CHURCH DISCIPLINE AFTER THE
RESTORATION

By W. Fergusson Irvine, M.A., F.S.A

Read 7th December 1911.

THE series of volumes somewhat loosely called
Bishops’ Visitation Books, the contents of
three of which we are considering to-night, are, to
be exact, the court books kept by the registrar of
the diocese of Chester, in which were entered the
charges and sentences in the voluntary suits before
the chancellor in the Consistory Court, arising out
of the bishop’s triennial visitations.

The extent of the jurisdiction of the Consistory
Court until the beginning of the last century was
very wide. The chancellor united in himself two
offices: first that of vicar-general, secondly that
of official principal. The duty of the chancellor as
official was to hear so-called contentious cases—dis-
putes concerning wills, legacies, marriages, slander,
&ec. As vicar-general he exercised a purely spiritual
jurisdiction by the authority and under the direction
of the bishop, in what were called voluntary, as
opposed to contentious cases: such as granting of
institutions, licenses to medical practitioners and
schoolmasters, probates of wills, letters of adminis-
tration, sequestration of vacant benefices, visitation,
correction of manners, with a general inspection of
men and things in order to the preserving of
discipline and good government in the Church.
And it is with these that we have to do to-night.
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The duties of the chancellor in this capacity
resembled in theory those of the censores morum
under the Roman Republic. The spiritual arm
strove to deal with sins as the secular did with
crimes, and penalties were meted out to offenders
guilty of a breach of the moral law in the same
way that punishment overtook those who brought
themselves under the hands of the king's justices.
Most of the cases which came before the chancellor
were the result of the visitation of the diocese;
but the court was open throughout the year, and
those on whom the duty devolved could, and did,
bring to the notice of the chancellor at any time
acts of moral delinquency, whether a visitation were
in progress or not.

The method of procedure was as follows. At
the commencement of the year in which the general
visitation was to take place the bishop issued a
charge to all the clergy of the diocese, church-
wardens, and swornmen or sidesmen, together with
a series of questions. These inquiries touched on
all points over which the spiritual courts had juris-
diction, and were intended to serve as guides to
the clergy and churchwardens in their duty of pre-
senting offenders to the bishop. The first half of
the articles dealt mainly with the clergy and their
behaviour and opinions, and to these the church-
wardens replied. After these came the questions
which referred to matters over which the church-
wardens had control, and it may be presumed that
the incumbent here had the chief word. Then fol-
lowed the questions relating to the general behaviour
and character of the parishioners; to these the
incumbent and churchwardens replied, and woeful
was the list of offenders usually sent in. Lest there
should be any supineness in making presentments,
there was always the rural dean to keep them up
to the mark ; and perhaps with still greater effective-
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ness the public somner or summoner, who, like the
common informer of a hundred years ago, spent his
time spying into other men’s lives, and watching
for any signs of moral weakness.

The replies having been sent in, the chancellor
cited or summoned to appear before him in the
Consistory Court on a given day those whose
names were mentioned in the presentments, and
proceeded against them in a way that in some
respects outrages our sense of justice. The unfor-
tunate person charged with a misdemeanour was
liable to be examined on the notorious *‘ex-gfficio
oath,” by which he was practically made to give
evidence against himself. This oath was partially
rendered illegal by an Act of Parliament dated
1661. Whether it was that those presented felt
it to be of little use to fight the charges, or that
only those who were unquestionably guilty were
presented, it is difficult to say; but it is a curious
fact that in something like ninety per cent. of the
cases where an appearance was entered the defend-
ants pleaded guilty.

The cases that came up as a result of the visita-
tion may be put into three classes. First, charges
against rectors and churchwardens for some negli-
gence or insufficiency, such as the omission of
catechising, the lack of a volume of Homszlies or
a register book, or the dilapidation of some build-
ing. This class was merely visited with a command
to repair the omission in future, and was, as a rule,
not a very serious affair. Secondly, charges against
the moral character, such as sins of drunkenness
and acts of unchasteness; these formed the bulk
of the cases, and in every instance where a con-
viction was obtained were visited with severe
sentences of penance. Thirdly, charges of recus-
ancy or wilful absence from Holy Communion.

