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PART 1 
INTRODUCTION 

This publication mainly relates to a court case of 1844 regarding "Settlement" 

in a parish and "Parish Relief". It was felt that those who are not aware of these 

two statutes relating to the poor (paupers) would benefit from the following 

chronological history of statutes / Acts related to the poor.  

AN EXPLANATION OF STATUTES                                      

RELATED TO THE POOR  

THE 1597 ACT 

In 1597, an Act for “The Relief of the Poor” was passed in Parliament (39 Elizabeth c.3.). The 
following is a synopsis of the major objectives:- 

 Churchwardens and four overseers in every parish to set children and able poor to 
work, relieve the impotent and bind out pauper children as apprentices. 

 The above officials can tax “every inhabitant and occupier of lands” in the parish for 
these purposes. They can distraint the goods of those refusing to contribute to poor-
rates. 

 The same officials to see that habitations are provided for the disabled on waste or 
common lands, with the agreements of the lords of the manor. 

 Two JPs to nominate overseers and take their accounts. 

 JPs may tax some parishes to help others and shall (in session) hear appeals against 
rates. 

 Begging forbidden except by those allowed to beg food in their own parishes 

 County treasurers to be appointed to administer funds for the relief of prisoners and 
soldiers and mariners passing through the county. 

Although it was essentially a refinement of the 1597 Act, in 1601 a further Act for “The Relief 
of the Poor” was passed in the 43rd year of the reign of Elizabeth 1 (43 Eliz 1.c.2). Under the 
1601 Act, each parish was obliged to relieve the aged and the helpless, to bring up 
unprotected children in the habits of industry, and to provide work for those capable of it, but 
who were lacking their usual trade. The main objectives of the Act were:- 

 The establishment of the parish as the administrative unit responsible for poor relief, 
with churchwardens or parish overseers collecting poor-rates and allocating relief. 

 The provision of materials such as flax, hemp or wool to provide work for the able 
bodied poor. Any able bodied pauper who refused to work was liable to be placed in a 
“House of correction” or prison. 

 The relief of the impotent poor, the old, the blind, the lame and so on. This could 
include  the provision of a ”House or Dwelling” – Almshouses or Poor Houses rather 
than the Workhouse. The Act also made the relief of maintenance of such persons, 
the legal responsibility of their parents, grandparents or children, if such relatives 
were themselves able to supply support. 
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 The setting to work and apprenticeship of children. 

THE POOR RATE 

The 1601 Act empowered parish overseers to raise money for poor relief from the inhabitants 
of the parish according to their ability to pay. The poor rate was originally a form of local 
income tax, but over time evolved into the rating system – a property tax based on the value 
of real estate. In general, the poor rate was paid by the tenant and not the owner. Failure to 
pay the poor rate would result in a summons to appear before a JP who could impose a fine 
or the seizure of property or even a prison sentence. 

THE 1662 SETTLEMENT ACT 

This new settlement Act allowed for the removal from a parish, back to their place of 
settlement of newcomers when local justice deemed they were likely to be chargeable to the 
parish poor rates. Exemption was allowed if the new arrival was able to rent a property for at 
least £10 per year, which was well beyond the capabilities of the average labourer. 

The basic principles of the act had already been long established. A child’s settlement at birth 
was taken to be the same as that of its father, at marriage, a woman taking on the same 
settlement as her husband. Illegitimate children were granted settlement in the place they 
were born. This often led parishioners to try and get rid of an unmarried pregnant woman 
before the child was born, for example, by transporting her to another parish just before the 
birth, or by paying a man from another parish to marry her. 

AN EXAMPLE OF A SETTLEMENT AND REMOVAL APPEAL CASE 

Leicestershire Mercury – April 10th 1852 

LEICESTERSHIRE APPEAL SESSIONS 

REMOVAL APPEAL CASE – Osgathorpe appellants; Loughborough respondents; Council 
for appellants; Messrs. Roberts and Merewether; Attorneys – Dewes and Son, Council for 
respondents, Messrs. White and Maunsell; Attorney – Mr. Inglesant. 

