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BACKGROUND NOTES ON STATUTE LAW REVISION

What is it?
1. Statute law revision is the process of repealing statutes that are no longer of
practical utility.  The purpose is to modernise and simplify the statute book, thereby
reducing its size and thus saving the time of lawyers and others who use it.  This in
turn helps to avoid unnecessary costs.  It also stops people being misled by obsolete
laws that masquerade as live law.  If an Act features still in the statute book and is
referred to in text-books, people reasonably enough assume that it must mean
something.

Who does it?
2. The work of statute law revision is carried out by the Law Commission and
the Scottish Law Commission pursuant to section 3(1) of the Law Commissions Act
1965.  Section 3(1) imposes a duty on both Commissions to keep the law under
review “with a view to its systematic development and reform, including in particular
... the repeal of obsolete and unnecessary enactments, the reduction of the number
of separate enactments and generally the simplification and modernisation of the
law”.

Statute Law (Repeals) Bill
3. Implementation of the Commissions’ statute law revision proposals is by
means of special Statute Law (Repeals) Bills.  17 such Bills have been enacted since
1965 repealing more than 2000 whole Acts and achieving partial repeals in
thousands of others.  Broadly speaking the remit of a Statute Law (Repeals) Bill
extends to any enactment passed at Westminster.  Accordingly it is capable of
repealing obsolete statutory text throughout the United Kingdom (i.e. England,
Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland) as well as extending where appropriate to the
Isle of Man.

Consultation
4. The Law Commission consults widely before finalising its repeal proposals.
The purpose of consulting is to secure as wide a range of views on the proposals as
is practicable from all categories of persons who may be affected by the proposals.
So the consultation may be with central or local government, organisations, trade
bodies, individuals or anyone else who appears to have an interest in a proposal.

5. So far as consulting central government is concerned, any Department or
agency with an interest in the subject matter of the repeal proposal will be invited to
comment.  Because obsolete legislation often extends throughout the United
Kingdom it may be necessary to invite comments from several different
Departments.  So the following will routinely be consulted-

♦ The English Department or Departments with policy responsibility for the
subject matter of the proposed repeal (this responsibility will extend to
Scotland in appropriate cases)

♦ The Counsel General to the National Assembly for Wales and the Wales
Office (unless the proposed repeal relates only to England)

♦ SLR colleagues at the Scottish Law Commission (if the proposed repeal
extends to Scotland)

♦ Northern Ireland officials (if the proposed repeal extends to Northern
Ireland).
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Selection of repeal candidates
6. Candidates for repeal are selected on the basis that they are no longer of
practical utility.  Usually this is because they no longer have any legal effect on
technical grounds - because they are spent, unnecessary or obsolete.  But
sometimes they are selected because, although they strictly speaking do continue to
have legal effect, the purposes for which they were enacted either no longer exist or
are nowadays being met by some other means.

7. Provisions commonly repealed by Statute Law (Repeals) Acts include the
following-

(a) references to bodies, organisations, etc. that have been dissolved or
wound up or which have otherwise ceased to serve any purpose;

 
(b) references to issues that are no longer relevant as a result of changes in

social or economic conditions (e.g. legislation about tithes or tin mines);
 
(c) references to Acts that have been superseded by more modern (or EU)

legislation or by  international Convention;
 
(d) references to statutory provisions (i.e. sections, schedules, orders, etc.)

that have been repealed;
 
(e) repealing provisions e.g. “Section 33 is repealed/shall cease to have

effect”;
 
(f) commencement provisions once the whole of an Act is in force;
 
(g) transitional or savings provisions that are spent;
 
(h) provisions that are self-evidently spent - e.g. a one-off statutory obligation

to do something becomes spent once the required act has duly been
done;

 
(i) powers that have never been exercised over a period of many years or

where any previous exercise is now spent.

General savings
8. Much statute law revision is possible because of the general savings
provisions of section 16(1) of the Interpretation Act 1978.  This provides that where
an Act repeals an enactment, the repeal does not (unless the contrary intention
appears) -

“(a) revive anything not in force or existing at the time at which the repeal 
takes effect;

  
  (b) affect the previous operation of the enactment repealed or anything 

duly done or suffered under that enactment;
 
  (c) affect any right, privilege, obligation or liability acquired, accrued or 

incurred under that enactment;
 
   (d) affect any penalty, forfeiture or punishment incurred in respect of any 

offence committed against that enactment;
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  (e) affect any investigation, legal proceeding or remedy in respect of 
any such right, privilege, obligation, liability, penalty, forfeiture or

  punishment;

and any such investigation, legal proceeding or remedy may be instituted,
continued or enforced, and any such penalty, forfeiture or punishment may be
imposed, as if the repealing Act had not been passed”.

Gradual obsolescence
9. The obsolescence of statutes tends to be a gradual process.  Usually there is
no single identifiable event that makes a statute obsolete.  The Statute Law
(Repeals) Act 2004 contained several examples of legislation being overtaken by
social and economic changes.  A scheme to provide farming work for ex-servicemen
after the First World War had long fallen into disuse.  The policy of maximising cheap
food production after the Second World War had been overtaken by new farming
methods and the influence of the Common Agricultural Policy. Victorian powers for
the Metropolitan Police to license shoeblacks and commissionaires had become as
irrelevant as the offence of fraudulently impersonating a shoeblack or
commissionaire.  And an 1840s Act to sanction lotteries to help struggling artists sell
their work had become superseded by the modern law on lotteries.

10. Even within individual statutes, the obsolescence tends to be gradual.  Some
provisions fade away more quickly than others.  These include commencement and
transitory provisions and ‘pump-priming’ provisions (e.g. initial funding and initial
appointments to a Committee) to implement the new legislation.  Next to go may be
order-making powers that are no longer needed.  Then the Committee established by
the Act no longer meets and can be abolished. However, other provisions may be
unrepealable for generations, particularly if they confer pensions rights or confer
security of tenure or employment rights. Other provisions may be virtually
unrepealable ever.  Much of English property law relies on medieval statutes such as
Quia Emptores (1290) which is regarded as one of the pillars of the law of real
property.  This last example usefully shows that just because a statute is ancient it is
not necessarily obsolete.

Help from consultees
11. Sometimes it is impossible to tell whether a provision is repealable without
factual information that is not readily ascertainable without ‘inside’ knowledge of a
Department or other organisation.  Examples of this include savings or transitional
provisions which are there to preserve the status quo until an office-holder ceases to
hold office or until repayment of a loan has been made.  In cases like these the
repeal notes drafted by the Law Commissions often invite the organisation being
consulted to supply the necessary information.  Any help that can be given to fill in
the gaps is much appreciated.

********************************************
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Introduction

The forty or so Acts proposed for repeal in these notes focus on selected areas of
London’s social, economic and legal history during the 18th and 19th centuries.

The most ancient of these Acts are in Group 1 (poor relief) and are relics of the old
parish-based poor law system that existed up to the 1830s.  Most of them authorised
the building of workhouses in and around central London.  They include an Act of
1819 to build a workhouse in Wapping, a workhouse referred to by Charles Dickens
in The Uncommercial Traveller.

Group 2 (Westminster court house) contains several Acts that were passed with the
specific purpose of building a court house in the Westminster area.  The site chosen
for this court house is today occupied by the Middlesex Guildhall and will be the
home of the new Supreme Court for the United Kingdom.

Group 3 (London coal duties) lists six Acts that were passed to regulate and tax the
London coal trade of the 19th century.  The coal trade employed workers with titles
such as coal meters (they weighed and measured the coal) and coal whippers (they
unloaded the coal in the Port of London).

Group 4 (Court of Chancery) contains five nineteenth century Acts concerning the
pay and conditions of officials working in the Court of Chancery (now replaced by the
Chancery Division of the High Court) and the court accommodation to house them.
Chancery business today is mostly conducted in the Royal Courts of Justice in the
Strand.

Group 5 (markets) includes enactments passed for markets that either no longer
exist (such as King’s Place Market, in Southwark) or else never actually got
established (Belgrave Market).

Group 6 (general repeals) includes a 1799 Act to regulate the fees charged by
innkeepers and porters for holding and delivering packages in London, three Acts of
1819/1820 to regulate the price of bread sold in London, an 1826 Act to rebuild the
Westminster Bridewell or house of correction (the site of the Bridewell is now
occupied by Westminster Cathedral), an 1884 Act to run a free steam ferry boat
across the Thames near Wapping (this was before the building of Tower Bridge) and
three Acts passed to build the Old Bailey and, later, to repair it following damage
during the Second World War.

This repeals project has covered only a handful of the many Acts concerning London
that were passed in the 18th and 19th centuries.  Later projects will examine other
London enactments with a view to proposing further repeals.
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GROUP 1 – POOR RELIEF

___________________________________________________________________

Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

10 Geo.3 c.79 (1770) The whole Act.
  (Holborn: Poor Relief)

10 Geo.3 c.80 (1770) The whole Act.
  (Holborn: Poor Relief)

14 Geo.3 c.75 (1774) The whole Act.
  (Southwark Workhouse)

38 Geo.3 c.xxxiv (1798) The whole Act.
  (St Sepulchre’s Workhouse)

39 Geo.3 c.iv (1799) The whole Act.
  (St Bride, Fleet Street, Poor Relief)
  
46 Geo.3 c.xvi (1806) The whole Act. 
   (St Sepulchre, City of London,
    Poor Relief)

59 Geo.3 c.xv (1819) The whole Act.
  (Wapping Workhouse)

7 Geo.4 c.cxiv (1826) The whole Act.
  (St Bride, Fleet Street, Poor Relief)
___________________________________________________________________



City of London workhouse – Stewards’ Side, 1819
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London Poor Law

Introduction

1. The Acts identified in this note for repeal are relics of the “Old Poor Law” as it

operated in London.  By “Old Poor Law” is meant the parish-based poor law relief

arrangements that existed before the implementation of the Poor Law Amendment

Act 1834.  These arrangements applied not just in London but throughout England

and Wales as a whole.  “London” in this sense covers parishes both within and

without the Cities of London and Westminster, including parishes falling within the

then county of Middlesex.  The Acts identified in this note were enacted for the

purpose of providing for the needs of the poor, particularly by providing the

necessary powers to raise money from the inhabitants of the parish to build a

workhouse to contain the poor.1  The Acts have long ceased to serve any useful

purpose and their repeal is proposed on that basis.