As an example of the first class may be given




46  Church Discipline after the Restoration

from the Visitation which took place in 1665 :
“ Bromborough : against the Dean and Chapter of
Chester for suffering the Chancell to be out of
repair and like to fall downe and ruine the rest of
the Church, and for not providing a Minister.”
Or during the same visitation, the charge brought
against *“ James Bryne and Hugh Worrall, wardens”
[of Shotwick], ‘for want of a Carpett for the Com-
munion table, alsoe a Cup, Chalice, and Flagon for
the Sacrament which were lost in the late Warrs,
alsoe a book of Homilies, a booke of Canons, a
table of Degrees, a blacke herse cloth and lockes
to the Chest.” They appeared, and were ordered
to provide the aforesaid and to certify on the 27th
March next at Chester.

Cases of the second class—offences against
morality—met with a sterner treatment. Some-
thing like fifty per cent. of those who were pre-
sented did not appear when cited; these were
excommunicated for contumacy. Out of the
remaining fifty per cent, nearly all at once
acknowledged guilt and were assigned penances,
all of the one type, ranging in severity from
merely confessing their fault in the presence of
the incumbent and churchwardens of their parish,
to doing the same, clothed in a white linen sheet
and holding a lighted taper, in the presence of the
whole congregation, after the reading of the gospel,
on four Sundays consecutively, in four different but
contiguous parish churches, usually beginning in the
parish church of the penitent.

The lightest penance was not often given, and
was usually kept for such comparatively trivial faults
as speaking disrespectfully to the churchwardens or
vicar. In by far the largest proportion of the cases,
the punishments were only differentiated by being
for one, two, three, or four Sundays. These
penances appear to us intolerable, and it is no
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matter of surprise that a system of commuting the
penance into a money fine was in vogue; so that
if a man were of any position and property, he
could by paying a sum of money escape the dis-
comforts of public confession. The money thus
obtained was paid to the incumbent and church-
wardens of the delinquent’s parish for the purpose
of being distributed amongst the poor; though
sometimes the objects varied, the money being
occasionally applied to the mending of a highway
or bridge. Thus at Thurstaston on the 27th
February 1665 Robert Wilson and Margaret
Young were charged, and Wilson appeared and
confessed his sin—whereupon the Bishop ac-
cepted the confession and enjoined penance.
Afterwards on the humble petition of the said
Robert, the penance for himself and the said
Margaret was commuted into a money payment,
viz. £4 to pious uses, &c.

One naturally wonders how it was possible to
induce people to go through penances, and in what
way refractory sinners could be dealt with. The
process, in theory, was simplicity itself. If the
certificate that the penance had been done was not
forthcoming at the required date, the defendant
was promptly excommunicated. Excommunication,
to our mind, is merely represented by loss of the
means of grace and the Church’s favour, a loss
which would not appear serious to a hardened
sinner, At the time which we are considering,
however, the unpleasant consequences did not by
any means cease here. Excommunication was no
light thing when it was equivalent to outlawry. It
meant not only to be cut off from all holy offices,
but that no one might speak to the excommunicated
person, trade with him, or show him the barest
courtesy ; and if his friends dared to assist him in
any way, they risked coming under the same ban.




48  Church Discipline after the Restoration

Nor was this all; should these things not move
him, and if after forty days he still refused to
submit himself to the bishop, the secular arm was
called in, and a writ of de excommunicato capiendo
might be sued out in the Court of Chancery, and
the person of the delinquent seized, and he mlght
be thrown into prison until he did submit.

Such being in theory the fate of any excom-
municated person, the long list of excommunications
in the Court Book is noteworthy; all non-appear-
ance upon citation—and, as just stated, this took
place in something like half of the cases—was at
once met with this sentence. We learn, however,
from the Report of the Lancashire Preachers in
1590, printed in vol. xcvi. of the Chetham Society's
Publications, that the expense of calling in the
secular arm was so great, the process so tedious,
and the number of excommunicated so large, that
the law was practically inoperative. The result
was that the only effect of the sentence, in the
majority of cases, was to deprive the offender of
the use of the sacraments and divine worship.
This, however, until the passing of the Act of
Indulgence would entail further serious practical
inconveniences ; absence from divine worship was
itself punished by a fine of 1s. for each offence;
and in the Act of Uniformity (1 Eliz., cap. 2) no "
exception was made for persons unable to be present
owing to excommunication.