This was an appeal against an order made January 15th for the removal from Loughborough 
to Osgathorpe of the four illegitimate children of Mary Poxon who had deserted them about 
twelve months ago and who not having obtained a settlement herself followed the settlement 
of her father Thomas Poxon, who resided about 1784 at Castle Donington under a certificate 
from the officers at Osgathorpe. The mother had also been removed under orders to 
Osgathorpe in 1815 and had afterwards received relief from that parish while living at 
Loughborough. The grounds of appeal were that the mother was married to William Glover 
about 1841 and that the children were not illegitimate; that the settlement of the grandfather 
was not as stated; and that the three first of the children had resided in the parish of 
Loughborough above five years besides the time in which they had received relief. 

Mr. White, in reference to the ground of appeal, first denied that this was the case with 
respect to the third child, and contended that granting it to be true with respect to the others, 
the children were liable to removal, owing to the mother, by breaking her residence, having 
made herself removable, and not having exhibited any intention of returning. In support of his 
opinion Mr. White quoted several cases in which women and children had been held to be 
removable, when the husband and father had broken his residence, and shown no intention 
to return. 

Elizabeth Rossell, mother of Mary Poxon, stated that her daughter was never married, but 
had had six children. She was living with a person named William Glover, when she had the 
first child (now about fourteen years of age), and she had another very soon after also by 
Glover, She lived with another person after Glover's death, and had the children by him. She 
had now the youngest child with her. She went away twelve months last January. Glover 
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died about eleven years ago, and when he was buried the bearers wore "white 
trousers, which was the usual sign that the deceased was a single man". Witness 
married Thomas Poxon, at Lockington, in 1813 and they lived at Castle Donington with his 
father and mother. When she lost her husband in 1815, she was removed under orders, with 
her daughter and a boy named Robert from Donington to Osgathorpe. She remained there 
not quite a week, and was allowed 4s. a week and went to live at Loughborough, where she 
continued to receive the relief between four and five years. Her daughter when she went 
away and said nothing about coming back, but the man with whom she went said, he might 
come back and fetch the children, but it was a thousand to one if ever she saw her daughter 
again. She asked her daughter to let her know where she was, and she promised to write in 
about three weeks, but had not done so. Witness's father and mother lived at Hemington. 
Cross-examined. - Went to see her daughter when she lived with Glover at Loughborough, 
where they lived three or four years. Her son Daniel was born at Nottingham, where the 
parents had gone to live a short time at the commencement of the connexion. The neighbours 
used to call her daughter Glover. There was one child born at Mountsorrel. Witness always 
thought her daughter was married to Glover till after his death. 

Martha Glover, sister to William Glover, remembered his death, which occurred about eleven 
years since. Witness lived in London at the time, and at Mountsorrel at the time her brother 
lived in Nottingham. Her brother told her about two years before he died that he was not 
married to Mary Poxon. In January 1851, Mary Poxon called on her at Mountsorrel, with the 
man she lived with, and said she was going a hundred miles off to seek for work, and had left 
the children with her mother, intending to send for them. Cross-examined. - Witness knew 
that her brother and Mary Poxon passed as man and wife, She had heard Mary Poxon called 
Mrs. Glover. Mary Poxon was by when her brother told her they were not married. Witness 
asked the question of him owing to having been told by a woman from Nottingham that they 
were not married.  

Frances Jacques stated that, about three or four days before Glover's death, he expressed to 
her a deep regret that he and Mary Poxon were not married, as it might interfere with the 
future welfare of his children and partner.  

W. Wortley stated that Mary Poxon told him positively that she was not married to the man 
she lived with, nor Glover before him; and he also spoke to a conversation with the parties, 
who lived next door to him, just previous to their going away, indicating no intention to return, 
and leaving the children in his charge to take to the workhouse.  

Samuel Poxon proved that his parents received relief from Osgathorpe while residing at 
Castle Donington, and that his brother married the first witness.  