Background

2. The origin of the Old Poor Law can be traced to enactments passed in 1597

and 1601.2  The 1601 Act, which amended the 1597 Act, obliged each parish to

relieve the aged and the helpless, to bring up unprotected children in habits of

industry, and to provide work for those capable of it but lacking their usual trade.  The

Act established the parish as the administrative unit responsible for poor relief, with

churchwardens or parish overseers collecting poor-rates and then allocating relief,

usually in the form of bread, clothing, fuel, the payment of rent, or cash. The poor-

rate was originally a form of local income tax, but it gradually evolved into a property

tax based on the value of a person’s real estate.

3. Examples of early parish workhouses can be found in London (around

1650),3 Chichester (around 1681), Bristol (1696), Witham (1714) and Mildenhall

(1720).  Many more workhouses were set up following an Act of 17224 which was

                                                          
1 Although people needing assistance from the parish were generally categorised as “the poor”, poverty
was not the only issue. Old age, illness, disability and unemployment were other issues.  Moreover, the
workhouse was not the only form of relief available from the parish. Assistance often took the form of
“out relief” – that is, money, food or medical assistance provided while people continued to live in their
own homes. Equally they might have been treated for illness in the workhouse infirmary or in the county
lunatic asylum. Children of poor parents were brought up and educated in Poor Law schools and, in due
course, apprenticed or placed in service.
2 39 Eliz.1 c.3 (1597); 43 Eliz.1 c.2 (1601).
3 The London Corporation of the Poor was set up in 1647 to erect workhouses and houses of correction,
enforce the law against vagabonds and set the poor to work.
4 9 Geo.1 c.7.



5

known as Knatchbull’s Act.5  This enabled workhouses to be established either by

individual parishes or in combination with neighbouring parishes.  A further purpose

of the Act was to ensure that the prospect of the workhouse should act as a deterrent

and that relief should be available only to those who were prepared to enter the

workhouse.  About 700 workhouses were estimated to be in operation in 1732.  By

1777, a Parliamentary survey of poor law expenditure in England and Wales

estimated that the number of parish workhouses had risen to 1873 (approximately

one parish in seven) with a total capacity of over 90,000 places.6

4. Not every workhouse was run by the parish itself.  The work was sometimes

contracted out to a third party who would feed and house the poor, charging the

parish a weekly rate for each inmate.  The contractor would provide the inmates with

work, any income thereby generated being kept by him.  This system was known as

“farming the poor”.

5. In 1832 the Government appointed a Royal Commission to review the

existing arrangements for poor relief.  This was at least partly in response to growing

dissatisfaction with the current system, not least from the land-owning classes who

carried much of the poor-rate burden.  The Royal Commission reported7 in 1834

making a number of recommendations that resulted in the Poor Law Amendment Act

1834.8

6. The 1834 Act established a new poor law system.  A Poor Law Commission

was set up to administer the new system.  It divided the 15,000 or so parishes of

England and Wales into new administrative units called “Poor Law Unions”,9 each

run by a locally elected Board of Guardians who took over responsibility for poor

relief in that Union area.  The funding of each Union and its workhouses continued to

be provided by the local poor rate within each parish. It was, however, only with the

passage of the Metropolitan Poor Act 186710 that all London parishes were required

to come under the control of Boards of Guardians.  This Act established the

Metropolitan Asylums Board which was given responsibility for the care of London’s

                                                          
5 Sir Edward Knatchbull, MP for Kent, promoted this enactment.
6 Report from the Committee appointed to inspect and consider the returns made by the Overseers of
the Poor, 15 May 1777.
7 Royal Commission on the Administration and Practical Operation of the Poor Laws. Administration and
Practical Operation of the Poor Laws, 1834 Sessional Papers, vol xxvii, number 44.
8 4 & 5 Will.4 c.76.
9 “Union” meant union of a group of parishes, with each Union operating one or more workhouses in that
Union area.
10 30 & 31 Vict. c.6.
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sick poor.  The Poor Law Commission was abolished and replaced by a new Poor

Law Board in 184711 which itself was replaced by the Local Government Board in

1871.12  The Local Government Board also had responsibilities relating to sanitation

and public health.

7. The workhouse system continued until well into the twentieth century.  In

1913, the terminology was changed so that workhouses became known as “poor law

institutions”.  It was only on 1 April 1930, when the Local Government Act 1929 came

into force, that Boards of Guardians and Poor Law Unions were abolished, their

functions being transferred to local government.  In the case of London, the functions

of the 25 London Boards of Guardians were transferred to the London County

Council, responsibility for the poor and destitute passing to new local Public

Assistance Committees.

10 Geo.3 c.79 (1770) (Holborn: Poor Relief)

10 Geo.3 c.80 (1770) (Holborn: Poor Relief)

8. These two 1770 Acts both relate to the financing of two new workhouses in

the Holborn area of London.  Both Acts were cast in broadly similar terms to provide

near identical powers to raise the necessary finance and operate the workhouses.

9. According to their long titles, the purposes of the Acts were-

(a) in the case of 10 Geo.3 c.79, to enable the parishioners of St Andrew,

Holborn in the City of London to purchase a workhouse; and

(b) in the case of 10 Geo.3 c.80, to build a workhouse for the Liberty of

Saffron Hill, Hatton Garden and Ely Rents, in the Parish of St Andrew,

Holborn in the county of Middlesex.13

                                                          
11 The Poor Law Board Act 1847 (10 & 11 Vict c.109) abolished the Poor Law Commission and allowed
the appointment of members of the new Poor Law Board. Problems with the Poor Law Commission had
been brought to the public’s attention by the Andover Scandal in 1845. The scandal revealed systematic
abuses of paupers which had gone unnoticed for a considerable number of years, and may have been
encouraged by the Poor Law Commission’s permissive attitude to its institutions. The Poor Law Board
was intended to exercise greater control, and prevent these problems happening again. See A
Brundage, The English Poor Laws, 1700-1930 (2002) Palgrave.
12 The Local Government Board Act 1871 (34 & 35 Vict c.70) established the Local Government Board
which was to be responsible for supervising the laws relating to public health, local government, and the
relief of the poor. Upon the establishment of the Local Government Board, the Poor Law Board would
cease to exist, and all its powers and duties were to vest in the newly formed Local Government Board.
13 The reason for two Acts being necessary in respect of the Parish of St Andrew Holborn was that the
parish spanned the boundaries between the City of London and the county of Middlesex. Today the
parish falls within the London Borough of Camden.
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10. The two Acts provided for the following matters14-

(a) appointment of trustees for carrying out the purposes of the Acts,

arrangements for meetings of trustees and provisions for appointing new

trustees

(b) in the case of 10 Geo.3 c.79, to purchase an existing workhouse that had

recently been erected by one John Payce

(c) in the case of 10 Geo.3 c.80, to acquire land and erect a new workhouse

on it

(d) trustees were empowered to levy annual rates on all property owners and

occupiers in the parish to pay for the workhouse; and enforcing the

collection and payment of these rates

(e) power to raise money for the workhouse by sale of annuities

(f) appointment of officials to collect the rates; and

(g) provision for penalties, appeals and procedural matters.

11. Both workhouses subsequently became part of Poor Law Unions. The parish

of St Andrew in the City of London became part of the West London Poor Law Union

in December 1837, whilst the Liberty of Saffron Hill, Hatton Garden and Ely Rents

became part of the Holborn Poor Law Union in April 1836.  The workhouse for St

Andrew Holborn was situated in Shoe Lane until around 1826 when the site was

redeveloped as Farringdon Market.  The workhouse for the Liberty of Saffron Hill,

Hatton Garden and Ely Rents was situated just off Little Saffron Hill, near the junction

with Ray Street.  It is not clear exactly when this workhouse closed; it was not in use

when the Liberty joined the Holborn Poor Union in 1836.

14 Geo.3 c.75 (1774) (Southwark Workhouse)

12. According to its long title, the purpose of this 1774 Act was “for enlarging the

present, or providing a new Workhouse, for the Use of the Parish of Saint Saviour

Southwark, and for regulating the Poor in such Workhouse; for widening King Street,

at the Entrance into the High Street, Southwark; for making a Carriage Way from the

said High Street, through the Greyhound Inn, into Queen Street, and for improving

the Passage from thence into Gravel Lane, leading towards the Black Friars Bridge

Road, in the Parish of Christ Church”.

                                                          
14 These following matters are not identified by reference to section numbers because neither Act was
divided into sections.
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13. Accordingly this 1774 Act had two main purposes.  One was to provide for, or

enlarge, the workhouse in Southwark.15  The preamble recorded that the number of

poor people in the parish of St Saviour in Southwark had increased so greatly in

recent years that the present workhouse was unable to contain them without being

enlarged or replaced by a new one.  The other purpose was to build or improve the

highways in Southwark.  Thus the preamble also recorded that it would be a great

public convenience if “a Commodious Carriage-way was opened from the Eastern

Parts of Southwark, to communicate with the Road leading from Saint George’s

Fields to Black Friars Bridge”, but this could not be done without power to demolish

houses and premises in King Street, in the High Street, and in Queen Street and

Duke Street.