The visitations which have been selected for con-
sideration to-night, viz. those for 1665, 1668, and
1671, are of special interest, owing to the fact that
during the decade 1mmed1ately following the Re-
storation, the Church of England was making great
efforts to put her affairs in order, after the chaotic
period of 1644 to 1660. In the Act of Uniformity
of 1662 a great step was taken in the direction
of regularising the matter of orders, and one of its

7
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effects was to render it impossible for any of the
clergy to hold benefices unless they had been
episcopally ordained. Throughout these visitations
provision is made for the exhibition of letters of
ordination by the incumbents of the various parishes,
and it will be noticed that even in 1668 there were
still a few clergy, chiefly curates in outlying
chapelries, about whose orders doubt seems to have
existed. A further feature of interest in these
documents is the stress which is laid on the pre-
senting of all parishioners guilty of attending con-
venticles, and it is hardly necessary to point out
of what importance these volumes are to all
students of the early history of Nonconformity.
They contain long lists of Nonconformists, includ-
ing many Quakers, Anabaptists, and * Papists” as
they were called, and a large number of others
who are simply grouped under the name of Dis-
senters. It is sometimes difficult to disentangle
. the various lists, but in the main the religious
persuasion is clear. There is another class of case
which bears on the same point, and that is of those
who refused to pay their church lays or taxes;
these lists no doubt include a number of Quakers,
a body who for centuries stubbornly refused to pay
the church rate. It is interesting to notice that the
largest proportion of those who were presented for
not attending their parish churches were Roman
Catholics, and, as one would naturally expect, these
were to be found mostly in South-west Lancashire.

A number of references are also made to those
whom the documents describe as “silenced ministers,”
z.e. those who were ejected from their benefices
under the Act of Uniformity, and it is possible
from these volumes to add considerably to the
biographical details contained in Calamy of the
various early Nonconformist ministers in Lanca-
shire and Cheshire.

D
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TYPICAL SELECTIONS,

Nore.—The following extracts from the various Visitation Books are
given as specimens of its records, being complete so far as each deanery is
concerned. The first page or two of the 1671 record is copied exactly from
the original ; in other cases a translation of the Latin fragments is printed.

1665.—Deanery of Worrall.

In the Consistory Court, within the Cathedral Church of
Chester, on Friday, 22nd December 1665, between the hours
of 9 A.M. and 11 A.M., before John Dwight and Philip Flanner,
Bachelors of Laws, in the Primary Visitation of George, Bishop
of Chester, &c.

BurToN.—Against Ralph Lightfoot and William Barrowe,
wardens, for want of poor man’s box and blacke hearse cloth.
Dismissed, &c. Against Edward Massey of Puddington, Esquire,
and his wife for Recusants, and haveing a Scholemaster in his
house who comes not to Church. Against Edward Steel, school-
master, for non-appearance. He appeared and produced his
licence and was dismissed. Against Margaret Hamond, mid-
wife, for the same.

BeBBINGTON.—Against William Chantrell and his wife, Robert
Knowles of Bebbington Superior and his wife for Recusants,
the said Knowles haueinge a childe of above a yeare old un-
christened. Against Margaret Hoole and Thomas Currey,
fornicators; formerly presented to the Dean Rurall, but never
punished. James Hughson, schoolmester there.

BackrorDp.—Against Robert Southorne of Backford for not
receivinge the Communion. Against Ellis Hayes for the same
and for not coming to Church. Against Mary Ashton and
Elizabeth Glasier for Recusants.

BipsToN.—Against John Rathbone and William Bennett for
not paying their Easter dues. Against Willlam Kempe and
Richard Harrison for the same. Against Robert Wilson,
William Lea, Richard Harrison, and Richard Pemberton for
absenting themselves from Divine service. On which day
Robert Wilson appeared and was warned to attend Church and
hear Divine Service, and so to certify 27th March next.

BroMBROUGH.—Against the Dean and Chapter of Chester
for suffering the Chancell to be out of repair and like to fall
downe and ruine the rest of the Church; and not providing a
Minister.