James Newbold, overseer of Castle Donington, produced copies of the register of the 
marriage of Mary Poxon's father and mother at Lockington, and of her birth, also the order of 
removal of the mother and daughter to Osgathorpe in 1815.  

Mr. Roberts remarked that the court would have to decide first whether the settlement of the 
mother of the children was not determined by her marriage; second whether the children were 
not irremovable under the clause of the act making a five years' residence bar to removal; 
and third, whether two of the children being below the age of nurture were at all removable. 
He contended that apart from the late evidence that had been imported into the case, there 
were strong facts in favour of a marriage with Glover having taken place, as reputation and 
cohabitation, both a first class of evidence, were admitted. On the second point, he submitted 
that the children had resided above five years in Loughborough, and therefore were not 
removable. On all the points be submitted to the court that the order must be quashed.  

Mr. White, in reply, contended that the mother of the paupers having made herself removable 
by breaking her residence, the children were removable also.  

The Court confirmed the order.  

Mr. White applied for costs on the ground that the appeal was vexatious and frivolous.  
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Mr. Roberts replied, and the Court declined to grant the application.  

BADGING THE POOR 

An Act passed in 1697, required, amongst other legislation “The badging of the poor”. Those 
in receipt of poor relief were required to wear in red or blue cloth on their right shoulder, a 
badge with the letter “P” preceded by the initial letter of the parish – for Osgathorpe “OP”. 
Badging was not taken up by all parishes and the procedure was eventually discontinued in 
an Act of 1810 (50 Geo III c.10). 

AN EXAMPLE OF RELIEF BEING AWARDED PRIOR TO THE FOLLOWING          
1832 ROYAL COMMISION REPORT 

Leicester Chronicle – June 24th 1829 

LOUGHBOROUGH POLICE INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. Meakin, Guardian of the poor at Osgathorpe charged by Wm. Higgit, with refusing him 
relief. Ordered to relieve him, or to find him employment, and pay costs. 

THE 1832 ROYAL COMMISION 

A Royal Commission conducted a survey of the state of the poor law administration. The 
report published in 1834, came to the conclusion that poverty was essentially caused by the 
indigence of individuals social and economic conditions. Thus the pauper claimed relief 
regardless of his merits. Large families got the most, which encouraged improvident 
marriages; women claimed relief for bastards, which encouraged immorality. Labourers had 
no incentive to work because employees kept wages artificially low as workers were 
subsidized from the poor rate. 

The main proposals of the report were that:- 

Except as to medical needs attendance and subject to the exception of respecting 
apprenticeships herein after stated, all relief whatsoever to able – bodied persons or to their 
families, otherwise than in well regulated workhouses (ie; places where they may be set to 
work according to the spirit and intention of 43d Elizabeth) shall be declared unlawful, and 
shall cease, in manner and periods hereafter specified; and that all relief afforded in respect 
of children under the age of 16 shall be considered as afforded to their parents. 

ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The grouping of parishes for the purpose of operating a workhouse. 

 The workhouse conditions should be “less eligible” (less desirable) than those of an 
independent labourer of the lowest class. 

 The appointment of a central body to administer the new system. 

The report also revived the workhouse test – the belief that the deserving and undeserving 
poor could be distinguished by a simple test: Anyone prepared to accept relief in the repellant 
workhouse must be lacking in the moral determination to survive outside it. 
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THE WORKHOUSE 

By 1732, it is estimated (Slack, 1990) that about 700 workhouses were in operation. 
Parliamentary reports in 1776-7 listed a total of almost 2,000 parishes where workhouses 
were in operation in England and Wales – approx one parish in seven had a workhouse which 
is almost unbelievable.  

A Parliamentary report in 1777 recorded workhouses were in operation locally  in 
Loughborough (70 inmates – 171 in 1881), Ashby de la Zouch (50), Coleorton (30), 
Shepshed (80), Hugglescote & Donnington ( 30) (39 Eliz. O.3).  

John Nichols recorded that in Osgathorpe in 1776, the rent payable for the Workhouses and 
habitations was £2. 9s. 6d. and that in 1776, ending Easter, that money raised in Osgathorpe 

for the poor was £70. 10s. 0d. and £69. 5s. 8d. was expended. 