14. Accordingly the 1774 Act provided for the following matters16-

(a) appointment of trustees for carrying out the purpose of the Act,

arrangement for meetings of trustees and provisions for appointing new

trustees

(b) appointment of treasurer, clerks and collectors of rates and payment of

salaries

(c) duties of collectors to account for the rates money

(d) trustees empowered to rebuild or enlarge the existing workhouse, or

demolish it, purchase new land and build a new workhouse

(e) punishing any misbehaviour by workhouse inmates

(f) keeping of deserted children or the wandering poor in the workhouse

(g) annual election of overseers of the poor

(h) trustees empowered to acquire and demolish premises in King Street, in

the High Street and in Queen Street and Duke Street in order to construct

the new highway; compensation to be settled by jury if need be; secured

lenders to be paid off; any surplus land to be disposed of

(i) power to raise money for the workhouse/highway works by sale of

annuities, and the arrangements for servicing those annuities

(j) trustees empowered to levy annual rates on all property owners and

occupiers in the parish to pay for the workhouse/highway works; enforcing

the collection and payment of such rates

                                                          
15 The St Saviour’s workhouse was originally built in Maid Lane in 1728.
16 These following matters are not identified by reference to section numbers because the 1774 Act was
not divided into sections.
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(k) trustees empowered to borrow money by issuing bonds to pay for the

workhouse/highway works

(l) provision for penalties, appeals and procedural matters.

15. The 1774 Act was concerned solely with the arrangements for rebuilding the

workhouse, and constructing a new highway, in Southwark.  The Act became

unnecessary when the workhouse was finally completed in 1777 and the highway

was completed in [date to be ascertained].  The workhouse site was used to

provide the London Fire Brigade Headquarters in 1878.  The building now houses the

London Fire Brigade Museum.

38 Geo.3 c.xxxiv (1798) (St Sepulchre’s Workhouse)

46 Geo.3 c.xvi (1806) (St Sepulchre, City of London, Poor Relief)

16. According to its long title, the purpose of the 1798 Act was “for rebuilding the

Workhouse of the Parish of Saint Sepulchre, in the City of London; and for the better

Relief and Employment of the Poor in the said Parish”.  The purpose of the 1806 Act

was to authorise the raising of more money to enable the rebuilding works to be

completed.

17. The Parish of St Sepulchre had two districts, or liberties, which lay either side

of the line of London’s traditional city walls.  The London liberty, or St Sepulchre’s-

within, lay within the old walls.  St Sepulchre’s-without lay beyond the city wall in the

then county of Middlesex.  Both districts established new workhouses in 1727-28.

The 1798 and 1806 Acts relate to the workhouse established in St Sepulchre’s-

within.

18. The preamble to the 1798 Act recorded that the existing workhouse was “old

and ruinous, and too small for the Accommodation and Relief of the Poor thereof,

and considerable Sums of Money will be necessary to be raised for the re-building of

the same…for the Reception, Relief and Employment of the Poor of the said Parish”.

19. The 1798 Act contained the following provisions for the rebuilding of the

workhouse-

(a) appointing of trustees for carrying out the purposes of the Act together

with provisions for appointing new trustees (sections 1 to 3)

(b) arranging for the trustees’ first and subsequent meetings, the procedure

to be followed at such meetings and the appointment of a treasurer and
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other officials, including a surveyor to supervise the building works

(sections 4 to 11)

(c) authorising the trustees to demolish the existing workhouse and erect a

new workhouse, together with ancillary buildings, either on the site of the

existing workhouse in Chick Lane or else on other land within the parish

(section 12).  The trustees were authorised to purchase such additional

land as was necessary to provide the workhouse (section 13); and to

invest the purchase moneys in cases where the vendor was incapacitated

(section 14)

(d) authorising the trustees to contract for the building work and take steps

against contractors in the event of default; and authorising the

churchwardens to pay the rental on any property leased to the trustees

(sections 15 to 17)

(e) authorising the levying of rates on property owners and occupiers in the

parish to pay for the rebuilding work, and enforcing the collection and

payment of these rates (sections 18 to 29)

(f) authorising the trustees to raise money by selling life annuities or by

raising loans (sections 30 to 35)

(g) provisions concerning legal proceedings (sections 36 to 38)

(h) provisions punishing the bringing of alcohol into the new workhouse

(section 39), rewarding inmates for good work (section 40), punishing

idleness or swearing (section 41)

(i) preventing inmates of the Fleet Prison (which was within the parish of St

Sepulchre) or their families becoming entitled to poor law benefits (section

42)

(j) provisions for appeals and limitation of actions (sections 43 and 44).

20. The 1806 Act recorded in the preamble that not enough money had yet been

raised to enable the completion of the new workhouse.  Accordingly the Act

authorised the trustees to levy additional rates on premises within the parish (section

1) and to sell additional life annuities (sections 2 to 4).

21. The workhouse was duly re-built just off Chick Lane.  This lane no longer

exists – the area where the workhouse used to be is now occupied by Smithfield
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Market and/or Farringdon station.17  The workhouse finally closed its doors in [date
to be ascertained].

22. The 1798 and 1806 Acts are concerned solely with the arrangements for re-

building the St Sepulchre-within workhouse.  Both Acts became unnecessary when

the workhouse was finally completed in, at the latest, 1824.  Accordingly both Acts

may now be repealed.

39 Geo.3 c.iv (1799) (St Bride, Fleet Street, Poor Relief)

7 Geo.4 c.cxiv (1826) (St Bride, Fleet Street, Poor Relief)

23. According to its long title, the purpose of the 1799 Act was “for the better

Relief and Employment of the Poor of the Parish of Saint Bridget, otherwise Saint

Bride, Fleet Street, in the City of London”.18  The purpose of the 1826 Act was to

amend the 1799 Act.  Neither Act authorised the building of a workhouse.

24. These Acts reflect the responsibilities of parishes at that time to provide for

the poor.  Most parishes, or unions of parishes, funded at least one workhouse in

their area, and the parish of St Bride (or St Bridget) in Fleet Street was no

exception.19  Indeed, the 1799 Act and 1826 Act authorised the raising of money from

the rates to provide for the needs of the poor whether or not the poor were resident in

the parish workhouse.

25. The powers of the 1799 Act were found to be insufficient to provide adequate

poor relief.  The 1826 Act was therefore enacted to amend and enlarge those

powers.  Indeed the 1826 Act not only superseded the 1799 Act but repealed it

subject to a number of transitional provisions.20

26. The 1826 Act provided for the following matters-

(a) the repeal of the 1799 Act “except in the respects herein-after mentioned”

on 24 June 1826 (section 1)

                                                          
17 The parish of St Sepulchre-Within joined the Holborn Union in 1845 but left it in 1915 to form the new
Finsbury Union (along with Clerkenwell, St Luke, the Charterhouse and Glasshouse Yard).
18 St Bride’s was among the City churches to be rebuilt by Sir Christopher Wren following the Great Fire
in 1666. The rebuilding work was sufficiently advanced for the re-opening of the church for worship in
December 1675, although work on the steeple was not completed until 1703. St Bride’s was further
restored following extensive war damage in 1940.
19 A workhouse existed in the parish of St Bride as early as the 1720s.
20 The 1826 Act, s1. The existence of these transitional provisions, albeit now long spent, means that a
formal repeal of the 1799 Act is necessary in order to remove the Act from the statute book.
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(b) the appointment of trustees to carry out the purposes of the Act, the

appointment of new trustees, the qualification of trustees, arrangements

for meetings of trustees and the procedure to be followed in relation to

them (sections 2 to 10)

(c) the appointment of a treasurer and other officers, accounting provisions,

officers appointed under 1799 Act to retain office until removed (sections

11 to 22)

(d) trustees authorised to purchase furniture, clothing and other items

required for the workhouse, to contract for the poor to be lodged or

employed and for poor children to be nursed and cared for (sections 23 to

25)

(e) powers and duties of churchwardens, overseers, treasurers and auditors

(sections 26 to 32)

(f) appointment of assessors to calculate annual value of property in the

parish (sections 33 and 34)

(g) calculation of annual sums needed to provide relief for the poor of the

parish, and setting an annual rate (payable by parishioners) to pay for it

(sections 35 to 39)

(h) liability for rates, appeals against assessments for rates, collection,

enforcement and penalties (sections 40 to 65)

(i) miscellaneous matters including limitation of actions (sections 66 to 72).

27. The 1799 and 1826 Acts have long been obsolete. As from 183421

responsibility for the poor started to be transferred from individual parishes to Boards

of Guardians appointed by Poor Law Unions.22  These Boards of Guardians and the

Poor Law Unions were eventually abolished on 1 April 1930 under the provisions of

the Local Government Act 1929. The functions of the 25 London Boards of

Guardians were transferred on that day to the London County Council, responsibility

for the destitute passing to new local Public Assistance Committees.

59 Geo.3 c.xv (1819) (Wapping Workhouse)

28. According to its long title, the purpose of the 1819 Act was “for raising a

Further Sum of Money, by Annuities or otherwise, for the Purpose of erecting a

                                                          
21 Poor Law Amendment Act 1834; Metropolitan Poor Act 1867.
22 St Bride’s was one of the seven parishes that constituted the West London Poor Law Union at its
creation in December 1837. The West London Union was wound up in 1869 with its constituent parishes
transferring to the City of London Union.
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Workhouse for the Use of the Poor of the Parish of Saint John of Wapping, in the

County of Middlesex”.

29. The 1819 Act was the final in a series of enactments23 passed to raise money

to erect and provide a workhouse in Wapping.  The present Act records, in its

preamble, that the workhouse and ancillary offices had now been completed but

further money was needed to cover the costs of the completion works.  The 1819 Act

authorised the raising of a further £6000 to cover these final costs.24

30. The workhouse at Wapping (just off Green Bank on Upper Wall Alley) was

one of several workhouses situated within the parish of Stepney.25  It is mentioned by

Charles Dickens in The Uncommercial Traveller.26 Stepney Poor Law Union was

formed in December 1836 and its constituent parishes included Wapping.  The

Stepney Poor Law Union became known as the Parish of Stepney Union in 1927.

Wapping today falls within the London Borough of Tower Hamlets.

31. The 1819 Act became unnecessary once the £6000 had been raised to pay

for the completion works.  Records indicate that the Wapping workhouse finally

closed its doors in 1863.

