and the other AUSTINS who 
established the modal halotype for this AUSTIN group, had a common ancestor some place 
within past generations. The table indicates we would have to research back about 55 genera-
tions to find a common ancestor. The length of a generation today is about 25 years. In earlier 
times when humans mated younger and life expectancies were shorter the accepted length of a 
generation was closer to 20 years. This would have been about 1000 years earlier than the 
time of the AUSTINS we are considering here, perhaps before the time surnames were widely 
used. For the average individual trying to trace ancestors back that far can be a hopeless task.  
 

SUMMARY and CONCLUSIONS 
 The basic objective of this entire study has been to identify the Maryland Eastern Shore 
AUSTINS who migrated to North Carolina. A second, and equally important objective has been 
to identify the individual family member’s and their bloodlines and attempt to place them in the 
correct family alignments. The bloodline of Solomon AUSTIN was one of the candidates for 
this analysis. 
 The puzzle of Solomon AUSTIN is not new. For years, his close association with the 
AUSTINS of Orange County, North Carolina, has enticed us to consider him a member of the 
AUSTIN hierarchy. It seemed almost a certainty he was a blood relation but no one has been 
able to put it together in meaningful form. This analysis cannot be excluded from those fail-
ures. 
 In the late 1990s, the author of this narrative accepted this as a challenge and began a de-
tailed study of the Solomon AUSTIN family with the expectation an answer could soon be 
found..249 A number of descendants lived in Ontario and we visited them in Canada a number 
of times and this is when the first doubts began to rise. These Canadian AUSTINS believe 
whole heartedly that Solomon was born in Baltimore in 1744. Through the years the family as 
accumulated a very thorough and articulate family history. Some extracts were included in the 
above text. 
 We found the printed Solomon family history interesting but we have an entrenched sus-
picion of family histories. We returned to the States and began a detailed search of the official 
                                                 
248 Estimating the Time to the Most Recent Common Ancestor for the Y chromosome or Mitochondrial DNA for a Pair of 

Individuals, by Bruce Walsh, Department of Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, University of Arizona, published June 
2001 by the Genetics Society of America. 

249 Steiner, Harold AUSTIN, The Solomon AUSTIN Story. The Early Years Revisited, The Haldor Co., 1997, on file online 
in its entirety in The AUSTIN Families Genealogical Society, Research Center.  
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documents of Baltimore City and County searching for Solomon’s ancestors. We were not 
successful as fa5r as AUSTINS were concerned but we did find documentation on families of 
OYSTONS that could have been a variation of AUSTIN. 
 A definitive answer eluded us and in 1997 we published our finding wherein we refuted 
the family history so dear to the Canadians hearts. Our conclusion was that, despite the integ-
rity of the authors who assimilated and published the tantalizing stories, they was still largely 
based on oral history handed down from generation to generation. This created so many ques-
tions we could not accept the family history the basis for defining and confirming Solomon’s 
early years. 
 We returned to our original concept that Solomon was in some way related to the 
AUSTINS of North Carolina. The advent of DNA and the results of a test of one of Solo-
mon’s descendants show this was true and in some distant time period there was a MRCA. 
Buoyed to some extent by the DNA results we tentatively placed him as the first son of QA32 
William and Elizabeth Green AUSTIN. 
 We can no longer question that Solomon’s father and uncle may have come from a point 
near the border of England and Wales. This raises the question, did AUSTINS of the Ann Ar-
undel and Queen Anne’s Counties complex also come from the same area? Was there a direct 
relationship beTAeen the Queen Anne’s AUSTINS and Solomon’s father and uncle. We may 
never know, but what we do know is that the supposition that Solomon was a son of QA32 
William and Elizabeth remains questionable. 
 

 0  
 

THE CHILDREN OF QA321 SOLOMON  
& JOHANNAH AUSTIN  

| 
| 

        1______________2______________3_______________4______________5____   cont’d 
…………|               |               |                |               | 
      Mary       Solomon, Jr.       Amy          Jonathan        Ester 
     AUSTIN …………AUSTIN         AUSTIN          AUSTIN        AUSTIN 
      ca. NC ca.        ca. NC          ca. NC           ca. NC          ca. NC 
    ca. 1780       ca. 1782       ca. 1784         ca. 1786       ca 1788 
 
 
       6_____________7_____________8______________9  
       |              |              |               | 
     Philip        Elizabeth        Anna           Moses 
     AUSTIN         AUSTIN         AUSTIN          AUSTIN 
     ca. NC          ca. NC          ca. Ont          ca. Ont 
     1790         ca. 1793          1797          1801 

 
 

JOHN AUSTIN 
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John AUSTIN, Sr. is placed in this left over category because the official records indicate he 
was a brother of Solomon. Accordingly the admonition we gave at the beginning of the Solomon 
AUSTIN chapter applies equally to this chapter on John AUSTIN, Sr. We discuss him with 
varying degrees of confidence because the reference material consists of bits and pieces of 
official information. Carefully, we also have used some material from about five Ancestry.com 
family trees. Most of these trees have the ubiquitous lack of documentation but there is one that 
is directly applicable and is adequately sourced or documented in the manner we prefer. We 
tentatively accept this family tree because, like a jigsaw puzzle, the data on this one family tree is 
almost a perfect fit of our independent research results on this family.250 
 

 0  
  
 The descendancy chart of page 92 outlines a subjective version of the family of QA12 
William AUSTIN and Elizabeth Green AUSTIN. We have discussed the question of whether 
Solomon AUSTIN belongs in this family line up as a first son and now we submit a questionable 
second son. Time wise we have estimated he was born in Maryland about 1746 and, as discussed 
below, we have acceptable reasons to believe that he was a brother of Solomon AUSTIN. 
 We identify him as John AUSTIN, Sr. He married but the name of his spouse is not 
known. There must have been otherchildren but the only one for which there is evidence was a 
son, John AUSTIN, Jr. who was born in North Carolina in 1767 and will be discussed in more 
detail later.251John, Sr. and his family migrated to North Carolina in the 1760s. It is not known 
where he. resided in North Carolina but it is logical to assume that – at least temporarily – he 
settled near his relatives in Orange County. 
 So far we have not presented an acceptable picture of what happened to John AUSTIN, Sr. 
so we begin with an extract from the so-called Lonesome Bible & Letter Appendix A supposed 
to have been written by a great grand daughter of QA32 William AUSTIN. Where necessary, 
the text in brackets has been added for spelling or clarity. 
 

“Sometimes afterward he [QA12] William AUSTIN] married & had some children TAo 
of which had taken the Oath of illegence [allegiance] and when the Revolution came 
they did not want to break their oath so They removed to Canada and have never been 
heard from since.” 

  
 Normally, family Bibles are accepted without question and we have no reason not to do so 
now. However, both the Bible and letter have been mutilated by ancestors trying to verify line-
ages and answer other genealogical questions. One of the major points made is that QA32 Wil-
liam and Elizabeth Green AUSTIN had TAo sons who took the Oath of Allegiance to the Crown 
and became Loyalists. We know Solomon AUSTIN was a Loyalist and in the previous chapter 
we detailed his Loyalist activities during the War. We know he migrated to Canada.  
 We have identified John AUSTIN, SR. as Solomon’s brother. He was also a Loyalist and 
served with the Loyalist Regular militia of the British Army. During one of the skirmishes 
near Wilmington, North Carolina he was killed. Supposedly his descendants also went to 
Canada.  

                                                 
250 Ancestry.com Family View of the John AUSTIN Family in the AUSTIN, Hartung, Mangus & Thompson Family Tree. 
251 1850 Federal Census, Ogle County, Illinois, Pine Rock Twp., page 144. John was recorded as 80 years old. 
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 The following extract of family tradition from the Charlton article.252 
 

 “At the close of the American Revolution, one of Solomon’s brothers emi-
grated to St. John, New Brunswick, one of them went to the state of New York, 
one, the most adventuresome of all, but himself [Solomon] went to Texas, and 
it supposed that the city of AUSTIN in that state, derives its name from him or 
some of his descendants. . .”  
 

 Remember this is basically based on oral history and family tradition and the above extract 
has the aroma of the “three-brothers syndrome.” There are, however, always elements of truth 
threaded throughout the family history and the challenge is to find them. 
 David AVERY, of Norfolk County, Ontario, is a descendant of Solomon and a historian of 
the Solomon AUSTIN family. David has researched this Charlton extract thoroughly and found 
no evidence of a brother of Solomon who went to New Brunswick.  
 

 0  
 
 There is, however, ancillary evidence that supports the fact that Solomon AUSTIN had a 
brother. The first piece of evidence is provided by the following petitions by a John AUSTIN, 
Jr. for land in Upper Canada after the Revolution.253 
 

 “To his Excellency John Graves Simcoe, Esq., Lieut.-Governor and Colonel, 
Commanding His Majesty’s forces in the Province of Upper Canada, in Coun-
cil 
 The Petition of John AUSTIN 
 Humbly Sheweth 
 That your Petitioner’s father joined Lord Cornwallis at Hillsborough in 
North Carolina and died in the Service of his Majesty at Wilmington with other 
his Friends and Relations, in order to settle, therefore humbly prays that your 
Excellency would be pleased to grant him land in the Township of Ancaster 
and your Petitioner as in Duly bound shall ever Pray. 
 
Newark, 17 July 1794      s/John AUSTIN 
 
Granted 200 acres 1 July 1795  Entered page 246 
Received in Council 3 July 1795” 

 
 The next item of interest concerning Solomon’s brother occurred three years later and 
this was also a petition by the same John AUSTIN, Jr.254  
 

 “To His Honour Peter Russell, Esq., President of the Government of Upper 
Canada, in Council 

                                                 
252 Charlton, John, M. P. 1900. “Some of the Norfolk Pioneers, Jonathan AUSTIN, Esq. and His Father and Grandfather,” 

published in The Simcoe Reformer, Thursday,, 9 August 1900. 
253 Upper Canada Land Records, 1792-1808, Microfilm Roll C-1609, Bundle A 1/12 (Cabinet 1, Reel 1, Toronto Archives. 
254  Upper Canada Land Records, 1792-1808, Microfilm Roll C-1609, Bundle A 3/55 (Cabinet 1, Reel 1, Toronto Archives. 
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 The Petition of John AUSTIN of York 
 Humbly Sheweth 
 That your Petitioner came into the Province three years ago from North Car-
olina with his uncle Solomon AUSTIN, Wm. Wacher and others. That your Pe-
titioner’s father was killed in defense of His Majesty’s government in an early 
period of the American War and his father died in his Majesty’s service. That 
your Petitioner has never received any land and being desirous to settle on 
what may be granted to him Prays your Honour would be pleased to grant 
such part of the vacant land . . . . and Your Petitioner as in Duty bound shall 
ever pray.     his 
      s/ John + AUSTIN 
York, 9 June 1797   mark 
        
 
This is to certify that John AUSTIN has taken the Oath and Subscribed the 
Declaration presented by Law and the ordinances of the Province to entitle 
him to become an inhabitant thereof, and a freeholder of lands therein. 
 Given under my hand at York in the District of the Province of Upper Cana-
da this seventh day of June 1797 
       s/ Wm. WitTAorth, J. P. 
 
[On the cover sheet there was the following]  John AUSTIN 
            12 June 1797 
            Read  12 June 1797 
            Recommend for 200 acres 
            19 June 1797 Confirmed” 

 
 These TAo petitions raise interesting genealogical questions. If we combine the TAo 
justification statements we get a picture that indicates Solomon AUSTIN had a Loyalist brother 
who joined the British forces at Hillsborough, North Carolina and was killed at Wilmington, 
North Carolina early in the War in about 1781. The family tree, cited above, concurs with this 
series of events. Moreover, the TAo petitions of John AUSTIN, Jr. confirms that John 
AUSTIN, Sr. was the brother killed at Wilmington and he was the surviving son who submitted 
the petitions for land in Canada.  
 We now have enough information to proposes with a high degree of confidence that 
Solomon and John AUSTIN, Sr. were the TAo Loyalist brothers noted in the Lonesome Bible.  
 