Eden, in his 1797 report on the poor in England, recorded  that at Ashby de la Zouch:- 

The poor are partly maintained at home (33 out pensioners) and partly in the Workhouse, 
where there are at present 52 persons, chiefly old women and children, who are taught to 
read, spin jersey, do common house work, spinning, knitting, sewing and working in the fields. 
The bedding and wearing apparel are chiefly manufactured in the house, exclusive of which 
the poor earn by spinning jersey 10s  6d a month. The bill of fare has been much varied of 
late, on account of the dearness of bread. Two pudding dinners a week were formally allowed 
and the supper everday was about 1lb of bread and one pint of beer for each adult; children 
somewhat less. Potatoes and vegetables are now generally substituted for bread. Breakfast – 
Every day - Milk pottage, water pottage or gruel. Dinner – Sunday, Tuesday, Friday and 
Saturday – Hot meat, vegetable and broth; other days cold meat, vegetables and broth. 
Supper – every day – mashed potatoes, with milk or hashed meat. 

A new Ashby de la Zouch Workhouse was built in 1826 on a site to the east of the town on 

the south side of Nottingaham Road. Ashby de la Zouch “Poor Law Union” officially came into 
existence on the 28th of June 1836. Its operation was overseen by an elected “Board of 
Guardians”, which were 30 in number who represented its 23 constituent parishes. 
Osgathorpe did not join the union until c. 1837 along with Worthington and Coleorton.  

NOTICES OF THE ANNUAL ELECTION OF GUARDIANS OF THE POOR 
IN THE “ASHBY- DE- LA- ZOUCH UNION”                                                                                      

Leicester Journal – Friday March 9th 1838 

The Churchwarden’s and Overseers of the several Parishes comprising in the above Union, 
and herein – after named, will, in pursuance of the order of the Poor Law Commissioners for 
England and Wales, proceed on the 29th day of March instant, to the election of the number of 
the GUARDIANS OF THE POOR, set opposite the names of such Parishes, for the Year 
ending the 25th of March, 1839. 

PARISHES   GUARDIANS PARISHES  
 GUARDIANS 

Ashby de la Zouch  3   Hartshorne   2 

Packington, Leics  1  Smisby    1 

Whitwick   2  Coleorton   1 

Heather    1  Osgathorpe   1 

Snarestone   1  Staunton Harold  1 
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Oakthorpe and Donisthorpe 1  Swepstone   1 

Packington, Derbys  1  Appleby, Leics   1 

Willesley   1  Normanton   1 

Thringstone   1  Calke    1 

Blackfordby   1  Measham   2 

Over and Nether Seal  2  Ticknall    2 

Swannington   1  Worthington   1 

Hugglescote   1  Stretton – en – le – Field 1 

Appleby (D)   1 

Any person entitled to vote in any of the said parishes, may propose as the Guardian or 
Guardian thereof, any number (not exceeding the number to be then elected) of persons who 
are severally rated to the poor-rate of any parish in the Union, in respect of property of the 
annual value or rental of £25. The proposal must be written, and state the names residences, 
and callings of the person proposed, and the name of the proposer, and must be delivered to 
one of the Churchwardens and Overseers of such parish on or before the 22nd Instant.  

Owners of rateable property in such parish, as well as rate-payers, are entitled to vote, 
provided their names are on the register of owners; or if they send in to the Churchwardens 
and Overseers before the Day of Election their claims to vote, with a statement of their names 
and address, and a description of their property. 

Owners may also vote by proxy, but proxies must make the statements above mentioned for 
their principals, and transmit to the Churchwardens and Overseers the originals or attested 
copies of their appointments. 

In case of a contest for the office of Guardian in any of the said parishes, the votes will be 
given in papers, to be left by the Churchwardens and Overseers, ten days at least before the 
day fixed for the Election, at the Houses of those residents of the parish who are entitled to 
vote. All residents out of the parish, and all persons who become entitled after that day, must 
apply to one of the Churchwardens and Overseers for voting papers on the Day of Election. 