Extent

32. The Acts proposed for repeal applied only in the London area.

Consultation

33. The City of London Corporation, the London Boroughs of Southwark,

Camden and Tower Hamlets, the London Fire Brigade Museum and St Bride’s Fleet

Street have been consulted about these repeal proposals.

LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007

                                                          
23 22 Geo.3 c.35 (1782) (repealed by SR&O 1901/276); 23 Geo.3 c.32 (1783) (repealed by SR&O
1901/276); 57 Geo.3 c.lxxiii (1817) (repealed by SR&O 1901/276).
24 The 1819 Act, s1.
25 A workhouse was opened in Virginia Street around 1730 to hold about 60 men, women and children.
26 The Uncommercial Traveller originated in a series of articles that Charles Dickens wrote between
1860 and 1869 for the journal “All The Year Round”.
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GROUP 2 – WESTMINSTER COURT HOUSE

___________________________________________________________________

Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

18 Geo.3 c.72 (1778) The whole Act.
  (Westminster: improvement)

39 Geo.3 c.lxxxii (1799) The whole Act.
  (Westminster Court House)

44 Geo.3 c.61 (1804) Section 3.
  (Sessions Houses, Westminster, etc)

47 Geo.3 sess.2 c.lxvii (1807) The whole Act.
  (Westminster Court House)
__________________________________________________________________

Westminster Court House

Introduction  

1. These Acts of 1778, 1799 and 1807 (together with section 3 of the 1804 Act)

were passed with the single purpose of building a court house in what is now the City

of Westminster.  The necessity for so much legislation relates to issues such as the

project running out of money and late changes to the chosen site for the court house.

The Acts became unnecessary once the matters with which they were concerned

(i.e. the financing of the project and the building of the court house) had been

completed.  This occurred in, or just after, 1807.  The court house no longer exists,

having been replaced by a new court building on the same site during the 1880s.

The replacement building was itself demolished to make way for the present

Middlesex Guildhall, which was constructed from 1906 to 1913.  The Middlesex

Guildhall has in recent years been used as a Crown Court but is due to be renovated

to house the new UK Supreme Court.

2. The need for a court building of some sort in the City of Westminster was

identified in the preamble to the 1778 Act:

Whereas there is not any convenient Court-house for holding the Courts and
exercising the Jurisdiction of the Dean and Chapter of the Collegiate Church
of Saint Peter,27 within the City and Liberty of Westminster, and for holding
the Quarter Sessions of the Peace, and transacting the other publick
Business of the said City and Liberty: And whereas it would be greatly for the
Convenience of the said Dean and Chapter, and of His Majesty’s Justices of

                                                          
27 The Collegiate Church of St Peter, Westminster is better known as Westminster Abbey. It is neither a
cathedral nor a parish church but a “Royal Peculiar” under the jurisdiction of a Dean and Chapter,
subject only to the Sovereign.
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the Peace for the said City and Liberty, and for the Benefit of the Inhabitants
thereof, if a public Court-house was built for the Purposes aforesaid …

3. Accordingly the court house was needed for the exercise of the jurisdiction of

the Dean and Chapter, for the business of the courts of Quarter Sessions and for

transacting any other business in Westminster.

18 Geo.3 c.72 (1778) (Westminster: improvement)

4. The 1778 Act provided for the following matters28-

(a) appointing of Commissioners to purchase land in Westminster and erect a

court house

(b) the purchased land to be conveyed to the Dean and his successors

(c) cost of the land purchase and building work not to exceed £7500

(d) repairs to the court house to be funded out of the rates for the county of

Middlesex

(e) the City of London to contribute an annuity of £247 and 10 shillings

towards the cost of building the court house, the sum to be raised from

the surpluses of the Orphans Fund29

(f) any further funding needed to build the court house to come from the

county rates.

39 Geo.3 c.lxxxii (1799) (Westminster Court House)

5. The 1799 Act was passed to give the Commissioners additional powers

including authority to raise more money to carry out the purposes of the 1778 Act.

The preamble to the Act records that the Commissioners had now purchased land on

which to build the court house, but they needed to (a) buy out the interests of tenants

occupying this land (b) buy additional land (belonging to the Dean and Chapter) and

(c) stop up a number of passageways.

6. Accordingly the 1799 Act provided for-

(a) the Commissioners to spend an additional £6000 in buying land, buying

out the interests of tenants and in building the court house (section 2)

(b) more money to be raised from the county rates or from annuities (sections

3 to 5)

                                                          
28 These following matters are not identified by reference to section numbers because the 1778 Act was
not divided into sections.
29 This Fund was established by a 1694 Act (5 & 6 Will & Mar c.10) for the relief of the orphans and
other creditors of the City of London.
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(c) the building line of the court house, the stopping up of passageways and

the payment of compensation (sections 11 to 16).

44 Geo.3 c.61 (1804) (Sessions Houses, Westminster, etc)

7. One of the purposes of this 1804 Act was to amend the 1778 and 1799 Acts

to enable the Commissioners to build the new court house not on the land which they

had already bought for that purpose, but on land nearby owned by the Dean and

Chapter.  This land was known as the Round Woolstaple, an area off what is now

Parliament Square (close to the approach to Westminster Bridge) which used to

house the ancient Westminster Market.30  The reason for abandoning the original

plan to build the court house close by to Parliament was a practical one.  According

to the preamble to the 1804 Act,  “the erecting of the said Courts on such Ground,

and the Resort of Persons to such Courts, would incommode the Approach to the

Two Houses of Parliament, and produce considerable Inconveniences”.

8. The 1804 Act accordingly provided for the Commissioners to sell the land

acquired pursuant to the 1778 and 1799 Acts to Special Commissioners representing

the Crown, and to buy the site of the ancient market for the purpose of the new court

house.  The site ultimately chosen for the new court house was on the west side of

the modern Parliament Square, approximately on the site of the present day

Middlesex Guildhall.  The building was designed by the architect Samuel Pepys

Cockerell.  It is not proposed that the 1804 Act as a whole should be repealed

because it contains provisions unrelated to the land needed for the building of the

court house.  However, section 3 of the 1804 Act which authorised the

Commissioners to build the court house on the site of the market is clearly now spent

and may be repealed.  

47 Geo.3 sess.2 c.lxvii (1807) (Westminster Court House)

9. This 1807 Act amended the earlier three Acts in order to give the

Commissioners additional powers to complete the building of the court house and to

provide for its operation once the building work was complete.  Accordingly the Act

provided for-
                                                          
30 An Act of 1749 (23 Geo.2 c.14) recorded in its preamble that the “market for the City of Westminster
had from ancient times been held from or under the Dean and Chapter of the Collegiate Church of St
Peter, Westminster in a place called the Round Woolstaple in the Parish of St Margaret in the City of
Westminster, which market had lately been designated for the purpose of building a bridge across the
River Thames from the Woolstaple.”   The bridge was duly opened in November 1750.  Sinking
foundations meant that the bridge had to be replaced by a more secure structure (the modern
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(a) the sale of part of the site of the ancient market not required for the

building of the court house (section 1)

(b) authorising the Commissioners to spend an additional £4000 in building

and fitting out the court house (section 2)

(c) the court house to be under the control and management of the justices of

the City and Liberty of Westminster with power to engage staff, let out the

cellars beneath the court house and keep the premises repaired and

maintained (sections 4 to 7).31

Conclusion

10. As indicated in the introduction to this note, the court house building

authorised by the 1778, 1799 and 1807 Acts (together with section 3 of the 1804 Act)

no longer exists.  It follows that these Acts no longer serve any useful purpose and

so may be repealed on that basis.  Their repeal will have no effect on the current

building on that site, the Middlesex Guildhall, because the Acts do not relate to it in

any way.

Extent

11. The provisions proposed for repeal applied only in the City of Westminster.

Consultation

12. Westminster City Council, the Department for Constitutional Affairs, HM Court

Service and the Dean and Chapter, Westminster Abbey have been consulted about

these repeal proposals.

LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007

                                                                                                                                                                     
Westminster Bridge) in 1862.  Presumably the new court house was constructed on part of the old
market not required for bridge access.
31 However, by virtue of an Act of 1844 (7 & 8 Vict. c.71, s 14), the control and management of the court
house passed to the justices of the county of Middlesex.
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GROUP 3 – LONDON COAL DUTIES

___________________________________________________________________

Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

45 Geo.3 c.ii (1805) The whole Act.
  (London Coal Trade)

5 Geo.4 c.cxlvii (1824) The whole Act.
  (City of London Coal Trade)

3 & 4 Vict. c.cxxxi (1840) The whole Act.
  (Port of London Coal and Wines
   Import Duties)

6 & 7 Vict. c.ci (1843) The whole Act.
  (Port of London Coalwhippers)

Coal Duties (London and Westminster The whole Act.
  and adjacent Counties) Act 1851
  (14 & 15 Vict. c.cxlvi)

Coal Duties (London etc) Drawback The whole Act.
  Act 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c.lxxxix)
___________________________________________________________________

London Coal Duties Acts

1. This note proposes the repeal of six local Acts relating to the London coal

trade of the nineteenth century, with particular reference to the duties payable on

coal.

Background

2. From mediaeval times, the City of London Corporation has been entitled to

collect dues or taxes on coal and other goods entering the City.  A charter of James I

in 1605 confirmed the City’s ancient right to collect certain dues, known as metage,

on coal entering the City. The dues covered the costs of the Weighers and

Measurers of coal who were appointed, in part at least, to prevent the public being

defrauded.  These officials became known as Coal Meters.  Coal coming up the

Thames would be unloaded, weighed and measured.  A further charter of 1612

established that the rate of metage should be 8d. per ton.

3. After the Plague in 1665 and the Great Fire of London in 1666, the City’s

finances were left in a precarious state.  It was impossible for the necessary re-

building and improvements to be financed out of existing resources.  It was probably
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because the machinery to collect taxes on coal already existed that it was decided to

finance the works out of further dues on coal.  A series of Acts were passed to

sanction an increase in coal duties to carry out the building works.32  The City

remained heavily in debt despite this additional revenue.  An Act of 169433 increased

the metage duty by 4d. and an additional duty of 6d. per chaldron34 was imposed.