 0  
 
  John AUSTIN, Sr., had a son named John AUSTIN, Jr. who was born in North 
Carolina in 1767. Nothing is known of his formative years. He seemed to have moved around 
a lot both as a young and older adult. After his father was killed he apparently felt the animos-
ity against Loyalists and lived with his uncle, Solomon AUSTIN in Orange County. The 1788 
tax list for Solomon was: 
 1788 Caswell tax District, 255 
                                                 
255 Orange County, NC Taxable Property, 1788-1793, Vol. 4, (Raleigh: NC Archives, Call No. CR 073.701.4. 
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   Philip AUSTIN     200 acres 1 poll 
   Sallomon [Solomon] AUSTIN 270 acres 2 polls 
 This raises the question of who was the 2nd white poll in Solomon’s home? It was not one 
of Solomon’s sons because none were old enough to be classified as a poll. John AUSTIN, 
Jr. was born in 1767 and would have turned 21 years old in 1788. This was the age when a 
male in North Carolina became of age and was subject to the tax.256 We conclude that John 
AUSTIN, Jr. had been living with Solomon AUSTIN and he was the extra poll. As we shall see 
Philip AUSTIN was his uncle. 
 As noted above, John AUSTIN, Jr. seemed to move frequently. In 1790, he was in An-
son County, North Carolina. He was either living alone or was an employee who was enumer-
ated as a single adult male.257 
 In1794, as noted in the above petitions, John, Jr. accompanied his uncle Solomon to Can-
ada and was awarded land in Newark, Upper Canada in what is now Ontario. For reasons un-
known he apparently wanted to move so, in 1797 he petitioned for land and was awarded land 
in York, Upper Canada. 
 As noted, John AUSTIN, Jr. was very mobile and in 1798 he married Elizabeth JONES 
in Rochester, Monroe County, New York. Apparently, he returned to Canada and in 1837 he 
resided in Peel County, Toronto Township. Soon thereafter, in 1840 he migrated to Ogle 
County, Illinois where he died in 1857 at age 90. He had a large family.258 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
256 Leary, Helen F. M. & Maurice Stirewalt, North Carolina Research, Genealogy and Local History,1980, North Carolina 

Genealogical Society, Inc. Raleigh, NC, page 27. 
257 1790 Federal Census, Anson County, NC, Fayette District, page 192. 
258 Much of this information in the closing part of this chapter was extracted from the Ancestry.com Family View of the John 

AUSTIN Family in the AUSTIN, Hartung, Mangus & Thompson Family Tree. The author graciously thanks the owner 
of this tree. 
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THE CHILDREN OF QA32 William &  
ANN JONES AUSTIN 

 
  5___________6______________7_______________8_____________9_________cont’d
  |    |     |    |      |  
 Benjamin`   Elizabeth  Samuel      Nathan  Nancy 
 AUSTIN   AUSTIN  AUSTIN     AUSTIN  AUSTIN 
  ca. 1760   ca. ca.1762   ca. ca. 1763    ca. ca. 1767        ca. 1773 
 
 ___ 10______________11_________________12 
  |      |     |   
   Elijah `     Arramentha    Elisha     
     AUSTIN    AUSTIN     AUSTIN         
  ca. 1774            ca. ca.1775            ca. 1776  
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 The 1781-1784 tax years are critical in trying to develop a scenario of Solomon AUSTIN’s 
early. years. The tax records indicate he was absent from Orange County during 1781-1783 and 
the question becomes — where was he and what was he doing during that period? 
 
 
 
The 1781-1784 tax years are critical in trying to develop a scenario of Solomon AUSTIN’s 
early. years. The tax records indicate he was absent from Orange County during 1781-1783 and 
the question becomes — where was he and what was he doing during that period? 
 The AUSTIN genealogy, as presented by Yeager, Owen and Charlton, contains the fol-
lowing statement that might be useful in trying to find answers to the questions raised by both 
the family traditions and Solomon’s absence from Orange County. 
 
 
 Much more could be written about the life and times of Solomon AUSTIN but all the 
above shows almost without question that  
 
early in the His activities during the following decade are unrecorded but his Loyalist activi-
ties were fraught with ambiguities. He  Solomon AUSTIN  
 
Solomon AUSTIN was a Loyalist but, like his early years,  
 
These moderates took up arms only after the Declaration of Independence was signed and the 
aggressive policies and actions of the Continental Congress forced them to recognize that 
their first duty was to preserve the empire. 
An extract from the Charlton history of the Solomon AUSTIN family contained the following 
statement:259 
 

“Solomon had married a North Carolina woman, and he rented the property to the un-
cle, who was the companion of his father when they had emigrated to America; and 
moved to North Carolina where his wife’s people lived.” 

 
 Interpreted literally, the above quote implies that Solomon AUSTIN had met and married 
Joanna Joannah THOMAS in North Carolina. She was the daughter of Owen THOMAS and 
was born about 1752 in Orange County. No record of a marriage has been found in North 
Carolina or Maryland.  
 
 
 
 
 
This may be valid because there is  

                                                 
259 Charlton, John, M. P. 1900. “Some of the Norfolk Pioneers, Jonathan AUSTIN, Esq. and His Father and Grandfather,” 

published in The Simcoe Reformer, Thursday,, 9 August 1900.  
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 Since so many generations are involved biologically it is possible Solomon AUSTIN 
could have been born elsewhere  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Interpreted literally, the above quote implies that Solomon, Sr. met and married Joanna 
ta1 Thomas in Maryland and then moved to North Carolina. This may be valid because there 
is no record of a marriage in North Carolina. Neither has a record of the marriage been found 
in Maryland. 
 The exact time Solomon AUSTIN arrived in North Carolina is not known but apparently 
it was before 1776. Solomon was a Loyalist and he participated in the Battle of Moore’s 
Creek Bridge in North Carolina on 27 February 1776. This implies he would have to have 
been in North Carolina long enough to have become so emotionally involved in the Loyalist 
cause that he was motivated to join the Loyalist militia. 
 

 0  
 
 Solomon’s close relationship with the Orange County AUSTINS is obvious from the fol-
lowing brief extracts of official records wherein he was mentioned. 
 Solomon AUSTIN first appeared in the records of Orange County, NC in February 1778 
when tamer ADDER, an orphan, sixteen year of age, came into court and bound himself to 
Solomon AUSTIN until he was of age.260 A search of the records fails to reveal the relation, if 
there was any, beTAeen tamer ADDER and Solomon AUSTIN.  
 Solomon AUSTIN appears next in the records when, on 14 March 1778, he and Philip 
AUSTIN witnessed a deed conveying 42 acres on both sides of Three Mile Branch from Peter 
WRIGHTMAN to Sherman BAXTER. Philip AUSTIN proved the sale in open court at the 
May Term, 1779.261 This was the prelude to the close association beTAeen Philip and Solo-
mon. 
 On 14 October 1779, Solomon AUSTIN entered an application for a state land grant. The 
entry read, .” . . containing TAo hundred and seventy acres ... on the waters of little Cain Creek 
of the Haw River adjoining the lands of James Frederick QA32 Williams and the Widow Parker 

                                                 
260 Orange County, NC Court of Pleas and Quarter Sessions, February 1778 Term (NC Archives Call No. CR 073.301.4. 
261 Orange County, NC Deeds, Book 2, page 41. 
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including his improvements. . .” This last phrase indicates that Solomon was already living on the 
tract he was trying to legally obtain. The tract was surveyed on 13 October 1779. The chain 
carriers, who were usually relatives or neighbors of the assignee, were Frederick QA32 Williams 
and Philip AUSTIN.262 
 Solomon and Philip did not live next to each other but they almost always adjacent on the 
same tax lists for Orange County. All these tax lists are on file in the North Carolina Archives, 
Raleigh. 
 
  Orange tax District, 1780263 
   Philip AUSTIN    £744 
   Solomon AUSTIN   £814 
 
  Caswell tax District, 1781264. 
   Philip Austen   200 acres 
       2 horses 
       4 cows 
       No cash, negroes or good horses 
       Value £645    tax £8 
   Solomon AUSTIN His name was not on the 1781 tax list  
  Caswell tax District, 1782265 
   Philip AUSTIN 200 acres 
       2 horses 
       8 cattle 
       Value £55 
   Solomon AUSTIN Name was marked through to remove him from tax list  
  Caswell tax District, 1783 
   Philip AUSTIN  200 acres 
        2 horses 
        4 cows 
        Value £41 
   Solomon AUSTIN Name was not on the 1783 tax list . 
 
 By 1784, Solomon AUSTIN was apparently back in Orange County, NC. 
 
  Caswell tax District, 1784266 
   Philip AUSTON  200 acres 1 free pole 
   Solomon AUSTON 270 acres 1 free pole 
 
 The tax lists for the Caswell tax District of Orange County are missing for the years 1785-
1786 and there is no record of Solomon AUSTIN until 1787.  
 
  Caswell tax District, 1787267 

                                                 
262  North Carolina Land Grant, Orange County, Book 81, Page 410, Folder 2018 (Raleigh: NC Archives. 
263 Orange County, NC Taxable Property, 1780-1781, Vol. 1, (Raleigh: NC Archives, Call No. CR 073.701.1. 
264 Orange County, NC Taxable Property, 1780-1781, Vol. 1 (Raleigh: NC Archives, Call No. CR 073.701.1. 
265 Orange County, NC Taxable Property, 1782-1783, Vol. 2, (Raleigh: NC Archives, Call No. CR 073.701.2. 
266 Orange County, NC Taxable Property, 1784-1787, Vol. 3, (Raleigh: NC Archives, Call No. CR 073.701.2. 
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   Philip AUSTIN  200 acres 1 white poll 
   Solomon AUSTIN 270 acres 1 white poll 
 
 The tax list for the year 1788 also repeats the same information shown above for 1787 with 
one exception. Solomon AUSTIN is listed with TAo white polls. 
 
  Caswell tax District, 1788268 
   Philip AUSTIN  200 acres 1 poll 
   Sallomon AUSTIN 270 acres 2 polls 
 
 This raises an interesting question— who was the second free white male in Solomon's 
household? It could not have been one of his sons because the oldest would have been only about 
five years old. Based on the tax laws of that period the second person would have been beTAeen 
21 and 50 years old.  
 
  St. Mark’s Caswell tax District, 1791 
   Philip AUSTIN  200 acres 1 poll 
   Solomon AUSTIN 265 acres 1 polls 
 
  Caswell tax District, 1792 
   Philip AUSTIN  200 acres 1 poll 
   Solomon AUSTIN 265 acres 1 polls 
 
 Another significant event took place in 1792 in North Carolina that illustrates why Solomon 
AUSTIN may have a role in this scenario. On the 13th of August 1792, Solomon AUSTIN, 
Robert FAUCET and ta1 Thomas BROOKS came before the Clerk of the Orange County Court 
and obtained an Administration Bond in the amount of £200 that enabled Solomon AUSTIN to 
be the administrator of the estate of Absolom AUSTIN, Sr., dec’d, who had died intestate.  
 This bond raises a key question. Who was the deceased Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. and why 
was Solomon AUSTIN involved? The records do not provide an answer. However, the bond 
is real and evokes an opinion based on nebulous family relationships. 
 In North Carolina, when a man died intestate the right to administer his estate belonged 
first to the decedent’s next of kin. The first claimant was the surviving spouse, next in line 
was the eldest surviving son and then other surviving adult male heirs. The next-of-kin might 
relinquish his or her rights to administrator to another party and if the decedent was heavily in 
debt the largest creditor might claim the right of administrator. In the absence of any of these 
qualified claimants, the court could appoint some sober and discreet person to serve as the 
administrator.269  
 In 1994, the author visited Raleigh, North Carolina and personally consulted with the 
North Carolina Archives staff on the ramifications of the Solomon AUSTIN administration 
bond. In addition, several eminent professional genealogists, who are very knowledgeable 
about early North Carolina records and procedures, were consulted on the same subject. The 

                                                                                                                                                         
267 Orange County, NC Taxable Property, 1784-1787, Vol. 3, (Raleigh: NC Archives, Call No. CR 073.701.2. 
268 Orange County, NC Taxable Property, 1788-1793, Vol. 4, (Raleigh: NC Archives, Call No. CR 073.701.4. 
269 Leary, Helen F. and Maurice R. Stirewalt. 1990. North Carolina Research, page 70, Raleigh: North Carolina 

Genealogiical Society.  
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non-binding consensus of both the Archives staff and professional genealogists was that, 
based on precedent, Solomon AUSTIN was a close relative of the decedent Absolom 
AUSTIN, Sr. most likely the son, nephew or a brother. 
 A satisfactory answer to the rationale for this bond is not forthcoming and it leaves us 
with one salient question. If Solomon AUSTIN was not from the Eastern shore how did he 
get so involved with Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. and the other Orange County AUSTINS? 
 About 1794, the prejudice in Orange County against former Loyalists caused Solomon 
AUSTIN to migrate to Ontario, Canada where he prospered and raised a large family. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11 
 
 

ABSOLOM, SR. AUSTIN IN MARYLAND  
& NORTH CAROLINA 

 
 

 Although based largely on DNA, the placement of Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. is not without 
question. 
 
 
 Scores and perhaps hundreds of genealogists and family historians have worked on the 
AUSTINS of the Eastern Shore and, it goes without saying, there are inconsistencies in some 
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of the family alignments. One recurring question has been where to place Absolom AUSTIN, 
Sr., Sr. in the hierarchy. The clues are enticing but solid answers are difficult to find.  
 