EastHaM.—Against Alexander Grimshall, Alice Lerpoole,
popish recusants. [Later note: “The Minister is dead, and the
Citation was not executed.”] Against [blank] Poole of Poole,
Esquire, and his wife, Thomas Palliser and Richard Greenhalgh,
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William Shurlicar and his wife, for not coming to Church.
Against John Dutton, schoolmaster, not licenced nor appeared.

HesweLL.—Deest.

NEesToN.—Against Thomas More, one of the wardens, because
he did not appear at the Visitation. [Side note: “This Cita-
tion was not executed in regarde of the plague being there,
though all except those in the towne had notice of it.”] He
appeared and submitted, &c., and is to exhibit presentment
within 15 days. 1s. Later, on the 17th January 1665[-6], he
gave in the presentment and was dismissed. Against Darcy
Savage, Esquire, Thomas Naylor, James Green, William Cleaton
and his wife, for papists. Against William Taylor, John Robin-
son, and Daniel Hill for plowing upon Holy Thursday. On
which day they appeared and put in certificates from the Vicar
and one of the Wardens of their conformity and promise of refor-
mation, &c.; whereupon they were warned. All three dismissed.
8s. Against Thomas Axon and John Madocke for hireing
horses on the Lord’s day. Against Jane Dowker and Agnes
Yates, midwives, not licenced.

OvERCHURCH.—Against Arthur Lowe, warden, for that there
is noe blacke herse cloth, but they are put to borrow upon
occasions. He appeared and was ordered to provide a cloth
[pannus], and to certify by the 27th March next. 2s.6d. On
wh: day he appeared and certified, and is dismissed. 4d.
Against Sir William Stanley, Baronett, for that there is noe
Minister there, in regard he keepeth the means in his hands
that the Minister should have.

StokE.—Against Thomas Meacocke [erased], Peter Lightfoot
and John Lightfoot, assistant wardens, for non-appearance.
Appeared, &c. Against Catherine Wright, of Stoke, for not
coming to Church. She appeared and produced a certificate from
the warden to show that she attends Church diligently when able :
therefore dismissed. 2s. 6d. Against John Williams and Sarah
Dalamore, a/ias Williams, his pretended wife, whoe were unlaw-
fully marryed. On which day a certificate was put in of banns
publication in Burton Church on 3 days, &c., where they used
to live, and that they were lawfully married ; therefore dismissed.
Poor.

SHOTWICKE.—Against James Bryne and Hugh Worrall,
wardens, for want of a Carpett for the Communion table, alsoe
a Cup Cllice [s7], and Flagon for the Sacrament, which were
lost in the late Warrs; alsoe a booke of homilies, booke of
Canons, table of degrees, a blacke herse cloth, and lockes to
the chests. Appeared, and are to provide the aforesaid and to
certify 27 March next at Chester. 2s. 6d. Against Robert
Chamberlaine for a common fame of living in Adultery with
Elizabeth Johnson. On which day Chamberlaine appeared and

S
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denied the said crime, nevertheless he offered to submit himself
to his purgation, wherefore the Bishop enjoined him, &c., and
warned him to produce [?] a schedule certifying same, 27 March
next. Nil. Against Willidm Cotton, chirurgun, for non-appear-
ance. Appeared and produced same [7.e. his licence], and dis-
missed. Against Mary Hickocke and Mary Davies, midwives,
for the same. They appeared and produced same, &c. Against
the old wardens, for not giveing in their accompts. Against John
Robinson for not paying the clerk’s wages. Appeared, and was
warned to certify as to the payment &c. 27 March next. Nothing.
And James Bruen, one of the wardens, offered to pay the said
fees to the Parish Clerk, and so dismissed. Poor.