These additional dues, together with other moneys, were designed to extinguish the

City’s debt.  These duties were continued on a number of occasions over the years

and were linked with building improvements in the City.  The whole of the City’s debt

was paid off by 1834.

4. The Corporation continued to receive coal duties for most of the nineteenth

century.  An Act of 1831,35 which abolished the metage system along with the office

of Coal Meter, provided for a coal duty of 12d. per ton to be payable for 7 years.  This

Act was extended by a series of Acts to 1889.36  The duties on coal were finally

abolished by the London Coal Duties Abolition Act 1889.37

5. The London Coal Exchange, a “free open and public market for the sale of

coal” built pursuant to an Act of 180338 opened on Billingsgate in January 1805.39

Prior to the 1803 Act, the coal market had been under the management of the

Woodmongers Company40 and later, the Lightermen,41 but there were concerns

about the way the market was being run.42  Under the Act of 1803, the Corporation of

London compulsorily purchased the Billingsgate market opened the free market.  The

Exchange was rebuilt in 1847, pursuant to an Act of 1846,43 on Lower Thames Street

opposite the Billingsgate market by James Bunstone Bunning.44  It was situated on

                                                          
32 These included 18 & 19 Cha.2 c.8 (1666) and 22 Cha.2 c.11 (1670).
33 5 & 6 Will & Mar. c.10.
34 A chaldron was a coal measure of about 36 bushels.
35 1 & 2 Will.4 c.lxxvi.
36 1 & 2 Vict. c.ci (1838); 8 & 9 Vict. c.101 (1845); 24 & 25 Vict. c.42 (1861); 26 & 27 Vict. c.46 (1863);
and 31 & 32 Vict. c.17 (1868).
37 The 1889 Act (c.17), s.1.
38 43 Geo.3 c.cxxxiv
39 Denny, J., Lionel, P, Sir. “The Coal Market”, [1969] 4 Transactions of the Guildhall Historical
Association 21 at page 22.
40 The Woodmongers Company became defunct in the eighteenth century, and its members joined the
Worshipful Company of Fuellers, one of the Livery Companies of the City of London.
41 This company still exists as the Company of Watermen and Lightermen, and it is the only City Guild to
be established and controlled by Act of Parliament. 
42 Jarman, D. “The London Coal Trade”, [1987] 10 Berkshire Family History Society Magazine 264.
43 9 & 10 Vict. c.xxii (repealed).
44 b.1802 – d.1863. As architect to the Corporation of London, Bunning built the City of London School,
and provided the plans for Holloway Prison, amongst other notable projects.
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top of a Roman bathhouse which was discovered and excavated during the building

works.45  

6. The London Coal Exchange and Market no longer exists.  Its demise resulted

from the nationalisation of the coal industry following the 1939-45 War.46 The building

remained on Lower Thames Street until 1967, when it was demolished, pursuant to

the City of London (Various Powers) Act 1967.  The site was later appropriated for

other purposes, and the legislation regulating the Exchange has since been formally

repealed.47  

7. Although most of the Acts imposing duties on coal entering London have long

since been repealed, a number of obsolete Acts regulating the sale and supply of

coal in London remain on the statute book.  These Acts are identified in the following

paragraphs.

45 Geo.3 c.ii (1805) (London Coal Trade)

8. The purpose of this 1805 Act was to indemnify those persons working in the

coal market in the City of London who had incurred penalties during the month of

January 1805 as a result of an Act of 1803.48  The 1803 Act established a free

market in the City of London for the sale of coal.  The market opened on 2 January

1805.  The 1803 Act imposed new obligations to record full details of contracts for the

sale of coal, and any sale agent who failed to comply with these obligations was

liable for a fine of £100.  A number of agents, through ignorance of the new rules,

faced ruin if the law had been strictly enforced against them.  Accordingly the 1805

Act provided these persons with an indemnity in respect of any penalties incurred by

them during the first month of the new rules.

9. The transitory nature of this 1805 Act means that it has been spent for 200

years.

                                                          
45 The Roman bathhouse is a prime archaeological site in the City of London. It was excavated again
after the Coal Exchange’s demolition in 1967.
46 Coal Industry Nationalisation Act 1946.
47 City of London (Various Powers) Act 1967, s 31, Sch 3. This Act also repealed 9 Vict. c.xxii, an Act of
1846 that authorised the rebuilding of the coal market on an enlarged site.
48 43 Geo.3 c.cxxxiv.
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5 Geo.4 c.cxlvii (1824) (City of London Coal Trade)

10. The purpose of this 1824 Act was to authorise the City of London to borrow

£16000 at 4% interest so it could then repay an earlier loan bearing interest at 5%.

The security for the new loan was the revenue from the coal duties received by the

City of London pursuant to the Act of 1803 referred to above.

11. The detailed provisions set out in the 1824 Act for borrowing the £16000 and

repaying the existing loan are long since spent with the result that the Act may now

be repealed as being unnecessary.

3 & 4 Vict c.cxxxi (1840) (Port of London Coal and Wine Import Duties)

12. The purpose of this Act was to continue for four years from 5 July 1858

certain duties levied on coal and wine imported into the Port of London.  The duty on

coal (6d. per chaldron) would have expired, pursuant to an Act of 1829,49 on 5 July

1858.  The duty on wine (4 shillings per tun) was, as in the case of the duty on coal,

originally imposed by an Act of 1694.50

13. This 1840 Act became spent once four years from 5 July 1858 had elapsed

and it may now be repealed on that basis.

6 & 7 Vict. c.ci (1843) (Port of London Coalwhippers)

14. The purpose of this 1843 Act was to regulate the workforce known as

coalwhippers, whose principal function was to unload coal from vessels arriving at

the Port of London.  Commissioners were appointed by the City of London and

others to register and regulate these coalwhippers.  Only registered coalwhippers

were to be allowed to undertake such employment.

15. This Act was intended to have only temporary effect.  It was expressed to

continue in force until the end of the Parliamentary session following 1 January

1846.51  Accordingly this Act has long ago expired under its own terms and may now

be repealed formally.

                                                          
49 10 Geo.4 c.cxxxvi (London Bridge Approaches).
50 5 & 6 Will. & Mar. c.10 (Orphans, London).
51 The 1843 Act, s 47.
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Coal Duties (London and Westminster and adjacent Counties) Act 1851

Coal Duties (London etc) Drawback Act 1857

16. According to its long title, the purpose of the Coal Duties (London and

Westminster and adjacent Counties) Act 1851 (“the 1851 Act”) was “to amend the

Acts relating to the Vend and Delivery of Coals in London and Westminster, and in

certain Parts of the adjacent Counties; and to allow a Drawback on Coals conveyed

beyond certain Limits”.

17. The 1851 Act amended earlier legislation relating to sale and delivery of coal

in the Cities of London and Westminster and surrounding areas.52  In particular the

1851 Act contained provisions to ensure the quality of coal brought into the Port of

London and the payment of duties on coal brought into London whether by sea,

canal, road or railway.  The area covered by the system of duties on coal was the

radius of 20 miles from the General Post Office in St Martin’s-le-Grand in the City of

London.  The 1851 Act provided for this 20 mile distance to be marked by boundary

stones or other permanent markings.53  Any coal passing over the 20 mile boundary

as it came into London attracted the duties, although there was provision for

remission of duty (known as ‘drawback’) in cases where the coal merely passed

through London without being unladen.  The enforcement of the various obligations

imposed by the 1851 Act was in the hands of the Clerk and Registrar of the City of

London Coal Market.

18. According to its long title, the purpose of the Coal Duties (London etc)

Drawback Act 1857 (“the 1857 Act”) was “to allow a Drawback on the Duties payable

on Coals, Culm, Coke and Cinders”.  The 1857 Act amended the 1851 Act so as to

allow drawback of duty paid in certain cases notwithstanding that the coal had been

unladen from the vessel that brought it into London.

19. Given the closure of the Coal Market and the abolition of the tax on coal

brought into London,54 the 1851 and 1857 Acts are clearly now unnecessary.  Their

formal repeal is recommended on that basis.

                                                          
52 These Acts were 1 & 2 Will.4 c.lxxvi (1831), 1 & 2 Vict. c.ci (1838) and  8 & 9 Vict. c.101 (1845). All
three Acts have been repealed by City of London (Various Powers) Act 1967, s 31, Sch 3.
53 Approximately 250 of these boundary posts remain situated around London. The posts are no longer
in a neat ring after the London Coal and Wine Duties Continuance Act 1861 reduced the size of the area
within the boundaries.
54 London Coal Duties Abolition Act 1889.
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Extent

20. The provisions proposed for repeal in this note applied only within a 20 mile

radius from central London.

Consultation

21. HM Treasury, HM Revenue and Customs, the Department of Trade and

Industry, the City of London Corporation, Westminster City Council, the Worshipful

Company of Fuellers and the Company of Watermen and Lightermen have been

consulted about these repeal proposals.

(32-195-104) LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007
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GROUP 4 – COURT OF CHANCERY

___________________________________________________________________

Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

49 Geo.3 c.lxix (1809) The whole Act.
  (Court of Chancery)

50 Geo.3 c.clxiv (1810) The whole Act.
  (Court of Chancery)

56 Geo.3 c.lxxxiv (1816) The whole Act.
  (Court of Chancery)

10 Geo.4 c.cxvi (1829) The whole Act.
  (Six Clerks and Chancery Inrolment Office)

5 & 6 Will.4 c.cvi (1835) The whole Act.
  (Court of Chancery (Improvement
    of Offices))
___________________________________________________________________

Obsolete Court of Chancery Acts

Background

1. The Acts which this note proposes for repeal were set in a period during the

early nineteenth century at a time when the Court of Chancery had a well-justified

reputation for inefficiency, delay and inordinate expense.  The Court was headed by

the Chancellor55 and was primarily concerned with the administration of equity.56  The

backlog of undecided cases was caused partly by inefficient procedure and partly by

the desire of successive Chancellors to consider each case personally.  A Vice-

Chancellor57 was first appointed in 1813 to assist the Chancellor and the Master of

the Rolls with the dispatch of judicial business. This, however, did little to speed up

cases. The volume of litigation increased and the cause lists were as full as ever.  