 Based on a preponderance of evidence we have reached the conclusion that he had to be 
related aligned his as a son o----------------- 
 
 
DNA 
 
 Nothing is known about Absolom AUSTIN, Sr.’S early years but as a young adult he 
was a resident of Queen Anne's County, Maryland. The extant official records do not identify 
his date of birth or his parents but a preponderance of evidence leads to the conclusion that he 
was born in Maryland. 
 Absolom first appears in the official public records on 8 February 1745 when he married 
Sarah LAMBERT. The banns were published in lieu of a license.270 Absolom married three 
time and each marriage is documented in church records. Despite this apparent religious bent, 
the parish registers do not show that any issue from these marriages were ever christened.  
 Sarah LAMBERT apparently died soon after marriage, perhaps from childbirth. On 24 
February 1746, Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. married a second time on to Jane TEET, daughter of 
QA32 William TEET. Again the banns were published in lieu of a license.271 
 QA32 William TEET died late in 1749 or early 1750 and Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. and his 
wife Jane were one of the heirs to the TEET estate. The following extract from a deed docu-
ments the partial dissolution of this estate.272 

 
.” . . This Indenture made 16 February 1750, BeTAeen Henry LAMBERT and 
Rachel, his wife, and QA32 William FORD and Elizabeth, his wife, and 
Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. and Jane, his wife, all of Queen Anne's County, Ra-
chel, Elizabeth and Jane being heirs of QA32 William TEET, dec'd, late of 
Queen Anne's County of the one part and George POWELL of Queen Anne's 
County of the other part which for and in consideration of four pounds, seven 
shillings and six pence current money of Maryland granted bargained and sold. 
. . all that tract and parcel of land called and known by the name of Long 
Chance lying in Queen Anne's County beginning at a white oak standing on 
the south side of a branch called Hollingsown, the branch issuing out of a 
branch called the Beaver Dam Branch which issues out of the main branch of 
the Choptank River and running from the said road North 15 West 129 perches 
then South 158 perches and from there with a straight line to the white oak 
containing 50 acres more or less it being part of a survey the Land Office 
granted to QA32 William TEET. . .” 

     Henry + LAMBERT    Rachel + LAMBERT 
     QA32 William + FORD    Elizabeth + 

FORD 
     Absolom + AUSTIN   Jane + AUSTIN 

                                                 
270 Parish Register, St. Luke's Protestant Episcopal Church, Church Hill, Queen Anne's County, Maryland, page 51. 
271 Parish Register, St. Luke's Protestant Episcopal Church, Church Hill, Queen Anne's County, Maryland, page  53. 
272 Queen Anne’s County, Maryland Deeds, Liber RT, No. C, 1742-1751, Folio 496. 
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Registered Queen Anne's County, Maryland 21 March 1750. 
  NOTE: The crosses + indicate all the grantors signed with a mark 
 
 Absolom AUSTIN, Sr.’S marriage to Jane TEET was terminated by 1757 or early 1758. 
The records do not reveal whether this was by death or divorce. However, on 29 March 1758, 
Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. took a third wife. The bride’s name was Sarah GRAHAM and again 
the banns were published in lieu of a license.273 
 The land records of the Eastern Shore of Maryland, particularly Queen Anne’s County, 
indicate that Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. apparently never owned land in the province and almost 
nothing is known of his activities or his family until they were enumerated in the special cen-
sus of Maryland in 1776. The family was recorded as shown below.274 Note that the census 
was for the Town Hundred indicating Absolom lived in the town or village.  
 Other than Absolom, as head of household, the names of the names of the other AUSTIN 
family members were not recorded in the census but we have included them in brackets based 
on a preponderance of reliable evidence from other sources. 
 
  Maryland Census of 1776, Town Hundred, Queen Anne’s County275 
  1 male over 21 years old   ca. before 1756   Absolom AUSTIN, Sr.  
  1 male 16-21 years old    ca. 1760-1764   [Absolom AUSTIN, Sr., Jun’r] 
  1 male 16-21 years old    ca. 1760-1764   [Moses [Green] AUSTIN] 
  1 female over 21 years old   ca. before 1756   [Sarah Graham AUSTIN] 
  1 female under 12 years old   ca. after 1764   [Mary AUSTIN] 
  1 female under 12 years old  ca. after 1764   [Unidentified, died young ??] 
  No slaves 
 
 Maryland also conducted another special census in 1778 and Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. was 
enumerated as a resident of the Chester Hundred, Queen Anne’s County. The only other 
AUSTIN recorded in the same area was a Richard AUSTIN. There is no evidence to support 
a relationship beTAeen Richard and Absolom. No family data were recorded in the 1778 cen-
sus. In the 1783 Assessment of Maryland there was no Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. listed. 
 

 0  
 

 Now let’s review the facts and try to place Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. in his proper place in 
the AUSTIN hierarchy.  
 The official records prove beyond doubt that Absolom and his family flourished in Queen 
Anne’s County at the same time as the other AUSTINS we have discussed before. The timing 
for his tenure is perfect. Absolom was born ca, 1726 and this fits him into the prospective lin-
eage nicely. We bring in an element of uncertainty when we assign Absolom’s family mem-
bers. However, the following and other ancillary evidence lends credence to this conclusion.  

                                                 
273 Parish Register, St. Luke's Protestant Episcopal Church, Church Hill, Queen Anne's County, Maryland, page  63. 
274 Maryland Census of !776, Queen Anne;s County, Town Hundred, Box 2, Folder 19, Maryland Archives, Anna polis. 

Also in Brumbaugh, Gaius Marcus, Maryland Records From Original Sources, Vol. I, page 147, Bal timore: Williams 
& Wilkins, 1915. 

275 Jackson, Ron V., Accelerated Indexing Systems, comp.. Maryland Census, 1772-1890 [database on-line]. Provo, UT, 
USA: The Generations Network, Inc., 1999. 



AUSTINS OF THE EASTERN SHORE 
 

 131

 All of Absolom AUSTIN, Sr.’S family, including himself, appears in North Carolina in the 
same time period as the other AUSTINS of interest.  
 Moses AUSTIN married Mary QA32 WilliamS in Orange County, North Carolina on 23 
March 1790.  
 Mary AUSTIN married Peter QA32 WilliamS bro. of Mary in Orange County on 9 De-
cember 1788.  
 Absalom AUSTIN, Jr. enlisted as a Private in the 9th Regiment, McCoroy’s Company, 
North Carolina Continental Line.276 He died 7 March 1778.  
 Another significant event apparently involving Absolom AUSTIN, Sr., Sr. that took place 
in 1792 in North Carolina when, on the 13th of August 1792, Solomon AUSTIN, Robert FAU-
CET and ta1 Thomas BROOKS came before the Clerk of the Orange County Court and ob-
tained an Administration Bond in the amount of £200 that enabled Solomon AUSTIN more on 
him later to be the administrator of the estate of Absolom AUSTIN, Sr., deceased, who had 
died intestate. There is evidence that Absolom may have been living with Solomon at that 
time. This administration bond has been preserved and is in the Archives of North Carolina.277  
 

 0  
 
 We now come to the critical question – who were Absolom’s parents? His first marriage 
was recorded in 1745. Assuming he was at least 18 years old this would have given him a date 
of birth of at least 1727. Time wise, this date of birth would have been appropriate for him to 
have been a son of John and Rosamond AUSTIN and a number of family trees have put him 
there. However, almost 50 years of AUSTIN research suggests such a step is fraught with 
speculation because nowhere in the official records documenting the John and Rosamond 
AUSTIN family is their any clue that even suggests such an alignment. 
 There are several negative concerning this choice. Absalom’s descendants for several 
generations had a penchant for using GREEN as the middle name to identify their sons. John 
and Rosamond’s sons, QA32 William and Samuel AUSTIN, both married GREENS and this 
make them players in determining Absolom’s parents. For example, Moses AUSTIN’S first 
son was named Philip Green AUSTIN. 
 The available data are too sparse to make a definitive decision on the ancestry of 
Absolom AUSTIN, Sr.. However the preponderance of evidence points towards Samuel and 
Mary Green AUSTIN as the most logical parents. They were married in 1743 and could have 
given birth to Absolom soon thereafter. 
 
 CONCLUSION: We need to get a DNA sample from a descendent of Moses AUSTIN 
who went to Weakley County, Tennessee and was the progenitor of a large family of 
AUSTINS. 
 

 
 
 

                                                 
276 State Records of North Carolina, Vol. XVI,1772-1783, collected and edited by Walter Clark, Nash Publlishers, Goldsboro, 

1899. 
277 Orange County, NC Estate Records, 1754-1944, Folder A. Raleigh: NC Archives, Call No. CR073 508.4.  
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THE PLACEMENT OF THE MARYLAND  
AUSTINS IN NORTH CAROLINA  

 
 

 In previous discussions on QA32 WilliamKE4 AUSTIN born 1738 we noted his disappear-
ance from Kent County. We have now acquired sufficient evidence to conclude he may have mi-
grated to North Carolina or elsewhere.. We now know he did not become the patriarch of the Or-
ange and Burke Counties AUSTINS. He has not been positively identified in any of the censuses 
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or official records. He seems to have been one of those AUSTINS who got lost in space and 
time. 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 In a previous chapter we discussed the deprivations of Governor TRYON’S harsh regime. 
In about 1775, to escape this environment, Edward TEAGUE, and a large party of settlers left 
the Siler City area – in Orange County until 1771 – and migrated to the wesTAard. Many ended 
up in Burke County.278 
 According to the TEAGUE History the migrating group included: 
  Edward TEAGUE, Patriarch of the TEAGUE family who lived to be 90 years old, 
  William TEAGUE QA32 William’s brother Received a land grant in Burke. 
  John TEAGUE – a relative 
  Solomon TEAGUE – a relative 
  Benjamin AUSTIN –[Received a land grant in Burke]. 
  Nathan AUSTIN – [? ?] 
  Elijah AUSTIN – [? ?] 
  Jehu BARNES 
  Sion ROGERS 
  ta1 Thomas JAMES – [Acquired land in Burke]  
  Henry REED 
  William PAYNE 
 We have strong reservations as to the accuracy of the above list.. We believe all or most of 
the names are valid and that some ended up in Burke County. However, we believe they did so 
traveling independently instead of traveling together as a group. There is rationale for this con-
clusion. 
 We accept that Benjamin AUSTIN most likely resided in the Siler City now in Chatham 
County part of Orange County and may have traveled with the TEAGUE contingent to Burke 
County because he filed for a land grant there in 1778. The question is, who was he? 
 There will probably never be a clear-cut answer but we believe Benjamin was the son of  
Benjamin AUSTIN was born to QA32 WilliamKE3 and Mary OSTON [AUSTIN] on or about 
28 August 1743. His mother Mary Cleaves AUSTIN had a brother named Benjamin and ap-
parently this was a traditional family forename. It is reasonable to assume this Benjamin 
AUSTIN probably was named after him. Benjamin has not been found in the public records 
and it is possible he died young or migrated from Queen Anne’s County at an early age. Since 
other Maryland AUSTINS were migrating to North Carolina it is reasonable to accept that he 
went there also. Benjamin would have been about 30-35 years old when all this was taking 
place. 
 Before proceeding we have to clear up why Nathan and Elijah AUSTIN were on the 
TEAGUE list. As noted above, we believe the TEAGUE list was compiled piece-meal over a 
period of time and assumptions were made as to when the TEAGUES and AUSTINS got to-
gether. 
  We know Nathan and Elijah AUSTIN were the sons of QA32 WilliamQA1 and Ann 
AUSTIN and would have been small children when the TEAGUE trek was made. Their con-
nection to the TEAGUES was because Nathan AUSTIN, supposedly born in Delaware in 

                                                 
278 Teague, J. Wesley, Jackson Teague,& Levi Teague, 1953, The Teague history and Genealogy, Privately edited. 
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1767, married Rebecca TEAGUE about 1795. Elijah AUSTIN, born 1774 in North Carolina, 
married Mary TEAGUE, daughter of Edward and Sarah TEAGUE, in 1795. 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 We now come to what will probably be the most controversial part of this narrative. The 
literature is replete with elaborate family trees, pedigrees and family histories of the people in-
volved. The passion of those whose ancestors are discussed runs high and it goes without saying 
there will be controversies and even downright rejections. 
 Be that as it may we proceed with the caveat that genealogy will never be an exact science. 
Knowing this has made us as conscientious as possible. Our own ancestors are included in this 
narrative and there are holes in their history that will never be filled. To compensate, we have 
tried to leave conjecture behind and concentrate only on data that are documented.. We would be 
presumptuous to claim 100% success in this endeavor. Genealogy is not like that. With these 
thoughts in mind we now proceed to try to place the Maryland/North Carolina AUSTINS in 
their proper perspective.  
 