The Forms of Nomination, Papers, Statements of Owners, and Appointment of Proxy, may be 
seen and copied by voters at the Board Room, in Ashby – de – la – Zouch. 

       John Davenport                                 
       Clerk to the Board of Guardians 

Ashby – de – la – Zouch, 3rd March 1838. 
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PART 2 
 

A SETTLEMENT AND RELIEF CASE INVOLVING 
SAMUEL GOACHER A PAUPER OF COLEORTON 

 
THE FOLLOWING IS TRANSCRIBED FROM 1844 JUSTICE OF THE PEACE 
RECORDS INCLUDING POOR LAW UNION AND THE PARISH LAW RECORDER 

VOLUME Vlll 
 

EXAMINATION & STATEMENT OF SUBSEQUENT REPORTS 
COURT OF QUEEN'S BENCH JANUARY 20TH 1844 
THE QUEEN v THE INHABITANTS OF WHITWICK 

RELIEF IN A THIRD PARISH - EFFECT OF 
 

An examination stated an acknowledgement of a settlement in Shineton, the 
appellant parish, by relief of a subsequent acknowledgement by relief in Coleorton ; 
and the session refused to go into evidence of the settlement in Coleorton ; and 
therefore quashed the order of removal :- Held, that the sessions ought to have gone 
into the settlement at Shineton. 
 
On appeal against an order of two justices for the removal of Samuel Goacher and 
Catherine his wife and their five children, from the parish of Whitwick, in the county of 
Leicester, to the parish of Shineton, in the county of Salop, the sessions quashed the 
order, subject to the opinion of the court upon a case. 

 
The following are copies of the examination taken at the time and sent with the 
order:-  
Samuel Goacher the pauper, saith, "I am 42 years of age ; I was born, as I have 
been informed and believe in the parish of Coleorton, in the said county ; my parents 
were legally settled inhabitants of the parish of Shineton in the county of Salop. My 
father, whose name was John, is dead ; but my mother is now living ; her name is 
Mary and she is a widow of William Wardle, of Worthington, in this county. 
 
When I was about  ten or eleven years of age ; I hired myself at Sir George 
Beaumont's colliery in Coleorton. I first went about twelve weeks before "Old- 
Martinas" (Martinmas is November 11th celebrated as the feast of Saint Martin), but I 
was not hired until Old Martinmas. I was then hired by Mr. Foster (Sir George 
Beaumont's agent). The hiring took place the Saturday after Old- Martinmas day ; 
and I was hired until the following Old-Martinmas. I signed the hiring papers. I served 
the full time and recieved my wages ; and on the Saturday after the next Old-
Martinmas day, I hired myself again in the same way ; and I continued to do so for 
about twenty years successively, during all which time I lived in Coleorton parish. 
Sometimes, Mr. Foster used to hire me as much as a fortnight or three weeks before 
Old-Martinmas, and he then paid me my earnings ; but he did not on these 
occasions, or at anytime, sign the hiring until after Old-Martinmas. It was always on a 
Saturday, and was sometimes as much as a fortnight or three weeks after Old-
Martinmas ; that depended upon the time which we settled our oddments. I never 
signed the hiring paper until after Old-Martinmas day ; it was an invariable rule 
amongst us all the time, that I was at those collieries, for the colliers, when the clock 
struck twelve, on Old-Martinmas day, to go to the bottom of the pit and give a shout ; 
this was understood to be because our bargain (contract) was then up, and that we 
were then at liberty ; about fifteen or sixteen years ago, I was in distress, and applied 
to coleorton parish for relief ; I was then living in the parish ; the officers refused to 
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relieve me ; and I then came to Ashby, to the Magistrates, and was examined by 
them as to my settlement in Coleorton ; the parish officers of Coleorton then relieved 
me and acknowledged me as their parishioner ; since then, I have received from 
Coleorton parish, a years rent from my house, and my levies have occasionally been 
paid for me by that parish ; I have never been relieved by Coleorton whilst residing 
out of the parish, except about eight years ago, when I was living in Whitwick parish, 
and my wife was suffering from a miscarriage, and I applied to Mr. Thomas Ayr, the 
parish officer of Coleorton for assistance ; he gave me a paper to go to a doctor, who 
thereupon attended my wife ; but I received no money, nor anything else, but the 
doctors free attendance for my wife ; I have never done any other act to gain a 
settlement in my own right ; I married my present wife, then Catherine Stacey, at the 
parish church of Darlaston, in Staffordshire, about twenty three years ago ; and by 
her I have six children ; viz 
Sarah, now the wife of William Pickering 
Letitia, aged 19 
John, aged 17 
Thomas, aged 13 
William, aged 10 
Catherine, age 5 
All of whom except Sarah, wife of William Pickering are together with myself and my 
said wife, actually chargeable to the said parish of Whitwick. 
 