2. Another feature common in the Court of Chancery (and, indeed, common in

all principal English courts from medieval times until the nineteenth century) was that

                                                          
55 The Chancellor was from medieval times Keeper of the Great Seal of England. Royal justice was
initiated by original writs sealed by the Chancellor. The modern title of the Chancellor is Lord High
Chancellor of Great Britain, or, more usually, Lord Chancellor.
56 The Court also had a common law jurisdiction as well as jurisdiction in bankruptcy and lunacy cases.
57 Two additional Vice-Chancellors were appointed in 1842. The Office of Vice-Chancellor disappeared
in 1875 with the re-organisation of the court system and was not revived until the Administration of
Justice Act 1970, s 5. Following changes brought about by the Constitutional Reform Act 2005 (whereby
the Lord Chancellor ceased to exercise judicial functions), the Chancery Division of the High Court is
today headed by the Chancellor of the High Court: Supreme Court Act 1981, s 5(1)(a) (as substituted by
the 2005 Act, s 15(1), Sch 4, Pt 1, paras 114, 118(1), (2)).
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most court officers drew their income from court fees.  In other words, court officials

were paid no salary but relied on the court fees paid by litigants.58  Indeed it was

often the case that court officials acquired their position by buying it from the previous

holder of that office.  The office became the property of the current holder and he

could sell it on to someone else in due course.  Frequently the actual work of the

office would be carried out not by the office-holder but by a deputy appointed by the

office-holder.

3. Reforms to the running of the Court of Chancery began to take effect by the

1830s.  An Act of 1833 provided for annual salaries to be paid to the Registrars, their

clerks and other officials, and prohibited the acceptance by any court officer of any

gratuity.59  An Act of 1842 abolished certain obsolete offices of the Court including

the Clerks of Enrolment and the Six Clerks.60  A more complete measure of reform

came in 1852 with a series of enactments, one of which provided that, as from 28

October 1852, no officer of the Court of Chancery or any of the judges of that court

should receive for his own benefit any fee or reward but should instead be paid by

annual salary.61  Penalties were to be imposed on any such officer or judge who

thereafter accepted any such fee or reward.62

4.  The Court of Chancery ended with the establishment of the Supreme Court of

Judicature by the Supreme Court of Judicature Act 1873.  The Court of Chancery,

together with the Court of Queen’s Bench, the Court of Common Pleas, the Court of

Exchequer, the High Court of Admiralty, the Court of Probate, the Court for Divorce

and Matrimonial Causes and the London Court of Bankruptcy were united and

consolidated to constitute the Supreme Court of Judicature.63  The jurisdiction of the

Court of Chancery was assigned to the Chancery Division of the High Court which,

together with the Court of Appeal, comprised the new Supreme Court.

5. The opening of the Royal Courts of Justice in the Strand by Queen Victoria on

4 December 1882 provided dedicated accommodation for the hearing of Chancery

business.  Until then most Chancery appeals had been heard on premises made

available in Lincoln’s Inn.

                                                          
58 By contrast, judges were paid an official salary. Even here, however, it was not uncommon for the
salary to be supplemented by court fees.
59 3 & 4 Will.4 c.94, ss 33, 41, Sch.
60 5 & 6 Vict. c.103, s 1.
61 15 & 16 Vict. c.87, s 1.
62 15 & 16 Vict. c.87, ss 3, 4.
63 Supreme Court of Judicature Act 1873, s 3.
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Proposed repeals

6. The following paragraphs describe the five Court of Chancery Acts that

remain on the statute book, and propose their repeal.

49 Geo.3 c.lxix (1809) (Court of Chancery)

7. According to its long title, the purpose of this 1809 Act was-

for making Provision for such of the Sub-Registrars or Deputy Registrars of
the High Court of Chancery, as from Age or Infirmity shall be afflicted with
permanent Disability, and be incapacitated for the due Execution of their
office; and for making Further Provision for the two Seniors of the said
Registrars, for the Clerks in the Registrar’s Office, for the Master of the
Report office, and for providing additional Clerks in the Report Office of the
said Court; and for making other Payments and Regulations in respect of the
said Offices.

8. The preamble to the 1809 Act recorded that the fees to which certain High

Court of Chancery officials64 were entitled, had become insufficient to recompense

them for the “Attendance, Trouble, and Importance of their Offices, and to the Length

of their Services”.  The issue had become more pressing because of the increase in

the number of duties for which no fee or duty was payable, and because of the

increase in the cost of living.  The preamble also recorded the need to make

provision for incapacitated Registrars and to provide funding for additional clerks.

9. The 1809 Act accordingly provided for the following matters-

(a) specified sums (payable quarterly out of the dividends from accumulated

suitors’ cash) to be paid to senior and deputy registrars and to certain

other clerks and registrars.  These officials would also be reimbursed for

expenses incurred by them from 5 April 180465 (section 1)

(b) clerks to produce certificates of good service in order to claim the

specified sums payable under section 1 (section 2)

(c) power for Lord Chancellor to remove from office and replace any Sub or

Deputy Registrars afflicted with permanent infirmity and provide them with

an annuity (section 3)

(d) provisions for paying the expenses arising out of the 1809 Act and for

handling the surplus accumulated suitors’ cash (sections 4 to 7).

                                                          
64 These officials included the Filer and Keeper of papers of the Office of Registrar, the Sub or Deputy
Registrars and their clerks.
65 These expenses including providing stationery, books, coals and candles.
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10. By 1852, the system of remunerating Court of Chancery officials from fees

paid into court by litigants had been superseded by the payment of annual salaries.66

These arrangements for salaries and, where applicable, pensions were carried over

to the new Chancery Division of the High Court by the Supreme Court of Judicature

Act 1873.67  The current arrangements for appointing officials working in the

Chancery Division are contained in the Courts Act 2003.68  Such officials are usually

civil servants to whom civil service terms and conditions (including the Principal Civil

Service Pension Scheme) will apply.  In all cases, the remuneration of officials will be

governed by the terms and conditions of their employment contracts.  Accordingly the

provisions of the 1809 Act for supplementing the income of court staff and providing

annuities for sick officials have long been unnecessary and may now be repealed.

50 Geo.3 c.clxiv (1810) (Court of Chancery)

11. According to its long title, the purpose of this 1810 Act was-

for building certain Offices for the Examiners, Cursitors, Clerk of the Crown,
and Clerks of the Petty Bag, of the High Court of Chancery; and for making
certain Regulations in the Examiner’s Office of the said Court; and for making
Provision for such of the Examiners, Deputy Examiners, and Clerks, as from
Length of Service or from Age or Infirmity, are or shall be incapacitated from
the due Execution of their Offices; and for making Provision for other Officers
of the said Court; and for making other Payments in respect of the said
Offices.

12. The preamble to the 1810 Act recorded that problems had arisen concerning

the office of Examiner of the High Court of Chancery, not least the lack of any

procedure for removing an incapacitated or incompetent Examiner from office69 or

preventing an Examiner from engaging in other employments and pursuits.

Moreover the business of the Examiners was conducted in sub-standard premises,

the freehold of these premises (which were in Rolls Yard, Chancery Lane) being

vested in the Examiners and other officials personally.  The preamble also recorded

as improper the existing arrangements for remunerating the Usher and Court Keeper,

whereby they were permitted to make a profit out of the stationery and other articles

that they supplied to the court.  Finally, the preamble recorded the need for better

security for the premises holding the records of the court.  The premises (on the first

                                                          
66 See opening paragraphs of this note.
67 The 1873 Act, s 77.
68 The 2003 Act, s 2(1) to (3).
69 One of the Examiners was identified in the preamble to the 1810 Act as Henry Flitcroft Esq who had
“for a considerable time been a Lunatic Ward of the said Court of Chancery, and wholly incompetent to
the Discharge of the Duties of the said Office”.
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floor of a building in Chancery Lane) were vested in court officers, known as

Cursitors, whose business it was to keep these records.

13. Some provisions of the 1810 Act have already been repealed.70  These

provisions were section 1 (applying some of the income from accumulated suitors’

cash for the purposes of the Act), section 3 (providing accommodation for the

Examiners, Cursitors and other officials), section 8 (power to appoint additional

Examiners), section 15 (payment of compensation, salaries and annuities), section

16 (payment of allowances to the Usher and Court Keeper), section 17 (regulating

the supply to the court of parchment and stationery), section 18 (paying annuities to

Examiners and clerks who are removed from office), section 19 (power to sell

property for the purposes of the Act), section 21 (application of compensation

money), sections 25 to 28 (expenses of the Act and investments).

14. The unrepealed provisions of the 1810 Act provide for the following matters-

(a) freehold of the premises in the Rolls Yard, Chancery Lane (where the

business of the Examiners, the Clerk of the Crown and the Clerks of the

Petty Bag was carried on) to be vested in the Master of the Rolls for the

time being (section 2) 

(b) any premises purchased for the use of the Court of Chancery to be

vested in the Master of the Rolls for the time being (section 4)

(c) no building purchased or built pursuant to the Act to be used as a private

residence (buildings to be used only for the purposes of the Act) (section

5)

(d) power for Lord Chancellor to remove from the office of Examiner (or the

clerk of such Examiner) any person who is unable or incompetent to

discharge the duties of such office (section 6)

(e) removal of Henry Flitcroft Esq from the office of Examiner (section 7)

(f) filling vacancies in the office of Examiner, and oaths to be taken by new

Examiners and copying clerks (section 9)   

(g) Examiners and clerks to attend to their duties in person and not to

undertake other employment (section 10)

                                                          
70 Courts of Justice (Salaries and Funds) Act 1869 (c.91), s 34, Sch 5. 
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(h) Examiners to distribute their business equally amongst each other;

witnesses on different sides of a case to be examined by different

Examiners (section 11)

(i) Lord Chancellor and Master of the Rolls to determine the terms and

conditions (including the fees to be paid to them by suitors) of Examiners

and their clerks (section 12)

(j) authority for appointment of temporary Examiners or clerks in cases of

temporary illness or disability (section 13)

(k) Lord Chancellor empowered to appoint maximum of four persons to

keep order in the court and “prevent insane and other disorderly Persons

from intruding themselves into the said Court” (section 14)

(l) application of compensation money in respect of land acquired pursuant

to the Act (sections 20, 22 to 24)

(m) savings, status of Act (sections 29, 30).