 0  
 
 Identifying the early roots and activities of these Maryland AUSTINS who migrated to 
North Carolina approved to be the easy part of this project. Identifying the lineage of their de-
scendants and placing them in the right families was the most important and difficult part. Fortu-
nately, a new genealogy tool called DNA proved invaluable in achieving that objective.  
 We begin by reassessing the descendants of JohnQA1 and Rosamond AUSTIN illustrated on 
page _______ we presented the following chart to identify and discuss their family.  
 

THE CHILDREN OF JOHNQA1 & ROSAMOND AUSTIN 
  __________________________________________________________________ 
  |    |    |    |     | 
  SamuelQA1    QA32 WilliamQA1  Absolom      Anne     Martha 
  AUSTIN    AUSTIN   AUSTIN      AUSTIN    
AUSTIN 
  ca. 1723           ca. ca.1725        ca. ca. 1726          ca. ca. 1729          ca. ca. 1730 
 
 
 
 
 

  0  
 
 
 We now turn to QA32 WilliamQA1 AUSTIN who was the primary subject of Chapter 9. We 
begin by reiterating that QA32 WilliamQA1 AUSTIN married Elizabeth GREEN in Queen 
Anne’s County, Maryland about 1743. Elizabeth apparently died about 1758 – possibly from 
childbirth – and QA32 William married second to Ann JONES. Thus QA32 William had TAo 
families and we shall look at them individually. The process will be too look at the overall family 
picture and then discuss each descendant in more detail. 
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THE CHILDREN OF QA32 WilliamQA1 & ELIZABETH GREEN AUSTIN 
 
 A review of the Maryland 1776 census listed a ta1 Thomas AUSTIN in the Lower 
Potomak Parrish, Frederick County, Maryland. He was recorded as 15 years old which means 
he was born 1761. The dates and place suggest ta1 Thomas might have been a brother of 
Samuel. The major question is why was a 15-year old male listed as the presumed head of 
household? The jury is still out on that.  
 
 
 
 
has uncertainties. There is no question that Absalom AUSTIN flourished in the same region 
as the other AUSTINS who are the subject of this narrative. The history and official records 
are strongly suggestive of his place in the family but the placement is primarily based on the 
DNA Profile of the AUSTINs of America Families Genealogy Society AFGS DNA. 
 
 
 
DNA  Haploi 
 
State conclusion it was Willial. Of QA as the on whe crossed the bridge  
 
 
Now ready to form family units 
 
The Family Units of wm q1 of the Maryland Eastern Shore. 
 

 SamuelQ2 AUSTIN married Catherine PAINE PAYNE about 1796.279 They had the 
following children, all born in North Carolina. 

   Anna   born 17 March 1797 
   Mary   born ca. 1800 
   Temperance  born 8 December 1801 
   John   born 1802 
   Green Benjamin born 1 January 1805 Note the forename Green  
   Jennie   born ca. 1807 
   Catherine  born 25 August 1809 
   Sarah T.   born 12 March 1811 
   Samuel   born 3 February 1814 
 Samuel’s wife died in Burke County, North Carolina ca. 1835 and soon thereafter Samu-
el’s son, Green AUSTIN, and his family moved to Greene County, Missouri. About 1836, 
widower SamuelQ2 AUSTIN [Senior] and the rest of his children, except the TAo oldest 
daughters, also migrated to Greene County, Missouri. He remained a resident of that county 
for almost 20 years until his death after 1854. 
 

 0  
                                                 
279 Date of marriage based on a nine-month gestation and birth of the first child in March 1797. 
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 We can now return to the Maryland AUSTINS with the knowledge that SameulQA1 and 
Mary AUSTIN had one known male child born in 1768. The schematics of this part of the 
family are illustrated in the following time line. 
 

SAMUELQA1 & SAMUELQ2 TIME LINES 
 

   1724 ----19 years---1743--- 25 years---1768------------------- died ????  
   born      married            | 
 SamuelQA1    SamuelQA1   1796----------------1854 
          SamuelQ2  SamuelQ2  SamuelQ2 
            born in MD  mar in NC  died in MO 
                   
             | ------28 years-----|---- 58 years -----| 1854 
 
 

 0  
 

 It has been a nebulous path to this point in the narrative but we can now conclude with 
the positive feeling that we have identified one of the branches of an AUSTIN family of the 
Eastern Shore AUSTINS who crossed the bridge to North Carolina. Unfortunately, we have 
been unable to identify a living male descendant of SamuelQ2 AUSTIN from whom we can 
get a DNA sample to help determine if and how this Samuel AUSTIN line has a role in the 
search for the TMRCA – The Most Recent Common Ancestor 
 There is no question that SamuelQ2 AUSTIN was the one who migrated supposedly from 
Maryland north of the Potomac to North Carolina late in the 17th century and later migrated to 
Missouri. Also we have strong clues that SamuelQ2. was related to the AUSTINS who had 
preceded him to North Carolina. Their importance to this search cannot be over emphasized 
and their contribution will be addressed in the following chapters. 
 
 
 
 
Add about imp of identifying QA32 William AUSTIN Rosamond land 
 
 tranactions 
  
 
 THE FOLLOWING IS PURE SPECULATION. USE AT YOUR OWN RISK. 
 One tax list of interest was for 1792 when a John AUSTIN, with I poll, was taxed on 250 
acres in the Caswell District of Orange County. What makes this interesting is that there is a 
high probability that “John” would have been a logical forename for one of SamuelQA1 and 
Mary Green AUSTIN’S male children because his grandfather was John AUSTIN who mar-
ried Rosamond SMITH.  
 One other land recor remotely possible as pertaining to SamuelQA1 is found in the follow-
ing land record On 1 February 1791, Joseph DIXON of Orange County conveyed to Edward 
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JONES of New Hanover, 200 acres on Piney Branch of Quaker Creek, adjoins Big Robert 
BARNHILL, begins at a stake on Samuel ASTON’S [AUSTIN’S ????] line.280. Quakers 
Creek rises in what would have been west Orange County now Alamance and flows south in-
to Quaker Scrub Creek and on into Back Creek that rises in West Orange and flows southwest 
into the Haw River. This was an isolated area where SamuelQA1AUSTIN could have squatted 
in 1755/6 and avoided deeds, tax records and the other activities that identified early settlers. 
This is interesting but farfetched. 

* * * * End of Speculation * * * * 
 
 
 
 

 
 
6 
 
 

WILLIAM AND RUTH KELLY AUSTIN 
 
 

Early in 19th century Tennessee, descendants of William and Elizabeth Green AUSTIN com-
piled handwritten genealogies that have become known as the Lonesome Letter and/or the 
Lonesome Bible. The documents are legible but apparently they were written by different 
people over a period of time and trying to decipher a concisely documented picture of the ge-
nealogy of this branch of the AUSTIN family is difficult. The Lonesome Letter is included as 
Appendix A to this narrative.  
 Placing William as a son of William and Elizabeth is not without question. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
280 Orange County, North Carolina Deeds, Book 4, page 432. 
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 Montgomery Co 1783 tax list John AUSTIN. MO Linganore and Sugar Loaf Hundred, p. 
1.  

MSA S 1161-8-1  1/4/5/51 |S Richard AUSTIN. MO Linganore and Sugar Loaf Hundred, p. 
9. MSA S 1161-8-1  1/4/5/51  

John AUSTIN. MO Middle Potomac, Lower Potomac, and Georgetown Hundred, p. 3. MSA 
S 1161-8-3  1/4/5/51  

ta1 Thomas AUSTIN. MO Middle Potomac, Lower Potomac, and Georgetown Hundred, p. 2. 
MSA S 1161-8-3  1/4/5/51  

QA, County Henry Costin. QA Tuckahoe District p. 29. MSA S1161-8-11. 1/4/5/51  

_____________________________ 

Queen Anne’s CountyQA32 William AUSTIN. Waterford, 400 acres. QA Corsica District p. 
44. MSA S1161-8-9. 1/4/5/51  

 

 
 
Samuel QA1 and Mary only had one child. Some dedicated research is required to shed more 
light on where this family lived and the makeup of the family 
The legal instrument dated 1755 was the last record of SamuelQA1 AUSTIN that, up to this 
point, has been found in the Queen Anne’s or Kent Counties, Maryland official records and 
this has evolved into a mystery – what happened to Samuel QA1 and Mary AUSTIN.  
 In 1755, Samuel would have been about 32 years old. There’s no evidence he died. No 
official records pertaining to Mary AUSTIN have been found.  
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. For this reason it is not wise to accept the above information on the non-availability of rec-
ords as completely negative or final. We will look further  
 SamuelQA1 and his wife Mary GREEN AUSTIN were discussed in Chapter ____. Only one 
son was identified with an acceptable degree of confidence and he was the Samuel AUSTIN 
who went to Burke County, North Carolina and married Catherine PAYNE. 
  
 Basically, the question is, what happened to SamuelQA1 and Mary [Green] AUSTIN after 
they sold their land in Queen Anne’s County in October 1755? They literally disappeared 
from the Queen Anne’s scene. Seldom did people disappear for good, even in those days, and 
it is almost certain they moved to another province or state. The question is where? We l have 
gone far afield to try to find an acceptable answer to this question. 
 Some descendants who have published family trees claim SamuelQA1 died in North Caro-
lina in 1771. Since North Carolina seemed to have been the magnet for the Maryland 
AUSTINS it is prudent to look for Samuel there. 
 
 A faint glimmer of hope begins to congeal near the turn of the 18th century. The Orange 
County AUSTINS had migrated to Burke County, North Carolina almost en masse. There the 
families established themselves quite well and are well represented in the extant county rec-
ords. 
 The best way to introduce this glimmer of hope is with the words of TAo respected local 
historians who wrote lengthy dissertations on all the families of Alexander County. Alexander 
County was formed from Burke and Caldwell Counties and included areas where almost all 
the AUSTINS had settled and formed a conclave that is rich in AUSTIN history. 
 W. E. White, in his “History of Alexander County, North Carolina” wrote the following 
very informative bit of history:281 
 

. . . . .Samuel AUSTIN, Senior was the patriarch of the Wittenburg [Township] family 
of AUSTINs and was in some manner related to QA32 William AUSTIN, the Ellen-
dale [Township] patriarch, but just what relation is not now known to any of the pos-
terity of either. Samuel AUSTIN came to North Carolina from Maryland, on the north 
bank of the Potomac River, about 1800. . .He entered a track of land on the ridge 
beTAeen Big Rock Creek and Isaac’s Creek where Bethlehem Church now stands. . 
.Samuel, Sr. was distinguished from the other Sam AUSTINs as “Lame Sam” or 
“Shoemaker Sam.” The fact that he and QA32 William AUSTIN were related leaves 
the inference that QA32 William AUSTIN also came from Maryland to Orange 
County, North Carolina before he came to Burke County . . . About 1836 he Samuel, 
Senior removed with several of his sons and daughters to Greene County, Missouri, 
near where the city of Springfield now stands. . . . . 

 
 
 
  
 

                                                 
281 White, William E, History of Alexander County, North Carolina, page 51, Privately published 7 Oct 1926 as a typescript 

document, Copies at Alexander County Library, Taylorsville, North Carolina and at the North Carolina Archives, Ra-
leigh, North Carolina. 
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CONCLUSION: We need to get a DNA sample from one of Solomon’s male descendants in 
Ontario, Canada to see if and how he fits the AUSTIN DNA Profiles. NOTE: I am working 
ion this  
 

 
 PHILIP AUSTIN 
 Finally we come to Philip AUSTIN who we categorize as a “Left Over” 
simply because of a lack of information.. The records show Philip AUSTIN was 
an important player in this scenario because his close association and camaraderie 
with the North Carolina AUSTINS suggests a blood relationship. A more person-
al reason Philip is important is because the author’s ggggrandfather.  
 Supposedly Philip was born in Maryland in ca. 1758. Not unexpectedly, we 
have not found a place for Philip that fits the Eastern Shore AUSTIN mold. To 
pursue the investigation we have attempted to develop more definitive infor-
mation by using the emerging DNA technology.  
 A DNA sample can consist of and infinite number of markers but time and 
cost become major factors. For genealogy testing a TAenty-five marker test pro-
vides an acceptable look at an individual’s DNA profile but a 37 marker test has 
been established as the standard for getting a more accurate analytical sample.  
 The markers used in the y-chromosomes test are called Short tandem Repeats 
STR because they are segments of DNA usually, 2, 3, 4 or 5 base pairs long re-
peated numerous times in a head-to-tail manner. These repeats are referred to as 
alleles.  
 Each allele value has a distinct frequency within a population. For example, 
with a 37 marker test, at DYS 393 marker #1 in the diagram to the left the allele 
repeats a number of times and the numeric results for a genealogical test show that 
the most common number of repeats is 13. At DYS 385b marker #6 the most 
common allele repeats is 14. Thus, the variations of the number of repeats of each 

marker its alleles are what allow the DNA comparison beTAeen individuals.  
 The row or sequence of numbers derived from the combination of alleles at multiple 
linked loci is known as the modal haplotype.  
 