THURSTASTON. —Agamst Robert Wilson and Margaret Young,
fornicators. On 27th Feb. 1665[-6], in the room of Mr. Flanner
in Le Abbey Court before the same Mr. Flanner and Mr. Dwight,
commissaries of the Lord Bishop, the said Wilson appeared for
himself and the woman and confessed the sin, &c. Wherefore
the Bishop accepted the confession, &c., and enjoined them -
condign penance, &c. Afterwards on the humble petition of the
said Robert, being vehemently penitent, the penance for himself
and the said Margaret was commuted into a sum of money
(viz. £4) to plous use, &c. Money paid to Mr. Dwight, &c.
10s. Against Robert Filpott and Mary his wife for not being
at Divine service these three months. They appeared by Alex-
ander Boniman, and are to attend Church, &c., and to certify at
Chester 27 March next. 5s. 4d.

WaLLasEY.—Against George Pemberton and John Bayley,
wardens, for want of a table of degrees, &c., and a Terrier.
Appeared, warned to certify, &c. 2s. 6d. Agamst Alexander
Fetherston, clerk, Rector there, for that upon the informacion
to the Churchw. of Mr. Edwd. Lyderland, Ambrose Sharples,
and Tho. Griffeth, he is a person of a scandalous life and con-
versation since he made his purgacion. He appeared and is
respited until 6th Feb. next. 2s. 8d. He appeared on the
6th Feb. and denied the presentment, and at the order of the
Bishop upon satisfaction given (as the said Fetherston asserts
on the word of a priest), he was dismissed by Mr. Flanner.
2s. 8d. Against Catherine, the wife of Robert Stanney, for a
suspected recusant. Against Henry Robinson, schoolmaster,
not licenced. On which day he appeared and produced his
licence, dated 28 Aug. last, and so was dismissed. Against John
ap Shone for the commonly reputed father of a bastard child
begotten upon the body of Ellen Jones, now or late of West
Kirby parish, which she confest before Justice Glegg. On which
day the said Shone appeared and confessed his sin, and the
Bishop enjoined his penance; &c., and to certify 27 March next
at Chester. 2s. Later, on 5th April 1666, the Schedule with
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certificate was put in, &c., from Robt. Hill, &c., and dismissed.
2s. 6d. Against Anne Wilson and Joan Young, midwives, for
non-appearance. They appeared by their husbands.
WoobcHUrcH.—Against Samuel Pemberton and George Cot-
tingham for that the Church is not perfectly repaired. They
want a Cover for the font, a herse cloth, and Terrier of the
Glebe. They appeared and are to certify as to the provision of
a presentment, 27 March next. 2s. 8d. [Attached is a slip of
paper: “Here is a true count of leaue [glebe] land belonging to
Woodchurch. Three-quarters of one acre of land lying one the
east side of the Church and hafe of one acre lying one the west,
and this is all we know of in the parish.”] [Note in another

hand : “Woodchurch. This was left with Christ: for me, March~

26th 1666.”] Against Thomas Ireland for a negligent comer to
Church both Sundays and holydays. He appeared and stated
that he was indebted, and therefore durst not come to Church
for fear of arrest. Warned to attend in future. 2s. 6d. Against
Robert Chantrill and his wife, and David [blank] and their
families for Recusants. Against the Executors of the will or
occupiers of the goods of Thomas Dalamore, late of Thingwall,
decd., for administering without authority. Against Robert
Hickocke for detaining 4s. a yeare in his hands due to the
poore for many yeares past. Against Thomas Leen, Thomas
Goldson [later, “dead”], and Margaret Moseley, for teaching
petty schooles, and have no licence.

WesT KirBv.—Against Robert Ensdall, one of the wardens’
assistants, for non-appearance. Warned first, second, and third
time to take the oath of office, &c. . . .[?] Against Henry Linaker
of Great Meolse, for a notorious blasphemer and swearer, and
never comes to Church. Against Anne, wife of Edward Glegg,
Esq., and Margery Whitley, widow, for that since Easter last
they have not been present at any part of divine service, though
they come to sermons. Whitley appeared and confessed, and
was warned to attend Church and to certify by 6 Feb. next
at Chester. Nil. 6th Feb. no sort of appearance; excom-
municated. Anne Glegg appeared by Alexander Boniman. She
is to attend Church during the time of Divine Service and to
listen to the public preaching, and to certify 27 March next.
2s. 6d. Against Dorcas, wife of Robert White, and John Rad-
cliffe and Mary his wife, for the same. Neither hath she been
at Church these 3 yeares, and her youngest child is unbaptized,
nor did she come to returne publique thankes, &c. Dorcas
White and John Radcliffe appeared, and John confessed that
his childe is aboute a twelve month old and not yet christened,
whereupon he is warned to cause his child to be christened
according to the Liturgie, and also the said Dorcas is to attend
Church and to certify by the 6th Feb. next at Chester. Nil
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[Later: “6th Feb. 1665-6, for contempt [?], &c., the said
Radcliffe is declared excommunicate. Nevertheless the said
Dorcas is to certify by the z7th March next. 2s.8d.”] Against
John Hogg and John Harrison, wardens, for that the bells want
wheeles and ropes. Against John ap Shone and Ellen Jones,