Mary Wardle, of Worthington in the county of Leicester, widow, says "I am 66 years 
of age ; I am the mother of Samuel Goacher, the above named pauper ; I married my 
first husband John Goacher, since deceased, the father of the pauper, at Coleorton 
Church about forty three years ago ; the pauper was born at Coleorton, and was 
baptized there ; my first husband was legally settled in the parish of Shineton whilst 
we were living in Coleorton ; I received 2s.  6d. weekly ; but that was not enough for 
our support. I went to Shineton, and saw a person, who said he was the parish officer 
; I asked him to give us more than 2s.  6d. weekly ; he refused to do so, but gave me 
5s. to carry me home, and I received this relief afterwards for a long time ; my son, 
the pauper, was then a member of my family, and was not emancipated ; he was 
about sixteen years of age". 
 
The grounds of appeal material to the case were as follows:- 
First, that the settlement of the said pauper is not in Shineton. Secondly, upon the 
facts stated in the examination, the parish officers of Coleorton admitted the pauper 
to be settled in their parish, by employing a medical practitioner to attend the said 
Samuel Goacher's wife during her illness, whilst she was residing in the parish of 
Whitwick. Fourthly, that it does not appear by the examination of Mary Wardle, who 
the persons were, or in what capacity they acted, in giving the relief of 2s.  6d. weekly 
by the parish of Shineton, or who, in particular it was that received the same. Fifthly, 
that the examination of Mary Wardle does not state the 5s so given there by a person 
who said he was the parish officer ; nor what was his name ; nor what office he filled. 
Sixthly, that if the 5s. stated in her examination to have been given her, was actually 
given to her by a parish officer, it was not given to her as an acknowledgement that 
she belonged to that parish ; but in order to carry her home, she being in the said 
parish of Shineton as a casual pauper, and as such, entitled to relief (there were 
other grounds as to the hiring in Coleorton). 
 
On the hearing of the appeal, the counsel for the respondents stated their case, and 
proposed to call Mary Wardle and another witness to prove the settlement of the 
pauper in Shineton. The counsel for the appellants thereupon objected to the 
evidence being received, on the ground, that the examination did not disclose any 
settlement of the paupers in that parish ; and if such a settlement appeared on the 
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face of the examination to have been gained by Samuel Goacher in Coleorton ; first 
by hiring and service there ; and next, by that parish relieving the wife of the said 
Samuel Goacher whilst she resided in the parish of Whitwick. Upon the objection, the 
court decided not to receive the evidence so tendered by the respondents, and 
therefore upon the said order of removal was quashed. ; the court stating, that the 
decision proceeded upon the grounds that the examination disclosed evidence of a 
subsequent settlement of the pauper in Coleorton by relief, but by hiring and service. 
If the court shall be of the opinion that the sessions were right in quashing the order 
of removal, either on the grounds stated by them, or that there was not sufficient 
evidence stated in the examination of a settlement in the appellants parish to let the 
respondents into evidence of the sessions ; and that under the said grounds of 
appeal, they were precluded from such evidence, then the order of the sessions is to 
be confirmed, otherwise, to be quashed, and the appeal to be reheard. 