 0  
 

 Now that the fundamentals have been established, we will try to evaluate the DNA and its 
meaning for the AUSTINS we have been following in this narrative. To the left are important 
samples of some the AUSTIN DNA Project Profiles pertaining to the AUSTINS discussed in 
this narrative. The profile of Test Kit 18245 shows the DNA profile of a known QA32 Wil-
liam AUSTIN line submitted by present-day descendants who claim it represents a reliable 
AUSTIN bloodline back to the QA32 William AUSTIN on the Eastern shore in AD 1657. 
This profile and its modal haplotype has arbitrarily been designated the DNA baseline for the 
family lineages discussed herein.. 
 Kit No. 27680 is the DNA profile of Philip AUSTIN’S descendants and the results are 
compared with the results of Kit 18245 to determine the relationship beTAeen the families 
and whether there is a common ancestor. Disappointed, we note there were three mutations 
that keep us from concluding with 100% certainty that the DNA profiles indicate the TAo test 



AUSTINS OF THE EASTERN SHORE 
 

 141

subjects were of the same bloodline back to 1657. This is discouraging but dim light shows 
through when we look more closely at calculations of the mutation rates of the markers.  
 

 0  
 
 Even a cursory review of the above extract from the AUSTIN DNA Project shows that 
some sequences are “closely matched” suggesting a “degree of relation” beTAeen the closely 
matched pair. It goes without saying that this raises the question of if or how the test subjects 
are related. An acceptable approximation can be seen by calculating probability of the 
MRCA. 
 As noted in an earlier discussion, the mathematics of calculating probabilities are com-
plex and the initial comparison probabilities were simplified by assuming that all markers mu-
tated at a fixed rate. Recent mathematical advancements have developed more sophisticated 
and complex formulas that account for the actual mutation rates that are variable for the indi-
vidual markers. These advancements were not readily available when this was written so we 
will use the original fixed probability calculators to shed some insight into comparing the 
DNA test beTAeen individuals. 
 The STR Short tandem Repeats markers used in the illustrated profiles are more variable 
markers and this allows mathematical calculations that the probability of TAo men whose y-
chromosome DNA has been tested and whose sequence is similar will have a common male 
ancestor within a certain relative number of generations or years.  
 Early studies estimated the STR mutation rates for the markers beTAeen 1 per 500 gener-
ations give a rate = 0.002 and 1 per 250 generations give a rate = 0.004. It now appears that 
the average mutation rate for markers used to test AUSTIN DNA samples is near the 0.004 
mutation rate. Using this rate, Bill Jackson has developed a useful tool called “Bill Jackson’s 
MRCA Calculator” that provides numerical tables for determining the MCRA for the various 
mutations rates.282 
 Returning to the AUSTIN Profile, we see that Kit 18245 QA32 William AUSTIN, born 
ca 1657 shows the 37 marker sequence for 10 generations plus the donor = 11generations. We 
want to know if and how Philip AUSTIN was related to the QA32 William. The sequence for 
note Kit 27680 Philip AUSTIN, born ca.1758 was based on 7 generations plus the donor = 8 
generations.  
 We note that there were three mutations in the Philip sequence. This tells us immediately 
that the Philip sequence shows a definite relationship but also shows there will be no MRCA 
in the period from 1657 to the present. 
 Using the Jackson calculators at mutation rate = 0.004 and 20 generations gives the fol-
lowing comparative information. 
 
 Generations To MRCA vs Probability  Probability vs Generations to MRCA 
  15      61.5%   60%   14.9 
  20      81,7%   80%   19.6 
 
 The interpretation is that Philip and QA32 William were blood related and if their gene-
alogy could be pushed back 15 generation from the present there would be a 61.5% chance of 

                                                 
282 “Most Recent Common Ancestor Calculator” found in Geneatology Resources and Geneatology Tools Links at 

www.geneatology.com 
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them having a MRCA. If the genealogy could be pushed back 19.6 generations s from the 
present there would be an 80% chance of them having a MRCA. In any case this would re-
quire extensive research in England, Wales or Ireland to try to converge on the MRCA. 
 

 0  
 
 CONCLUSION: QA32 WilliamK1 AUSTIN of Kent and Philip AUSTIN were blood 
related. 
QA32 William was born in England ca. 1650 and was in Maryland by 1669. Philip was born 
ca. 1758. His place of birth is not known but is believed to have been Maryland. Their differ-
ence in year of birth was about 100 years. 
 Defining the length of a “generation” is not a precise science. The length can vary ac-
cording to a whole series of variables. However, for comparisons of the MRCA we must se-
lect a median value and here we will use 25 years as the length of a DNA generation. 
 Thus there was four generations beTAeen the birth of QA32 William and the birth of 
Philip. The ancestors of both would have been born in the British Isles as was the MRCA. 
Therefore, we can conclude Philip was a relative of QA32 William, perhaps a distant cousin 
or nephew. Obviously, the families kept in touch with each other because Philip married a 
Maryland woman and they joined the enclave of QA32 William AUSTIN of Orange and 
Burke Counties, North Carolina and they remained close until both died.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

THE FINAL SUMMRY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The DNA story cited above illustrates the TMRCA for all these Maryland AUSTINS could 
be a number of generations back in Great Britain. Unfortunately the connecting links may 
never be found. 
 
 
 In a negative sense the information displayed on the genealogical charts cannot be consid-
ered 100% complete or 100% accurate. Although DNA has been used extensively to generate the 
charts there are still gaps in the data and continuity that defy clear and convincing conclusions.   
 The length of time beTAeen the events of yesteryear and today increases daily. Modern 
electronic data processing technology has opened doors undreamed of several decades ago. The-
se processes have continuously explored and documented the information repositories until there 
is almost nothing left to explore.  
 DNA offered a bright ray of hope and the early results have been encouraging. But even this 
new technology can only present probabilities that tested individuals may have the same ances-
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tors. But it cannot truly identify the individuals in the lineage and generate a complete unequivo-
cal genealogy.  
 There is one aspect of genealogy that would be more helpful and more fruitful but this is not 
available to the ordinary genealogist. That is the undying hope in every genealogist’s breast that 
some where there may be undiscovered Bibles, old letters or similar documentation that will al-
low us to close on the Maryland and North Carolina AUSTINS. Unfortunately, these have not 
yet been found. but the hope keeps genealogy alive. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
7 
 
 

THE MISSING LINKS. . . . 
 
 

 The stated objective of this narrative has been to try to link the QA32 William AUSTIN 
families of Orange and Burke Counties, North Carolina with their most recent common ancestor 
in Maryland. It goes without saying that the ancestors of the Eastern Shore AUSTINS came 
from Ireland or the British Isles but finding them there is a challenge for another time. 
 The method used to achieve the stated objective has been to try to find and analyze every 
available piece of evidence pertaining to appropriate Eastern Shore AUSTIN families that con-
ceivably could be the link beTAeen the TAo States. The key forename “QA32 William” seemed 
to be a  
prime factor so AUSTIN families whose head of family was named QA32 William established 
the starting points. 
 First, we looked at talbot County that was formed from Kent County in 1662. Early records 
show there was a prominent QA32 William AUSTIN family in talbot County but the records 
indicate his tenure began about 1730 and this was too late to fit our QA32 William AUSTIN 
profile. For this reason he and his family were eliminated as candidate. 
  Kent County was an original county formed in 1642. Family tradition and nebulous factual 
clues indicate Kent County was the most likely AUSTIN beginning point in America so we in-
tensified our search in Kent County, Maryland.  
 The Kent County AUSTINS first appear in the records in 1669 when QA32 WilliamK2 and 
JohnK1 AUSTIN were transported to the Province. From this base we have looked forward at the 
descendants of QA32 WilliamK1 AUSTIN through four generations to QA32 William K4 
AUSTIN who was born in 1738. Time wise, he was an excellent candidate to have been the 
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AUSTIN who crossed the bridge to North Carolina. Unfortunately the AUSTIN trail grows cold 
with QA32 WilliamK4 as the wellspring of official records goes up. We have now reached the 
void of missing links. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 of AUSTINS who claim their ancestors were most likely from the early Eastern Shore. y E 
so for other AUSTIINS to compare their DNA to  
 
for comparing the DNA of some of the AUSTINS of the Eastern Shore whose descendants 
migrated to North Carolina and adjacent southern states.  
 
http://home.earthlink.net/~odoniv/HamCountry/HAM_DNA_Project/HAM_DNA_Tools.html 
 
 
 
ety AFGS . The kit number of this test subject is No. 18245 in the profile extract below. Be-
cause there was no prior knowledge available at that time, this DNA sample has been desig-
nated as DNA base for comparing some of the AUSTINS of the Eastern Shore whose de-
scendants migrated to North Carolina and adjacent southern states. 
 
 
 

—————————— 0 —————————— 
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Discuss Kent Austns 
 
Elizabeth --- Ann 
 
Rosamond  QA32 William absolom land  
 
THE MISSING LINK  After WMK4 and WmQA1 

 

 
 

All of the lands near to and adjacent to QA32 William’s land were owned by other holders 
of large blocks of land. This caused the AUSTINS to spread out and eventually some migrated, 
perhaps to the the Carolinas. 
 In the early days when state land was plentiful, as sons became of age and married many 
would acquire lands adjacent to or near the family homestead. Thus families remained close 
together often becoming, in a broad sense, collectives or compounds. As populations grew 
other incomers filed or bought lands and available lands became scarce. As sons reached 
manhood and married they could not readily acquire lands close to the family homestead. For 
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this reason families began to break up as the children migrated to areas where lands were 
more available and was less expensive. As we shall see this is what happened to the descend-
ants of QA32 William1 AUSTIN.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
      THE NEXT STEP. . . . .What needs to be done to bring this to a 
close 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chromosomes are a very important part of this process. A chromosome is a very long 
continuous piece of DNA known as a macro large molecule of DNA. It constitutes a 
physically organized form of DNA in a cell which contains many genes, regulatory elements 
and other intervening nucleotide sequences. 
 

In genetics, the genome of an organism is its whole hereditary information and is 
encoded with an internal nucleic acid that contains the genetic instructions for the 
development and function of the living organism.  This nucleic acid has a long name and for 
brevity is called DNA. The genetic information possessed by each individual is termed its 
genotype and it can refer to all its genetic information or part of it.  

Consider a given set of individuals of the same species. Consider the set of characteristics 
of these individuals. This set of characteristics defines a trait in the set of individuals. If each 
individual possesses exactly one of these characteristics it is known as that individual’s trait 
state or phenotype.  

An individual’s genotype is the set of genes present at each locus or point that expresses 
the characteristics of the Trait State or phenotype. These genes at the loci contain the DNA. 
That consisting of both a promoter, that controls the activity of a gene, and a coding sequence 
that determines what the gene produces. Thus genes are the units of heredity that carries 
inherited information that is important to living organisms. 



AUSTINS OF THE EASTERN SHORE 
 

 147

A genetic trait is a trait that occurs when TAo individuals possessing the same genotype 
also have the same phenotype, regardless of the environment condition in which they exist. 
Inheritance analysis has shown that a genetic trait qualifies to become a genetic marker if 
the relation holds that each phenotype can be unambiguously assigned to a set of genotypes at 
one or more specified loci. 
 

Genes consist of a long strand of DNA that contains both a promoter, that controls the 
activity of a gene and a coding sequence that determines what the gene produce. Thus genes 
are the units of heredity that carries inherited information that is important to living 
organisms.  
 
 
 A chromosome is a very long continuous large piece of DNA known as a macro molecule 
of DNA. It constitutes a physically organized form of DNA in a cell which contains many 
genes, regulatory elements and other intervening nucleotide sequences. Herein lays the hopes 
of genealogists. 
 