fornicators.

1670.—Deanery of Wirrall.

On Friday, 26th August 1670, in the Parish Church of Eastham,
&ec., before William Bispham, clerk, M.A. and Canon of the
Cathedral Church of Chester, as surrogate for the Ven. John
Wainwright, clerk, Doctor of Laws, Official Principal of the
Consistory Court of Chester, also Rural Dean of the Rural
Deanery of Wirrall, judicially seated between the hours of g and
11 A.M., in the presence of me Wm. Willson, Notary Public, &c.

On the 29th Oct. 1670, the Chancellor decreed excom-
municate all who did not appear.

At which hour, day, and place, Peter Dawson, apparitor, put-
in all citations, &c. duly served, &c.

BackrorRD.—Against Mris. Joan Birkenhed of Backford, Miis.
Mary Ashton, Mris. Elizabeth Glazieur, Papists.

BEBBINGTON.—Against William Chantrill and Alice his wife,
Robert Knowles and Anne his wife, Papists.

Bipston.—All well.

BurToN.—Against Edward Massey of Puddington, Esq.,
Richard Massey, gent., William Pallister and his wife, Papist
Recusants.

BroMBOROUGH.—Against [blank] for that the Chancell is in
decay.

EasTHAM.—Against James Poole, Esq. [later: “dead”], and
Mary his wife, Thomas Moores, Anne Lucas, Thomas Pallister,
Ellen Bostocke, Elizabeth Chester, Ellen Shurleker, Alexander
Grimshall, Ellen Dean, Papist recusants.

HeswarL.—All well.

NEsTON.—Against Darcye Sauage, Esq. [later: “dead”],
[blank] Cleaton, gent., and James Green, all of Leighton, and
Thomas Morgan of Gt. Neston, Recusants.

OVERCHURCH.—AI] well.

SHOTWICKE.—Against [blank] that the Chancell windows is
oute of repaire.

SToAKE.—Deest.

THURSTINGTON.—Omnia bene.

WarrLazev.—Omnia bene.

WoobcHURCH.—Against Robert Chantrell and Mary his wife,
and Anne, wife of Thomas Sherlocke, Papist recusants.

WesT KIRKBYE.—Deest.
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1671.—~Cestrie Decanal’.

EccrL’1a Sc& BriGerTZ£—Officium d’ni merum con. Joh’em
Plumb et Joh’em Pary for standing excommunicate. Con.
Magrm. Joh’em Brett for not paying his Churchlay being 2s. 6d.
Dimiss’ prout in Act’ E. 73.

Sci. Jomannis.—Con. Guil'mum Wilson, jun. et Joh’em
Mottershed, gard’, for that both the steeple and church porch
are in decay. Alsoe for that there’s noe Rayles before the Com-
munion table, nor linen cloth, &c., and Carpett, &c. Quo die
comparuerunt et moniti, &c. [Later: 23 Nov. 1672, gard’ cer-
tific’ de omnibus peract’[?]; unde dimiss’ 2s. 6d.] Con.
Magram. [blank] Wirden, }blank] ux’ Thomae Ashton, Annam
uxorem Dcoris. Burlace, Jacobum Lune [? Lucie], et [blank]
eius ux’, Rich : Smith et eius ux’, Noncommunicantes, 28 Jan’rii
1671. Compar’ dca. Magra. Anna Burlace per Thomam
Bramall eius servum, qui produxit Instr’'m. sub sigillo manueli
Henrici Vicecomitis Cornbury, Camerarii Regine Ma'tis familiz,
geren’ dat’ 18° Jan’rii 1669, quod dca. Anna jurata et admissa
fuit in numerum feminarum siue servan’ dcz. Regine Ma'tis
et hend’ et gaudend’ omnia Previlegia eid’ offic’ [in margin]
Spectan’; unde ex directione D’'ni Episcopi dimittitur. zs. 6d.
Con. Guil'mum Bathoe et eius ux’, Rich: Humpston et’ eius ux’,
Thomam Mason et eius ux’, pro consimili. Con. Thomam
Orange, ludim’rum non licentiatum. Con. Rich’'um Smith for
practiseinge Phisicke and chirurgery without licence.