1. K. Macauley - In support of the order of sessions, the first question is this ; as 
the examination discloses evidence of a settlement in Coleorton, were the 
removing magistrates justified in removing to any other place than that which 
appeared to be the last settlement. It will be answered that the removing 
magistrates are entitled to believe so much only of an examination as to them 
shall seem fit. But an examination is in the nature of an averment of a case 
(an affirmation or allegation. In Law - a formal statement by a party in a case 
of a fact or circumstance which the party offers to prove or substantiate) ; and 
the test of its sufficiency, the lawfulness of the removal, if all the facts stated 
in the examination should be proved, if the evidence be slight, that is a matter 
for the sessions to judge of. The justices must not remove to one parish in on 
examination that shows a settlement in another. Next, the examination does 
not disclose a settlement in Shineton. The only evidence is, that of the mother 
of the pauper ; and, admitting it to be true, it does not show a settlement. 
There is not anything stated that will show the parochiability of the relief. 
There have been many cases in which such relief has been given, without the 
acknowledgement of a settlement either following or having been intended. 
This court says, that in these documents everything material must be 
expressed, and that it will not do to leave anything to be understood ; why 
then has not the parochiability of this relief been distinctly averred! She 
recieves 5s. from whom is not said ; and then it is given to her on the express 
condition she should go home. Deficiency of particularity may also be 
objected to the statement respecting the husband. the husband, she says, lay 
ill, and she received relief from Shineton parish while living in Coleorton ; but 
it does not necessarily follow that she received it for her husband, and at all 
events, the fund from which she received it does not appear. 

2. Coleridge, J. - She went for the purpose of getting more relief from the parish 
officers ; that shows that her understanding was concerning relief she had 
been receiving. 

3. K. Macauley - It does not appear that she received any relief as parochial 
poor.   

4. Coleridge, J. - What else could she mean ? 
5. K. Macauley - Enough to constitute an acknowledgement does not appear, 

with exception of the 5s. , all the other matter of her evidence could have 
been hearsay. 

6. Hilyard, Contra - The argument of the other side assumes that the removing 
magistrates believed the statement of the witnesses to be true. (He was 
stopped by the court). 
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7. Lord Denman C.J.- We think that the sessions ought to have gone into this. 
There is a sufficient statement of acknowledgement by the appellants, if the 
justices believed the witnesses. - RULE ABSOLUTE FOR QUASHING THE 
ORDER OF SESSIONS. 
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PART 3 

SAMUEL GOACHER - VARIOUS BIRTH, BAPTISM 
AND  DEATH RECORDS ETC., HELD AT LEICESTER 

& RUTLAND RECORD OFFICE 

 
 

BAPTISM RECORD FOR SAMUEL GOACHER IN COLEORTON - MARCH 1801 

 

GIVES BIRTH YEAR AND DEATH YEAR DATE PLUS BURIAL DATE. 

 

Continued over page 
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SAMUEL DEATH RECORD 

 

 

 

BIRTH REGISTRATION FOR SAMUEL GOACHER - 1840 COLEORTON           
REGISTERED AT ASHBY 

 

 

Continued over page 
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1872 DEATH RECORD FOR SAMUEL GOACHER - AGED 72  
REGISTERED IN ASHBY - DE- LA- ZOUCH 
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1871 CENSUS THE PARISH OF WHITWICK, SHOWS SAMUEL GOACHER AND HIS WIFE 
CATHERINE TO BE LIVING IN MARSHALL'S ROW, WHITWICK, EVEN THOUGH IS 

SETTLEMENT PARISH WAS COLEORTON WHO HAD PAID HIS RELIEF 
 

 
 

SAMUEL GOACHER'S WIFE CATHERINE 
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PART 4 
 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 
 
 

 
Strangely, none of the census records for Coleorton list Samuel Goacher, his wife 
Catherine or his family members. The only conclusion that the author can draw from 
this is that they must have been living in the area of Rotten Row, which was of 
course in Thringstone parish. This requires further investigation. 
 
Another interesting thing about Samuel Goacher and his family, is that they managed 
to avoid the Coleorton workhouse. 
. 