 
 The AFAOA has used the AUSTIN DNA technology to establish and publish a pedigree 
titled, “A Modified Genealogy of QA32 William AUSTIN 1654-1706 of Kent County, Mary-
land.” This compilation is compiled in the and has been carried forward 14 generations.283  
 
 

SOME QA32 William AUSTIN FAMILIES 
 

 
 Before getting into the meat of this narrative there are a few caveats to which the readers 
must be made aware. In this narrative we will try to keep the QA32 William AUSTIN fami-
lies segregated as much as possible commensurate with the records. All available information 
on each family that is cited in official records will be extracted and analyzed as thoroughly as 
possible. We acknowledge that there are present-day descendants of each o these early 
AUSTIN families and, hopefully, they have compiled accurate family histories and genealo-
gies. Our ultimate aim is to provide documented data that may be used both as an added asset 
to the compiled genealogies and as a new source to those whose work is in being. 
 At the beginning it is necessary to establish an acceptable identification system. First, we 
do not use the Modified Registry System MRS that is more of less the American standard for 
presenting ancestral lines. Instead we lean more towards the British system that basically uses 
charts and text to help define ancestral lines.  
 Regardless of preferred method some accepted system must be used to identify individu-
als, allocate generations and follow the lines of descent. Normally we find the following 
method whereby the subjext under discussing is a 4th generation QA32 William AUSTIN. In 
the text discussion he would be identified as QA32 William4 AUSTIN QA32 William,1 QA32 
William,2 QA32 William,3 , that is interpreted as QA32 William4 was of the 4th generation and 

                                                 
283 Data base copyrighted 2004 by the and presented in the Association Research program (www.afaoa.org . 
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was the son of QA32 William3 who was the son of QA32 William2 who was the son of the 
progenitor, QA32 William 1AUSTIN.  

 One note of caution is necessary. In this analysis we use footnotes for references. The use 
of superscripted cardinal numbers for both footnotes and generation identifiers could create 
confusion unless the superscripted numbers are noted carefully. 
  
 
The following is another recorded example of the closeness beTAeen QA32 William1 AUSTIN 
and the Andrew SKINNER family.284 
 
 Next comes the ultimate example that demonstrates the apparent deep affection ion 
beTAeen Andrew SKINNER and QA32 William1 AUSTIN.285  
 

“1672 20 Aug.-- To all Christian people. . .Lord Baltimore did among other 
things grant unto Andrew SKINNER and Nathaniel EVETT a piece of land 
called Waterford lying on Chester River containing 400 acres. . . and said 
Nathaniel EVETT has assigned and passed on all his rights, title and interest to 
Andrew SKINNER. . .and, I, Andrew SKINNER, for love and affection pass 
over all this parcel of land to my nephew QA32 William1 AUSTIN to have and 
to hold forever. Sealed the 20th day of August 1672. . . . .” 
     s/ Andrew SKINNER  

 
 Either by inheritance or by purchase this couple amassed a large holding of land. Appar-
ently QA32 William died before the compilation of the 1783 Maryland tax assessment and 
Widow Hannah AUSTIN was assessed for 670 ¾ acres in the Bay and Hills Hundreds con-
sisting of the following properties: AUSTIN’s Trial, Burgrss Addition, Neighbors Hands Off 
Addition, Neil’s Advantage, AUSTIN’s Chance and Stony Lot. Eight white inhabitants were 
listed as living on the properties. 
  According to the Chart displayed above, QA32 William and Hannah AUSTIN had 
the following children. Please note that the following may be only a partial list. 
  QA32 William3 AUSTIN QA32 William,2 QA32 William1  
  Margaret3 AUSTIN QA32 William,2 QA32 William1  
  Hannah3 AUSTIN QA32 William,2 QA32 William1  
   John3 AUSTIN QA32 William,2 QA32 William1 [?????]was listed as a son of QA32 
William on the  
   Chart. Supposedly he  married Alice NORTH on 7 April 1801. However,  
   marriage records state that she married James AUSTIN on that same date and  
   further research on the line of descent of this family confirms this change of  
   the given name of he spouse.. Also further research indicates James AUSTIN  
   was the son of a Richard AUSTIN rather than QA32 William. 
 
 
 

                                                 
284 Talbot County Land Records, Liber A No. 1, folio 234. 
285 Talbot County, Maryland Deeds, Liber A No. 1, folio 219. 
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we have documented the ancestral path to QA32 WilliamK4 AUSTIN with a high degree of 
confidence. 
 
The genealogical data are considered accurate commensurate with the reliability of the offi-
cial records and the foibles of human copying errors and interpretation.  
 .  
At this point we are not willing to accept this premise. There are still too many variables that 
need proof. The proofs may never be found but we continue the search to try to reach a relia-
ble conclusion. 
 
 The population distribution was right for such marriages to have happened because the 
records show that families intermingled in Kent and Queen Anne’s Counties and neighbors 
often married neighbors. For example, John AUSTIN married Catherine BAILEY who was 
the sister of286 James BAILEY who married Rachel CLEAVES who was the sister of Mary 
CLEAVES who married QA32 Williamta3 AUSTIN. All these unions are documented. 
 Going a step further, in Kent County, Benjamin GREEN married Rachel THOMAS on 
12 October 1726. They were the parents of Elizabeth GREEN, born 19 September 1732287. 
She could have been QA32 William’s first wife. Benjamin and Susannah JONES were the 
parents of Ann JONES, who was born in 1744 and would have been of marriageable age in 
1760288. She could have been QA32 William’s second wife. Unfortunately, there is no ac-
ceptable documentation attesting to either marriage. 
 
 
Summation no real answer 
 
 
 
 Arbitrarily, projecting QA32 William’s age forwards 20 years from birth would put him 
into the 1758 time bracket and he would be of marriageable age. Over the years the original 
autonomy of the parish churches gradually diminished and reliable church records became 
scarce. There is no record of either a civil or a church wedding for QA32 William K4 

AUSTIN. 
 

 
 CONCLUSION: This brings us to our first conclusion. Neither the author’s research nor 
any research by others, including personal and published, that he has reviewed has substanti-
ated beyond a reasonable doubt that QA32 WilliamK4 AUSTIN married Elizabeth GREEN or 
Ann JONES.  
 
 
Introns are regions often found in genes which are usually removed in the splicing process. 
An exon is any region of DNA within a gene that is transcribed to the final messenger RNA 
molecule that encodes the proteins. Each chromosome has hundreds or even thousands of 

                                                 
286 Register of St. Luke’s Parish Church, Queen Anne’s County, Maryland  
287 Register of St. Paul’s Parish Church, Kent County, Maryland 
288 Register of Shrewsbury Parish, Kent County, Maryland. 
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these “coding segments” that contain instruction for the manufacture of proteins that make 
the human organism function.  
 
 
 All things considered, QA32 WilliamK4 AUSTIN was the logical applicant to have 
crossed the bridge beTAeen the Maryland and North Carolina. He was the right age to mesh 
almost perfectly with the AUSTIN hierarchy recorded in the records of Orange County, North 
Carolina. that began about 1770. Everything fits.  
 If we accept the premise that the QA32 WilliamK4 AUSTIN family was the family of 
primary interest that fits the DNA profile of the North Carolina AUSTINS then it is useful to 
know that QA32 William’s first three children were born in Maryland. Benjamin was born 
ca.1760, Elizabeth, 1762 and Samuel, 1763.  
 Nathan, the fourth child claimed to have been born in Wilmington, Delaware in 1767.289 
This was probably the time and place where the family began their migration to North Caroli-
na.  
 As if there was not already enough uncertainties in this family, a final caveat is the auto-
biography of Nathan’s son, Benjamin S. AUSTIN, , in which he, .” . . .claimed his paternal 
grandfather Nathan’s father was born in Ireland and immigrated to the United States at an 
early day, Grandmother AUSTIN was born in Germany. . . .”290 So the path to the common 
ancestor remains unclear.  
 This leads us to the work of a large number of competent genealogists who firmly believe 
there were other families of AUSTINS in talbot and Queen Anne’s Counties who also may be 
the link to the common ancestor.. Their story begins in the next chapter 

 
 

 Fortunately, there is another event that adds positive evidence to the quest. The following 
is an edited abstract of a land record written and filed in Kent County, Maryland.291 
 

  This Indenture was made 29 September 1764 beTAeen QA32 William 
AUSTIN of Kent County in the Province of Maryland, for and in considera-
tion of seventy pounds, conveyed to Absolom CHRISTFIELD, taylor [tailor], 
a parcel or tract of land called Jones Venture lying and being in Kent County 
lying on a branch called Cypress Branch and beginning at a marked White oak 
standing in the southeast side of said branch in a point adjoining to a tract of 
land formerly taken up by Captain Richard SMITH and to the northward of a 
plantation formerly in the possession of John JONES running from the said 
White oak towards East South Eighty perches the south South West TAo hun-
dred perches then running west North west eighty perches thence with a 
straight line to the first branded tree containing one hundred acres. . . . . To-
gether with all and singular the Houses and exterior buildings, barns, stables, 
orchards, gardens . . . . . .and also, Ann AUSTIN, the wife of said QA32 Wil-

                                                 
289 Biographical Sketches Of Lawrence County, Missouri, Goodspeed History Of Lawrence County, MO. 1888, page 171. 
290 Biographical Sketches Of Lawrence County, Missouri, Goodspeed History Of Lawrence County, MO. 1888, page 171. 
 
291 Kent County, Maryland Land Records, Liber DD#1, folio 661-663. 
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liam AUSTIN doth by putting her hand and seal thereto making herself a party 
to these presents . . . . . . . 
Signrd sealed and Delivered  
in the presence of, 
 Samuel THOMPSON      QA32 William AUSTIN  
Seal 
 James McLACHLAN      Ann AUSTIN     Seal 

  Recorded 22 February 1765 
 
 Interpreting old land records and assigning them their proper perspective is not a straight 
forward process and the above record is a good example why. On 18 March 1746, Benjamin 
and Susannah JONES conveyed to an Isaac FREEMAN a tract of land called Jones’ Venture 
and the recorded acreage and metes and bounds were exactly the same as the plat QA32 Wil-
liam and Ann AUSTIN conveyed to Absolom CHRISTFIELD in 1764.292 Their is a 18 year 
difference beTAeen the TAo transactions A cursory review has not provided a suitable answer 
to this puzzle.  
 On balance, these documents are extremely important to our quest. They add credibility 
to the tradition that QA32 WilliamK4 AUSTIN did indeed marry a woman named Ann and we 
now know her full name was Ann JONES and her parents were Benjamin and Susannah 
JONES. Ann was born in Kent County on 27 November 1744.293 
 

 0  
 
Why sold land  
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
 
 
 
There is one other bit of evidence concerning QA32 William’s marriage Get copy of deed 
QA32 William to Absolom AUSTIN, Sr. 
 

 0  
 

 The fact that QA32 William and Anne AUSTIN disposed of the land in 1764 opens this 
line of thought. From the beginning, Waterford and Smithfield were passed from fathers to 
sons and the land remained in the AUSTIN family for about 130 years. This leads to the ques-
tion of why QA32 WilliamK4 did not leave the land to his son, QA32 WilliamK4? There are 
TAo obvious answers. 
Either QA32 WilliamK4 got the wanderlust and wanted to move on or there was a schism in 
the family and his father disowned him. Regardless of the reason, QA32 WilliamK4 evidently 
chose to leave Maryland. 

                                                 
292 Kent County, Maryland Land Records, Liber JS#25, folio 456. 
293 Register, Shrewsbury Parish Church, Kent County, Maryland  
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In the following chapters of this narrative we will document and discuss alternate AUSTIN 
families that also have the prerequisites for crossing the bridge from Maryland to North Caro-
lina, In the concluding section of this narrative we will analyze and assess all these AUSTINS 
and try to make an acceptable conclusion on the alignment. 
 
 
  Re; QA32 William Q1 AUSTIN  . He will be discussed in more detail in the next chap-
ter that surveys the information on all the QA32 William AUSTINS 
o 
The second has to do with the puzzling feature of the forenames. As can best be determined, 
John and Rosamond AUSTIN had the following four living children and here we enter the 
realm of speculation because the records show that only one of their progeny was officially 
christened in the church. 
 Almost all the AUSTINS we have studied so far have followed the age-old tradition of 
naming the first male child after the paternal grandfather and the second after the maternal 
grandfather. Obviously, John and Rosamond did not do this. They named their first male child 
QA32 William and this raises a question. A review of the records does not show any QA32 
Williams in the ancestry of this AUSTIN family. So the question becomes, why QA32 Wil-
liam? Did they just pull the forename out of a hat or was there a reason?. 
 
Obviously, Philip was related to QA32 William Unfortunately, however you will note there 
were three mutations in Philip’s profile that kept it from being a perfect match. 
current Profile table illustrated at the left. 
 As a matter of interest the test profile of a descendant of Philip AUSTIN Kit No. 27680 , 
who was the author’s gggrandfather, illustrates the value of comparing DNA.  
  If we consider an average mutation rate for the markers is 1 per 250 generations or 0.004 
this gives the following probabilities to the MRCA as: 
  25% within 9.1 generations 
  50% within 13.1 generations 
   95% within 27.5 generations 
 
 
 
 
One can conclude that all three test were in some how related. The possibility of him sharing 
the TMRCA with the other is problematical. Mutations are random and statistics can be used 
to estimate the probabilities of both TMRCAs being the same within a certain number of gen-
erations.. This is discussed and illustrated in the next section.  
 