Beats MARr1E.—Con. Prenobilem Dm. Comitem Salopiz for
not repairing Troutbeckes Chappell. [Side note: “Rich. Taylor
nunc hujus parocie et nuper de Wellington parociee de Hanmer
v: ib’'m.”] Con. Nich’um Stevenson, Cl', Rectorem ib’m, for not
repairing the chancell, 2s. 6d. Quo die comparuit. Con.
Edwd’'m Starkey et Guil'm Lloyd, gard’, for that St. Katherines
Isle is out of repaire. 2s. 6d. Quo die comparuerunt. Con.
Guil’m Spann et eius ux’, Ellenam Vnderwood, Nathanum Mad-
docke et eius ux’, et Sara Gorse for not coming to church.

Scr. MarTINL—Con. Aliciam Oliver for bearing a bastard
childe, and Mr. Starkey, a prisioner in the Castle, is the reputed
father of it. Con. Thomam Clarke, Cl’, Minister ib’m, non
licentiatum. Dimiss’. Con. Rad'um Houlbrooke for not
coming to devine service. Con. Edwardum Ellis and Joh’em
Halwood, pro consimili. Quo die comparuit dcus. Halwood et
cum monicione dimiss’. Nil.

Scr. MicHAELIS.—Con. Hen'um Williams nuper gard’ ib’'m in
non comparend’ in visitatione. Con. Magram. Hesteram Price,
a strainger in this parish and confesseth she is a papist.

! Visitacio tenta fuit tertio Junii, 1671,
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Scr. OLivE.—Con. Thomam Coe unum Assistan’ veterum in
non comparend’ in Vis'ne. Quo die comparuit jurat’ est et sub-
scripsit p’'n’tant. [?] et dimiss’.  1s.

Scr. OswaLpr.—Con. Decanum et Cap’lum Cestr’ for not
repairing the Leads soe that the parishioners cannot sitt drye.
And for not repairing the south window. Con. Magram. Mariam
Fitzwilliams, Rad’'um Hulton eius famulum Seth Mort gen. et
[blank] eius uxor’, Papistes Recusan’. Con. Joh'en Carden et
eius ux’, Rich’um Cookes et eius ux’, et Joh’em Prichard for not
coming to Church. Con. [blank] uxorem Hen’ci Gowens et
[blank] Davenport pro consimili et Quakers and the said Daven-
port for not bringing his childe to be christened.

Scr. PerrL—Con. Edwardum Morgan et [eius ux’, erased]
Franciscam Worthington alias Morgan eius ux’ pretensam for
living together as man and wife, and are either unmarryed or not
lawfully marryed, and for Quakers, and not christening his
children. Con. Rich'um Adams (qui fuit in Hibernia), gard’
vet’, et Thomam Minshall, in non comparendo in Vis’ne, &c.

SacrAE TriNiTATIS.—Con. Thomam Denson for a common
swearer. Con. Rich’'um Harpur for calling the Churchwardens
Rogues, because they presented him formerly. Con. D'num
Petrum Pindar, Baronettum, for refuseing to pay his Churchlay,
being 8s. [Blank] die Junii 1671, comparuit d’ctus D’nus Petrus
Pindar ac obtulit et penes Reg’rum dimisit summam 4s. pro
assessamento p’d’ ad usum pred’ ultra quam summam all’t g’d de
Jure non tenetur solvere ; unde ad eius peticionem d’nus se juri
dimisit, &c. 2s. 6d. [Note in Sir Peter's own hand in visi-
tation: “ This 4s. I have rec’d back again, 15° Junii 1672, having
otherwise satisfied the churchwardens. Pe. Pyndar.”]