SECTION THREE – DNA AND THE MARYLAND AUSTINS 

 
. It is known with almost 100% certainty that QA32 William and Ann AUSTIN migrated 
from Maryland to North Carolina and flourished in Orange and Burke Counties from as early 
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as 1770 and perhaps before.294 They had a number of children including a son named Elisha 
who was born in Orange County, North Carolina in 1776. He married Martha FOX in 1799 
and the family migrated to White County, Illinois where. Elisha AUSTIN died 13 September 
1858. Because this family had proven roots in Maryland, it was logi- 

cal to consider the DNA of one of Elisha’s descendants as an ideal ap-
plicant to establish a DNA base for comparison.  
 An extract from the AUSTIN DNA Project is illustrated on the 
left side of this page to use as a talking point. Note that the profile is 
dated and current date changes frequently as new data are entered onto 
the profile.  
 The kit number of the Elisha test subject was number # 18245. 
Because there was no prior knowledge available at the time of this test, 
this DNA sample was designated as the AUSTIN DNA modal haplo-
type.  
 The MASTER AUSTIN PROFILE contains Y-chromosome 
tests of hundreds of AUSTIN families A number of these people had 
an interest in the Maryland and North Carolina AUSTINS. Those 
whose DNA matched or nearly matched the modal haplotype are all 
grouped together for comparison. In this narrative this is identified as 
the MD/NC AUSTIN HAPLOGROUP. The DNA process becomes 
more understandable – and more useful – if we review an actual extract 
from the current Profile table illustrated at the left. 
 As a matter of interest the test profile of a descendant of Philip 
AUSTIN Kit No. 27680 , who was the author’s gggrandfather, illus-
trates the value of comparing DNA. Obviously, Philip was related to 
QA32 William and this can be helpful in following the “paper trail” to 

an ultimate solution. Unfortunately, however you will note there were three mutations in Phil-
ip’s profile that kept it from being a perfect match. 
  If we consider an average mutation rate for the markers is 1 per 250 generations or 0.004 
this gives the following probabilities to the MRCA as: 
  25% within 9.1 generations 
  50% within 13.1 generations 
   95% within 27.5 generations 
 If we consider the average time length of a generation is about 30 years the above proba-
bilities show the time to the MRCA could be centuries. Also if we consider descendants 
working from the present time back about 400 years to known ancestors then our MRCM is 
lost in the mists of time before official records became the norm and the probability of ever 
finding and documenting the MRCA is remote. 
 This has been a cursory review of the DNA process. The literature is replete with articles 
and books on the technology and many are available in any public library. Also the subject 
and all its ramifications are discussed at length on the WEB, 
 
************************************************************************** 

                                                 
294 On 15 October 1770, William AUSTIN purchased a 170 acre plot of land from Edmund Fanning.. The deed was recorded 

in Orange County Deed, Book 3, page 350. 
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Since the AUSTINS seem to be so interTAined with the GREENS and JONES, it is appro-
priate to give them a closer look. 
Since the AUSTINS seem to be so interTAined with the GREENS and JONES, it is appro-
priate to give them a closer look. 
 
 

9/28/95 FILE: AIjSTIN\NIAR\’LANDF\LAND-002.KE 1 KENT COUNTY, MARYLAND, 
LAND RECORDS, Liber DD, folios 661-663.  

QA32 William AUSTIN to ABSOLOM CRISFIELD  

This Indenture made this TAenty-ninth day of September in the year of our Lord one thou-
sand seven hundred and sixty four [29 Sep 17641 BeTAeen QA32 William AUSTIN of this 
county in the Province of Maryland, planter, of the one part and Absolom Crisfield, of the 
county and Province aforesaid, planter, of the other part. Witnessth that the said QA32 Wil-
liam AUSTIN, for and in consideration of the suni of seventy pounds current money of Mary-
land. . . ... grant, bargain and sell to Absolom Crisfield all my rights, title and Interest in a 
tract of land called ‘‘Jones Venture” lying and being in Kent County aforesaid and on a 
branch called Cypress beginning at a bounded White Oak standing in the southeast side of 
said branch in a point near Adjoining to [a] Tract of land formerly taken up h Captain Richard 
Smith and to northward of a plantation formerly in the possession of John Jones and running 
from the said White Oak into the woods east southeast Eighty perches then South Southwest 
TAo hundred perches thence running Northwest Eighty perches and thence with a straight line 
to the first Bounded tree containing one hundred acres. . . . . . 
Signed, Sealed and Delivered      QA32 William AUSTIN    Seal  
           Ann AUSTIN Seal 
In he Presence of us Samuel Thompson  
James McLachlan  
 

Kent County. Be it remembered that on lie TAenty-ninth day of September seventeen hundred 
sixty four QA32 William AUSTIN, the Grantor, caine before us TAo of his Lordships Justic-
es of the Peace for the County aforesaid and acknowledges the sale of the lands mentioned 
herein to be the Estate of Absolom Crisfield.  
Acknowlrdoed hefore ‘‘c, .1 mec Mel .nrliln n Sn mud Thom  

 

 

 
 By the mid-1760s, many colonists were becoming more and more dissatisfied with the 
wealthy Carolina officials who were corrupt, greedy and tyrannical. Corruption permeated the 
whole system and greed filtered down to the lowest level of local officials. The people were 
taxed excessively and when QA32 William TRYON became Royal Governor in 1765 his lav-
ish extravagances and depredations became a major point of contention and resentment 
among the colonists who were already paying excessive taxes. 
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 The end result was a North Carolina uprising mostly by the lower class citizens who took 
up arms against the corrupt colonial officials in what was known as the War of the Regulators. 
The uprising lasted from approximately 1764 to 1771. The lower class citizens lost the war 
and soon thereafter began an impressive migration to the western counties where living 
conditions were more stable. The AUSTINS of Orange County constituted a sizable block of 
these migrants who settled in Burke County. 
 As Burke County grew it ceded land for new counties, namely Caldwell and eventually 
Alexander. The genealogies of the AUSTINS who flourished in this settlement and growth of 
Burke and the later counties generated amazing histories that have been thoroughly 
researched and documented with outstanding genealogies. Unfortunately, these are not the 
main topic of this narrative.  
 Recall the purpose of this topic of the narrative is to try to obtain more definitive 
information on SamuelQA1 and Mary Green AUSTIN. That is the why we segue to the histori-
cal aspects of the problem. 
 

 0  
 
 Alexander County was formed in 1847. Its boundary encompassed what had been the 
northwest part of Burke County near the Little Rivers. A large number of the citizens of new 
County were AUSTINS who had made significant contributions to the history of Burke, 
Caldwell and Alexander Counties from the 1700s.  
 The most cogent written history was “A History of Alexander County” by QA32 William 
E. WHITE 1848-1934 and published under the auspices of the Alexander County Historical 
Society.295 WHITE was an educator, a Latin and Greek scholar, a state senator and a respected 
gentleman of the community.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WHITE’S history is quoted because it has a bearing on the following part of this narrative that 
pertains to SamuelQA1 and Mary Green AUSTIN. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The War of the Regulators  

served as the Royal Governor of North Carolina until his death in 1765. 
                                                 
295 Privately published October 1926. Copies are in the Alexander County Library, Taylorsville, North Carolina and in the 

North Carolina Archives, Raleigh, North Carolina 
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Governor QA32 William Tryon assumed the position following the death of Governor Dobbs. 
Tryon had an extremely lavish home built in 1770 in New Bern now known as Tryon Palace , 
which became one of the main points of resentment for the Regulators, who were already 
paying substantial taxes 

 
 

In 1764, several thousand people from North Carolina, mainly from Orange, Anson, and 
Granville counties in the western region, were extremely dissatisfied with the wealthy North 
Carolina officials whom they considered cruel, arbitrary, tyrannical and corrupt. taxes were 

 

  |   |    |    |     | 
   Mary `   QA32 WilliamKE4    Mary      Benjamin   Elizabeth 
   AUSTIN   AUSTIN     AUSTIN     AUSTIN   
  AUSTIN 
   ca. 1736      ca. ca.1738         ca. ca. 1741       ca. ca. 1743          ca. ca. 1755 
 After Samuel died: 
  1st. Widow Mary Green AUSTIN continued status quo and she and her family re-
mained in Orange County. We still have not identified a family but we assume there was one. 
  2nd. Widow Mary Green AUSTIN gathered her family together and returned to Mar-
yland. The rationale and implications of this option will become obvious later. 
  3rd. Widow Mary Green AUSTIN, although up in years, remarried. This would in-
volve a surname change adding to the difficulty of identify family members. 

 

3 

9 

3 

 

 
 
 There are TAo basic objectives of the of the Project, 1 to compares the Y-Chromosome 
patterns of a block of AUSTIN descendants whose original male ancestors lived on the 
Eastern Shore of Maryland to determine the probabilities of them being related and if so 2 to 
determine the probabilities of the number of generations to their most recent common 
ancestor TMRCA. The highlights of the Profile will be discussed more thoroughly in the 
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following text but, to get a clearer picture of the overall DNA process, the reader is referred 
back to Chapter 2 
 The modal haplotype used to compare the results of DNA of the AUSTINS who partici-
pated in this research project is the series of 37 numbers following the DNA test results of the 
QA32 William AUSTIN whose Kit No. is 18245.  
 
Show diagram 
 
 
 
 
 The life and times of Solomon AUSTIN are the objective of and fortunately we can 
achieve a modicum of success from the Profile. At the time this was written Solomon’s de-
scendant had been tested for 37 markers. There are TAo noteworthy results. First, there was 
only one mutation from the modal haplotype and that was the first marker. Solomon’s marker 
was 14 whereas all the others in the profile were 13. The significance of this is not known. 
 What is significant , however, is that in a 25-marker test – with the exception of the one 
mutation – everything else is a perfect fi 

 

 

 We have shown in an understandable manner how DNA techniques have been adapted in 
genetic genealogy. The AUSTIN Families Association of America AFAOA and the AUSTIN 
Families Genealogical Society AFGS have embraced the new technology and the AFGS has 
established a major effort to collect and display the results of DNA testing. These results are 
available to the public.  
 The overall objective of this narrative has been to connect the North Carolina AUSTINS 
to their Maryland ancestors and we have used DNA when and where possible. Much more 
work needs to be done.  
 As with any problem the first step toward finding a solution is to establish a base and de-
fine the parameters with which to work. That is the objectives of the following chapters of this 
narrative.  
 
 

PROBABILIES vs. GENERATIONS TO MRCA  
 
Tests With No Mutations  Test With TAo Mutations Test With Four Mutations 
 12 of 12 markers    10 of 12 markers    8 of 12markers 
25% within 1.1 generations 25% within 6.1 generations  25% within 12.1 generations 
50% within 2.5 generations 50% within 9.4 generations 50% within 16.8 generations 
95% within 10.3 generations 95% within 22 generations  95% with in 33.4 generations 
Genetic genealogy is not an exact science. For example, defining the modal haplotye is not an 
infallible process. In a group there is no 100% sure way of knowing which test subject’s test 
results are absolutely correct. Presently, the solution is to take the modal value for each DYS 
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number and designate the averages as the values for each DYS number in the Modal Haplo-
type. 
 
Master Profile There have been. The test results are compiled and displayed on the Master 
AUSTIN DNA Profile which can be viewed at the address in the foot note below. For ease in 
reviewing and discussion we have extracted parts of the Master Profile into put them into ta-
bles that are more easily assimilated and reviewed .  
 In Chapter 2 we discussed the numerical Markers that identify specific DYS numbers of a 
Y-DNA 37 marker test. table 1 reveals this relationship beTAeen the Markers and the DYS 
numbers. The contents of this table are straight forward and requires no detailed discussion. 
 

taBLE 1 
THE MARKERS & ASSOCIATED DYS NUMBERS  

   1  393   11 392   21 449   31 607 
   2  390   12 389-2  22 464a   32 576 
   3   19   13 458   23 464b   33 570 
   4  391   14 459a   24 464c   34 CDYa 
   5  385a   15 459b   25 464d   35 CDYb 
   6  385b   16 455   26 460   36 442 
   7  426   17 454   27 GAtaH4 37 438  
   8  388   18 447   28 YCAIIa   
   9  439   19 437   29 YCAIIb   
   10 389-1  20 448   30 456    
 
 table 2 is important. It contains selected information from the Master Profile presented in 
a larger more easily read text. On the date these data were extracted there had been nine ap-
plicants who had submitted material for 37-marker DNA tests. All are believed to have had 
Maryland/North Carolina connections. The test subject’s kit numbers, names, dates of birth 
and numbers of generations are identified in table 2. 
 The donor who supplied the sample for each DNA test kit is believed to have been a liv-
ing descendant of the first generation AUSTIN whose name followed the kit number. Theo-
retically, given ideal conditions, the Y-DNA of the first ancestor should have been the same 
as the donor’s. This would facilitate relationships and help in finding the MRCA but, unfortu-
nately, it is almost certain there would be mutations along the way. The ramification of these 
will be shown and discussed at the appropriate places in later chapters of the narrative. 
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 INFORMATION ON THE AUSTIN TEST SUBJECTS 
 Each AUSTIN test subject is assigned a test kit number and must provide the names, 
dates and places of birth of the three earliest known ancestors. In addition, he provides the 
number of generations from the first known ancestor to the generation of the test subject.  
 