BarRrROWE.—Against William .Hankinson and Mary his wife,
Geo. Edge and Jone his wife, Elleanor Cotgreaue, widow, Jane
Ethill, spinster, Margery, wife of John Sellar, Henry Stockton
and Mary Barnet, for Quakers and excommunicated persons.
Against Rowland Batteridge and his wife for not coming to
church.

BRUERA CHAPEL a@l/ias CHURCHENHEATH.—Against William
Bordman, clerk, Vicar there, for not coming every Sunday to
preach nor sending a Curate. Against John Gough for putting
his swine into the churchyard, which are very noysom.

CHRISTLETON.—Against Geo. Buckley, a churchwarden, for
not appearing at the Visitation, &c. Excused. Against the
same and Randle Pulford, the other warden, for that they want
three locks and keys on the Chist for keeping Ornaments of
the Church in, and a blacke hierse cloth. On which day they
appeared and were admonished, &c. 2s. 6d. [Later: “7 Sept.
They certified concerning the above and were dismissed.”]
Against Thomas Weston, clerk, Rector there, for that the par-
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sonage house is out of repaire. On which day he appeared and
asserted that he hath made provision for some Materialls for
repairinge of the Parsonage House and outhouseinge, which were
burnt in the late warrs by Order from Prince Morrice and doth
intends [sic] to proceede therein. Whereupon he was ad-
monished to repaire the premises and to certify, &c. 2s. 6d.
Against William Hill and William Carter for reputed Quakers
and not coming to Church.

DopprEsToN.—Against Mris. Suzan Cowley of Dodleston
and John Layfield of Higher Kinnerton for standing excom-
municated. Against Richard Wright and William Lache, sides-
man, for not appearing, &c. Appeared and took the oath.
1s., and Lache 2s. 6d.

EccLesToN.—Against William Bispham, clerk, Rector, for that
the parsonage is not in repaire. Against Kenricke Jones, clerk,
Curate, for not exhibiting his letters of admission[?]. Against
Henry Gardner, warden, for not appearing, &c.

FarnDON.—Against [blank] Kinaston, schoolmaster, for not
appearing, &c. [Later: “Gone away.”]

GUILDEN SuTrTON.—Nil.

HARGREAUE CHAPEL.—Against William Eccles, warden, for
that the Chappell is out of repaire; they want a cover for the
Font, a Carpet Cloth and severall other thinges, a booke of
Canons and table of degrees, &c. [Later note: ‘“Mr. Tho:
Aldersey of Spurstow in Bunbury Parish is the feoffee to see
this done.” “19° Dec. 1672. It appears by the deed of
feoffment that the overplus, &c., is to goe only about repairs
and to the poore, but there is not soe much in his hands as
to pay ]the minister and schoolmaster ; wherefore dismissed.
2s. 6d.”

Horr.—Against Thomas Crew, gent., William Hughes, gent.,
and Anne his wife, Thomas Ridgeway and Martha his wife,
Anne, wife of John Crew, Jane Crew, Robt. Dod, Papists, &c.
Against Roger Andrews and Elizabeth his wife, Thomas Boul-
ton and his wife, and Roger Jones for Quakers. Against
Joseph Powell, Tho. Gollinge, John Nicholls, Alexander Powell
and Mary his wife, and Urian Weaver for not coming to Church
nor Sacraments, &c. Against William Jeflreys, clerk, curate, for
not exhibiting his admission, &c. Against Charles Bradshaw
(8d.), John Gibbons (8d.), and Thomas Lloyd (1od.), for not
paying their Easter dues aforesaid. The Parish Clerk notifies
receipt from Gibbons, who is dismissed (2s.), and also Bradshaw,
the same, 2s. 6d. Against John Edmund (1od.), Thomas Ap
Robert (10d.), and John ap John Gatlin (10d.), for the same.
Edmund produced evidence of payment, and was dismissed.
15. 6d. Against Thomas Williams, warden, old sidesman, for non-
appearance. 28 March 1672. He was ill, and so is dismissed.
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