1. 32203 Larkin K. AUSTIN / Jasper AUSTIN / Gregg AUSTIN / plus 1 other generation 
         ca. 1815 TN      ca. 1852 IL     ca. 1888 IL 
2. 98075 Larkin K AUSTIN / Jonathan AUSTIN / Harvey E. AUSTIN / plus 1 other genera-
tion 
         ca. 1815 TN      b . 1855 IL      ca.1902 IL 
3. 78795 William AUSTIN /  William AUSTIN / William AUSTIN plus 6 other generations 
         bc. 1705 Ireland / bc. 1732 MD /   ca. 1754 NC 
4. 18245 William AUSTIN  /  William AUSTIN /  William AUSTIN plus 7 other genera-
tions 
         ca. 1657 MD /     ca. 1690 MD /     ca. 1710 MD 
5. 34326 William AUSTIN /  William AUSTIN /  William AUSTIN plus 6 other generations  
         b, 1657 MD /    ca. 1690 MD /    ca. 1710 MD 
6. 27680 Philip AUSTIN /  Charles AUSTIN / William Young AUSTIN plus 4 other genera-
tions 
         ca. ca 1758 MD .   ca. 1786 NC /     ca. 1818 NC       
7 132468 William AUSTIN  . Benjamin D. AUSTIN / Elijah AUSTIN plus 4 other genera-
tions 
         ca. 1760 MD /     ca. ca. 1760 NC /       ca. 1792 NC 
8. 124161 Absolom AUSTIN / Moses AUSTIN /   Samuel F. AUSTIN plus 6 other genera-
tions 
         ca. 1725 MD /     ca. 1762 MD /     ca. 1803 NC 
9. 109394 Solomon AUSTIN  / Philip AUSTIN /   Isaac AUSTIN plus 3 other generations 
         ca. 1744 MD /     ca. 1790 SC ?? /   ca. 1820 Ontario 
 
 An example of the importance of information in table 2 is to review Test 6 Kit 27680. 
Philip Generation 1 
Charles Generation 2 
Wm. Young Generation 3 
Plus 4 additional generations including the donor. 
 
 

taBLE 3 
 The crux of the AUSTIN DNA Y-chromosome tests are illustrated in table 3 on page 18 
that is a modified extract of the actual nine AUSTIN DNA test results. The data in tables 1 
and 2 are omitted so to provide enough room to expand table 3 into more readable test results.  
 Before proceeding it is important to note that the nine test subjects are only a fraction of 
the more than 100 test results that compose the AUSTIN DNA Profile. These nine applicants 
agreed to be test subjects because they believe their ancestors had roots in early Maryland 
and/or North Carolina and there is a strong possibility they are al related and share common 
ancestors. This being the case, the test subjects data are appropriately identified and discussed 
in the following chapters.  
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Samuel’s and other land grants in southern Burke County, North Carolina. The first date 
is the date application was filed. The second date is the date the land was granted. 

 Note in Samuel’s 1802 grant near Bethlehem the cross approximates  
the Bethlehem church and school on land Samuel donated. 
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 When one first looks at table 3 page 18 the most striking impression is the large amounts 
of “white space” in the table. This is intentional. The 37 Y-DNA values for each of the nine 
test subjects would normally be recorded in a table. However, putting all these repetitive 
numbers in table 3 would create a mass of 333 more or less identical numbers making it diffi-
cult to identify the mutations that are the important results. 
 The problem is solved by designating one set of test results as the Modal Haplotype and 
comparing the marker numbers of all the other tests to that haplotype. Any differences are 
designated mutations and they are shown on the table enclosed in boxes. 
 Genetic genealogy is not an exact science. For example, defining the modal haplotye is 
not an infallible process. There is no 100% sure way of knowing which test subject’s test re-
sults are absolute correct and can be used as the modal haplotype.  
 
A set procedure  
 
Presently, the solution is to take an average of all nine values for each DYS number and des-
ignate the averages as the values for each DYS number in the Modal Haplotype. 
 
Almost all claim his parents were William and Elizabeth AUSTIN. William and Elizabeth did 
have a son named Samuel who was born in 1763 in Orange County. He married Mary 
CONNORS in Orange in 1783and they had a large family. Samuel was in Burke County, 
North Carolina by 1792 and resided there until after 1820. Samuel was not a Tory. 

 

 

 Almost from the time the first settlers arrived in the New World the Age of Migration 
began. Incomers as well as older settlers spread inland to other parts of Maryland and to other 
colonies in search of better qualities of life 
 Historically, there is almost a 100% certainty that some of the AUSTIN families that es-
tablished themselves in North Carolina, Tennessee and elsewhere were descendants of the 
original AUSTIN 

Genealogically, this was important because the AUSTINS were among these new settlers 
and the records in talbot County must be searched thoroughly. 

Geopolitically, the region that became Queen Anne’s County requires discussion. Initial-
ly, it excluded Kent Island but was still a well populated region that was an integral geograph-
ic part of Kent County from 1632 to 1662. After the formation of talbot County, the Queen 
Anne's region was embraced as the northern portion of talbot County.  
 The population continued to grow and in 1662, Queen Anne's County was officially 
formed. In 1706, Kent Island was made part of Queen Anne’s County. As years passed, new 
counties were formed and parts of the Kent, talbot and Queen Anne’s triumvirate gave land 
for these new counties.  
 The genealogical playing field was now defined – Kent, talbot and Queen Anne’s Coun-
ties. Each county has kept good records, however, the data have becomes so intermixed with 
time that no stone can be left unturned. The records of all three counties had to be thoroughly 
searched in order for a plausible picture of the 16th and 17th century AUSTINS to emerge. 
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There is a high degree oif there were not f certainty that the descendants of some of the 
AUSTINS of the Eastern Shore migrated to North Carolina and the overall objective of this 
narrative has been to connect these North Carolina AUSTINS to their Maryland roots. To find 
answers, when and where possible we can sometimes augment pick & shovel research with 
DNA.  
 As with any problem the first step toward finding a solution is to establish a baseline and 
define the parameters we work to compare DNA test results. That was the purpose of Chapter 
2 and will also be the purpose Chapter 3.  

 0 . 
 
 
 
 
ds.  
 Included in the model are the haplotypes of five hypothetical donors who provided 
samples for the Y-chromosome test.  
 Row 1 in the diagram is the numeral genetic markers that identify the appropriate vertical 
DYS numbers shown in Rows 2, 3, 4, and 5. The DYS numbers are presented vertically to 
keep the profile from being a hodgepodge of horizontal numbers. The alleles for each marker 
are illustrated in Row 6 of the diagram.  
 The information in Rows 1 to 6 provides the basics necessary to compare the markers of 
five donors and to illustrate how the DNA test process works. Their test results or shown in 
the bottom part of the chart.  
 
 

THE ELEMENTS OF A DNA Y-CHROMOSOME TEST 
 
Row 1.   Markers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

DYS Numbers 
Row 2.      3 3 1  3 3  3  4 3 4  3  3  3 
Row 3.     9 9  9 9  8  8  2  8  3  8  9  8 
Row 4     3 0 * 1 5  5  6  8  9  9  2  9 
Row 5         a    b     i   ii 
 
Row 6 The Alleles   13  26  14  11  12  14  12  12  11  13  13  29   

The modal haplotype 
 

Comparison of Hypothetical DNA Test Results 
 

Test Kit No.1 haplotype  13  26  14  11  12  14  12  12  11  13  13  29 
Test Kit No 2 haplotype  13  26  14  11  12  14  12  12  11  13  13  29 
Test Kit No.3 haplotype  13  26  14  10  12  14  12  13  11  13  13  29 
Test Kit No.4 haplotype  13  26  14  11  13  14  12  12  11  14  13  29 
Test Kit No. 5 haplotype 13  26  13  11  12  14  11  12  11  13  15  29 
 

The individual modal haplotypes 
 



AUSTINS OF THE EASTERN SHORE 
 

 165

 
 Individual test results have little meaning standing alone. Their value is how they com-
pare with other test results. In the above example TAo of the test haplotypes (Kits 1 & 2 
matched perfectly. This indicates that both individuals are closely related and have a most re-
cent common (male-line ancestor within a few generations. However, it does nothing to iden-
tify who that common ancestor was or how many generations back he lived. Answers to these 
questions still requires basic pick & shovel genealogy. 
 The results of test Kits 3, 4 and 5 differ from 1 and 2 and from each other. The differ-
ences represent mutations, which mean something has been added or subtracted from the 
number of repetitions at the marker where the mismatch occurs. In this chart the mismatches 
(mutations have been placed in boxes for ease in recognizing and discussion. 
 
       GENERATIONS TO MRCA 
  Probability of  12 of 12  11 of 12  10 of 12   9 of 12 
   Relationships  Matches  Matches  Matches  Matches 
   25 %   1.1   3.1   6.1   9.0 
   50 %   2.5   5.8   9.4   13.0  
   95 %   10.3   16.3   22.0   27.4  
 
 Under the given conditions, all the test donors could conclude there were relationships, 
some close, some distant. The TAo test subjects with no mutations (12/12 could conclude 
they were closely related and had a 95% probability that they had a MRCA within the past 10 
generations. With the same 95% probability, the donors with TAo mutations (10/12 would 
have had the MRCA within the past 22 generations. The donor with three mutations (9/12 
would have had to the MRCA within the past 27 generations. 
 Several important observations can be drawn from this example. First, the number of mu-
tations does not negate the bloodline relationships but as the mutations increase the donors 
will have to research a significantly longer time to find the MRCA. Second, as the number of 
mutations increase, the times to MRCA becomes more distant. With three mutations the time 
to MRCA is about 27 generations and if we use a standard length of a generation of about 20 
years then the MRCA could be more than 550 years ago.  
 We cannot leave this discussion of probabilities without reemphasizing it was designed 
for information purposes only. All the probabilities to MRCA were based on the assumption 
that all markers have the same mutation rate derived from their average. Now geneticists are 
developing more sophisticated computations, using among other things the actual mutation 
rate of each of the 37 markers. Supposedly, this gives "sharper" results.  
 From this concept an even newer advancement is evolving that establishes the stability of 
the mutation rates as a function of the location of the markers. For example the first 12 mark-
ers were found to be the most stable, with an average mutation rate of about 0.002; the next 
13 were more volatile with an average rate of about 0.004; and the last 12 were the most vola-
tile, with an average rate of about 0.007. 
 These mutation rate techniques are valid but the math needed to compute genetic DNA 
probabilities have advanced beyond the scope of this narrative.  
 

 0 . 
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 Genetic genealogy became a useful genealogical tool and well over a thousand projects 
have now been set up to study individual surnames. In September 2003, the AUSTINs of 
America Genealogical Society (AOAGS – now renamed the AUSTIN Families Genealogical 
Society (AFGS – initiated the AUSTIN-Austen DNA Project. to help introduce members to 
the rapidly developing use of genetic genealogy. AUSTINS promptly began submitting sam-
ples for testing and by 2005 there were enough results to format a useful data base known as 
the AUSTIN-Austen Profiles. Like Uncle Tom’s Topsy, the data base “just growed” and now 
there are more than 100 AUSTIN DNA test results displayed in the AFGS Profiles Table, 
which is displayed periodically on the Web and in the Newsletter.296 A copy of page 1 of the 
Profile is shown on page 16.  
 In this narrative we are primarily concerned with the Maryland-North Carolina 
AUSTINS, therefore we focus on the DNA test results of the 9 donors who claim Maryland 
and North Carolina ancestry. Because of space limitations the test results, are in very small 
print. To compensate, we have made a large working copy of the part of the Master Profile 
that pertains to the 9 AUSTIN families. This working copy is shown below. 
 

 

                                                 
296 The Austin Families DNA Project in the current issue of The Newsletter of the Austin Families Genealogical Society, 

(www.austins.org/cgi-bin/DNA.asp. and click link to “View Latest Test Results.” 