15. The 1810 Act no longer has any effect.  So far as the offices of the court are

concerned, the premises in Rolls Yard no longer exist.  During the 1880s and 1890s,

the area in Rolls Yard occupied by the Examiners, the Clerk of the Crown and the

Clerks of the Petty Bag was redeveloped.  The Public Record Office in Chancery

Lane was built on that site and on neighbouring land.71  The site is occupied today by

Kings College London as a library and information services centre.  Accordingly, no

court today operates from the site of the old Rolls Yard, the work of the Chancery

Division being carried out in the Royal Courts of Justice in the Strand.

16. Matters in the 1810 Act relating to the appointment, and terms and conditions,

of court officials working in what is now the Chancery Division of the High Court have

long since been handled administratively by central government (currently HM Courts

Service) pursuant to the Courts Act 200372 rather than being determined personally

by the judiciary.

17. Accordingly the 1810 Act no longer serves any useful purpose and may be

repealed on that basis.

                                                          
71 The Public Record Office in Chancery Lane was built between 1847 and 1898 to house government
records. Rolls Yard was built over during the later stages of the building works in the mid to late 1890s.
The Public Record Office vacated Chancery Lane in 1996. Kings College London acquired a long lease
of the building in 1998 and converted it into a library (the Maughan Library) and information services
centre. The Public Record Office is now part of the National Archives at Kew.
72 The 2003 Act, s 2.
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56 Geo.3 c.lxxxiv (1816) (Court of Chancery)

18. According to its long title, the purpose of this 1816 Act was “for erecting

Buildings for the Accommodation of the Court of Chancery”.

19. The preamble recorded (a) the need for the Vice Chancellor of England to

have the use of suitable accommodation for holding the sittings of the Court of

Chancery,73 (b) an agreement between the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s Inn to

grant land at the west end of, and adjoining, the Society’s Council Chamber for the

purpose of a new court to be built on it, and (c) an arrangement whereby Robert

Greenhill Russell of Lincoln’s Inn would surrender his interest in a set of Chambers

over the Council Chamber.

20. The 1816 Act accordingly provided for the following matters-

(a) Sheriff of Middlesex to enpanel a jury to assess the sum to be paid to

Robert Greenhill Russell to compensate him for the loss of his

accommodation at Lincoln’s Inn (section 1)

(b) penalty for giving false evidence to the Sheriff and jury (section 2)

(c) Court of Chancery to order sums to be paid out of the income from

accumulated suitors’ cash (i) by way of the assessed compensation to

Robert Greenhill Russell, (ii) to the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s Inn to

compensate them for their expenses in connection with the new court

(including making alterations to their Council Chamber), (iii) in  building

and fitting out the Vice-Chancellor’s new court (up to a maximum of

£9000), and (iv) to cover future expenses such as repairs and insurance

(section 3)

(d) the new court, its rooms and cellars to remain vested in the trustees for

the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s Inn in trust for the use of the court,

the property to revert to the Society if the property should cease to be

used as a court (section 4)

(e) expenses of the Act, reserving rights over accumulated suitors’ cash, and

the status of the Act (sections 5 to 7).

                                                          
73 Until 1813, the Lord Chancellor and the Master of the Rolls were the sole judges of the Court of
Chancery. The appointment of a Vice-Chancellor in 1813 gave rise to the need to provide additional
premises for court hearings.
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21. The new court ran westwards from the north-end of the Old Hall, extending

nearly to the site of the present War Memorial.  Further accommodation was

provided by Lincoln’s Inn when, in 1841, two more Vice-Chancellors were appointed.

In 1851, two additional judges were appointed to hear Chancery appeals, and these

were given hearing accommodation in the Old Hall in Lincoln’s Inn.  The opening of

the Royal Courts of Justice in the Strand in 1882 meant that these premises in

Lincoln’s Inn were no longer required for judicial business.74  Accordingly, the courts

of the three Vice-Chancellors were demolished in 1883, allowing the chapel to be

enlarged westwards.

22. This 1816 Act ceased to serve any useful purpose once the Royal Courts of

Justice were opened thereby providing accommodation for the Vice-Chancellors.

The Act may therefore be repealed as being unnecessary.

10 Geo.4 c.cxvi (1829) (Six Clerks and Chancery Inrolment Office)

23. According to its long title, the purpose of this 1829 Act was “to provide for the

Repair of the Six Clerks and Chancery Inrolment Offices, and the better Preservation

of the Records of the Court of Chancery”.

24. The ancient office of the Six Clerks administered the process of pleadings

entered in Chancery.  The office enrolled commissions, pardons, patents, warrants

etc that had passed the Great Seal.  Another of its functions was to assist

impoverished parties involved in Chancery actions.  The Six Clerks also represented

the interests of paupers and lunatics.  As part of the series of reforms of the

Chancery Court in 1842, the office of the Six Clerks was abolished.75 Their functions

in relation to representing the interest of “paupers, infants and lunatics” vested in the

office of the Solicitor to the Suitors’ Fund.76

25. The preamble recorded-

(a) the arrangements under earlier legislation dating back to 177477 whereby

the income from accumulated suitors’ cash was to be used to buy land in

                                                          
74 The Courts of Justice Building Act 1865, s 23 provided for these premises to vest in the Honourable
Society of Lincoln’s Inn free from the trusts imposed by the 1816 Act once the premises were no longer
required for judicial business.
75 5 & 6 Vict. c.103 (1842), s 1. Despite their functions, the Six Clerks were thought to serve little useful
purpose.
76 These functions eventually became vested in the Official Solicitor to the Supreme Court of Judicature
77 14 Geo.3 c.43 (1774); 15 Geo.3 c.56 (1775).
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an ancient garden in Lincoln’s Inn and build offices for the Six Clerks

(including an Inrolment Office for the holding of records)

(b) the fact that these new offices had fallen out of repair and were too small

to hold all the Court of Chancery records.

26. The 1829 Act accordingly provided for the following matters-

(a) the Lord Chancellor authorised to order the repair of the offices of the Six

Clerks and the Inrolment Office, and the indexing and removal of Court of

Chancery records from the Inrolment Office to the Record Office in the

Tower of London78 (section 1)

(b) transfer of the necessary funds to pay for the repairs and indexing and

removal of court records (section 2)

(c) authority to apply accumulated suitors’ cash towards meeting the costs of

the repairs, indexing and removal of records etc (section 3)

(d) status of the Act (section 4).

27. Subsequently in 1842, following the abolition of the office of the Six Clerks,

the offices were vested in the Accountant General of the Court of Chancery, to be

used for such purposes as the Lord Chancellor might direct.79

28. The former offices of the Six Clerks, 10 Stone Buildings, Lincoln’s Inn, fell

vacant when the new Law Courts in the Strand were opened in 1882.  By an Act of

1865,80 the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s Inn were permitted to re-purchase the

land and premises once they were no longer required for Court of Chancery

business.  The premises are today used as the Headquarters of the Inns of Court

and City Yeomanry of the Territorial Army.

29. The purposes of the 1829 Act were met when the repairs to the offices were

carried out and the Chancery records were duly indexed and removed to the Tower.

Accordingly the Act has long been unnecessary and is ripe for repeal.

                                                          
78 The Tower of London ceased to house the Record Office in 1866 (when it moved to new premises in
Chancery Lane).
79 5 & 6 Vict. c.103, s 29.
80 Courts of Justice Building Act 1865 (c.48).
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5 & 6 Will.4 c.cvi (1835) (Court of Chancery (Improvement of Offices))

30. According to its long title, the purpose of this 1835 Act was for “the

Improvement of the Registrar’s Office and other Offices of the Court of Chancery”.

31. The preamble recorded-

(a) the arrangements under existing legislation81 whereby the Lord Chancellor

could order annual sums not exceeding £500 to be applied in making

additions or alterations to the accommodation of the Registrar and the

Accountant-General of the Court of Chancery82

(b) the fact that a considerable increase in business in the Court of Chancery

had meant that alterations and improvements were needed urgently to the

accommodation of the Registrar, Accountant-General and the Master or

Keeper of the Reports of the Court

(c) that the cost of these works would exceed £500.

32. The 1835 Act accordingly provided for the following matters-

(a) the Lord Chancellor was authorised to order the carrying out of the

necessary works at a cost not exceeding £3000 (section 1)

(b) these costs were to be met from accumulated suitor’s cash (section 2)

(c) status of the Act (section 3).

33. The offices were probably those previously occupied by the Six Clerks i.e. 10

Stone Buildings, Lincoln’s Inn (referred to earlier in this note). The exact date when

the works authorised by this Act were duly carried is not certain, but it is clear that the

Act became unnecessary by, at the latest, 1882 when the building was handed back

to Lincoln’s Inn.  On any view the Act has long been unnecessary.

Extent

34. The provisions proposed for repealed applied only in the area of central

London around Chancery Lane.

                                                          
81 52 Geo.3 c.liv (1812).
82 The office of Accountant General was established in 1725: 12 Geo.1 c.32/33 and 54 Geo.3 c.14 in
order to deprive Masters of the Court of Chancery of their control over suitors’ money. Thereafter the
money was placed in the Bank of England under the control of the Accountant General. The office was
abolished in 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c.44) and his duties were passed to the Paymaster-General.
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Consultation

35. The Department for Constitutional Affairs, HM Courts Service, the National

Archives,83 the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s Inn, Maughan Library (for Kings

College London) and the City of London Corporation, have been consulted about

these repeal proposals.

LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007

                                                          
83 The Public Record Office, now known as “the National Archives”, is consulted as former occupier of
the old court offices in Chancery Lane referred to in the 1810 Act.
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GROUP 5 - MARKETS

___________________________________________________________________

Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

54 Geo.3 c.cxv (1814) The whole Act.
  (Sheepskin Inspectors (King’s
   Place Market, St Mary Newington))
___________________________________________________________________

54 Geo.3 c.cxv (1814) (Sheepskin Inspectors (King’s Place Market, St Mary
Newington))

1. The purpose of this 1814 Act was to extend the provisions of an 1808 Act,

relating to the inspection of sheep and lamb skins, to a new market at St Mary

Newington.  The subsequent repeal of the 1808 Act has made the 1814 Act

unnecessary.

2. The Act of 180884 amended earlier legislation relating to the use of horse

hides in the making of boots and shoes.  This earlier legislation also contained

provisions to prevent damage to raw hides and skins during the flaying process.  The

1808 Act required that the raw skins of all sheep and lambs slaughtered within five

miles of the Royal Exchange in the City of London were brought for inspection and

marking either to one of the existing sheepskin markets (including the markets in

Southwark and Whitechapel) or to any other market or place subsequently appointed

by Act of Parliament.  The 1808 Act also provided for the annual election of

inspectors to inspect and mark these skins.

3. The 1814 Act appointed the newly-opened skin market at King’s Place, near

Blackman Street in the Parish of St Mary Newington in the county of Surrey (now in

the London Borough of Southwark), as a place to which sheep and lamb skins might

be sent for inspection and marking, pursuant to the 1808 Act. The 1814 Act also

extended the powers of the Southwark market inspectors to this new market.  Finally,

the 1814 Act extended the five mile limit of the 1808 Act to 15 miles in certain cases.

4. However, the 1808 Act and the earlier legislation have been repealed by an

Act of 182485 which declared these earlier Acts to be unnecessary and oppressive in

their operation.  Although the 1824 Act did not expressly repeal the 1814 Act as well,
                                                          
84 48 Geo.3 c.lxxi (London Hides and Skin Trade).
85 5 Geo.4 c.57 (Horse Hides).
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its repeal of the 1808 Act has made the ancillary 1814 Act unnecessary.  It may be

repealed on that basis.

Extent

5. The 1814 Act applied only within a 15 mile radius of the City of London.

Consultation

6. The Department of Trade and Industry, the City of London Corporation, the

London Borough of Southwark, the Worshipful Company of Cordwainers, the

Worshipful Company of Curriers, the Leathersellers’ Company and the National

Market Traders’ Federation have been consulted about this repeal proposal.

LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007
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Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

Belgrave Market Act 1869 The whole Act.
  (32 & 33 Vict. c.clvii)

Belgrave Market (Extension of The whole Act.
  Time) Act 1873
  (36 & 37 Vict. c.clxix)
___________________________________________________________________

Belgrave Market Acts

1. This note proposes the repeal of two obsolete Victorian Acts passed to

establish a market in the Chelsea area of south-west London.

Belgrave Market Act 1869

2. The purposes of the Belgrave Market Act 1869 (“the 1869 Act”) were set out

at the beginning of the preamble to the Act-

Whereas the establishment of a market for the sale of butchers meat, poultry,
game, fish, butter, cheese, milk, vegetables, and other animal and vegetable
products, and other marketable commodities, and the erecting, providing,
maintaining, and regulating a market, market places, market houses, and
other houses, shops, and stalls in connexion therewith, in the parish of Saint
Luke, Chelsea, would be highly advantageous to the inhabitants of that parish
and the neighbourhood…

3. The 1869 Act included the following provisions-

(a) the incorporation of a Company to be known as “The Belgrave Market

Company” (“the Company”) to set up and maintain the market (section 4)

(b) authorising the Company to build the market and acquire the land

necessary for that purpose (section 5)

(c) prohibition on entering land of the Cadogan estate (except with consent)

or land of the Marquis of Westminster (sections 6 and 7)

(d) provisions relating to the Company’s share capital, borrowing powers,

meetings and directors (sections 8 to 22)

(e) the Company’s compulsory purchase powers to expire in August 1872

(section 23)

(f) market to be completed, and the Company’s powers for constructing the

market to cease, by August 1874 (section 24)

(g) powers for the Company to acquire easements and additional land by

agreement, and to stop up and enclose certain yards, courts and places

within the parish of St Luke, Chelsea (sections 25 to 27)
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(h) the Company to serve notice before taking possession of certain premises

(section 28)

(i) power for the Company to erect dwelling houses and shops, and to sell

land (sections 29 and 30)

(j) receipts for, and application of, purchase moneys; compensation for

deficiency in local rates; charging of tolls, etc (sections 31 to 38 and

Schedules)

(k) miscellaneous savings, and expenses of the 1869 Act (sections 39 to 42).

Belgrave Market (Extension of Time) Act 1873

4. The purpose of the Belgrave Market (Extension of Time) Act 1873 (“the 1873

Act”) was to extend the time limits in the 1869 Act for the compulsory purchase of

land and completion of the market.

5. Accordingly the 1873 Act provided that certain of the powers of compulsory

purchase granted by the 1869 Act should be revived and extended until 21 July 1875

(section 5), and that the period for completing the market should be extended until 21

July 1876.  The remainder of the 1873 Act dealt with ancillary matters.86

6. Despite the extension of the time granted by the 1873 Act, there is no

indication that the Belgrave market was ever built.  Nor is there any record of the

Company in the records of active companies held at Companies House.  Moreover,

given that the powers granted by Parliament for the compulsory acquisition of land

for the market and for the completion of the market expired more than 130 years ago,

it seems clear that both the 1869 and 1873 Acts are now unnecessary.  Their repeal

is proposed on that basis.

Extent

7. The provisions proposed for repeal applied only in the Chelsea area of

London.

Consultation

8. The Department of Trade and Industry, the Royal Borough of Kensington and

Chelsea, Westminster City Council, the Cadogan Estate, the Grosvenor Estate (for

                                                          
86 Short title, construction of Acts and interpretation (ss 1 to 4), saving (s 7), qualification of directors (s
8), expenses of Act (s 9).
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the Duke of Westminster) and the National Market Traders’ Federation have been

consulted about these repeal proposals.

LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007
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Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

Leadenhall Market Act 1871 The whole Act.
  (34 & 35 Vict. c.liv) 

Leadenhall Market Act 1879 Section 16.
  (42 & 43 Vict. c.cii)
___________________________________________________________________

Leadenhall Market Act 1871

1. According to its long title, the main purpose of the Leadenhall Market Act

1871 (“the 1871 Act”) was to extend and regulate Leadenhall Market in the City of

London.  The construction of a replacement market a few years later made the 1871

Act unnecessary and provision for its repeal was included in the Leadenhall Market

Act 1879 (“the 1879 Act”).  This repeal has, however, never been formally activated.

This note proposes that such repeal should now proceed.

2. Today Leadenhall Market is mainly a shopping arcade rather than a market.

In the 14th century, however, Leadenhall Market was a major market for meat, game,

poultry and fish.  The original market building was a hall with a leaden roof, hence the

name of the market.

3. The 1871 Act provided for the enlargement of the market.  The City of London

which, then as now, owned the market, was given powers to purchase land and raise

money to finance the enlargement.

4. The effects of the 1871 Act were short-lived.  The preamble to the 1879 Act

records that “it would be of public advantage if the said Act [i.e. the 1871 Act] were

repealed, and Leadenhall Market as now held were discontinued and abolished”.  In

short, the 1879 Act had the effect of sweeping away much of the old market.  A new

market was constructed on the site, but on a larger scale, which involved occupying

more land and removing houses on the east and west sides so as to form new

streets.  The first stone of the new Leadenhall Market, designed by Sir Horace Jones,

the City architect, was laid on 28 June 1881.

5. Section 16 of the 1879 Act provides as follows-

16.  When and as soon as Leadenhall Market provided by the Corporation
[i.e. the City of London] in pursuance of the provisions of this Act is ready to
be opened for the use of the public, the Corporation shall fix a day for the
opening thereof, and by a notice under the hand of the town clerk of the City
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of London, published in the London Gazette, notify that such market has been
provided, and the day and hour when the same will be opened, and from the
day so notified the Leadenhall Market Act, 1871, shall be and the same is
hereby repealed, and the old market shall be discontinued and shall cease to
be used as a market, and no market shall thereafter be holden on the site
thereof.

6. In other words, the 1871 Act was to have been repealed on the day given by

notice, published in the London Gazette, as the opening day of the new Leadenhall

Market.  Since, however, no such notice appears to have been published in the

London Gazette, the 1871 Act remains in force to this day. 

7. Given that the re-opening of the new Leadenhall Market occurred over 120

years ago, it is clear that the repeal of the 1871 Act is long overdue.  This repeal is

now proposed, with section 16 of the 1879 Act being repealed consequentially.

Extent

8. The provisions proposed for repeal applied only in the City of London.

Consultation

9. The Department of Trade and Industry, the City of London Corporation, and

the National Market Traders’ Federation have been consulted about these repeal

proposals.

LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007
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Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

Newport Market Act 1872 The whole Act.
  (35 & 36 Vict. c.lxxxii)
___________________________________________________________________

Newport Market Act 1872

1. This note proposes the repeal of an obsolete Victorian Act passed to revive a

market in Central London to the north of Leicester Square.  The market was never

built.

Background87

2. A market known as Newport Market was built by Dr Nicholas Barbon in the

1680s.  The area covered by the market was located within the area of central

London that is today bounded by Shaftesbury Avenue, West Street, Little Newport

Street and Newport Place.88

3. By letters patent dated 27 April 1686, James II granted a licence to hold a

market in Newport Garden on Tuesdays, Thursdays and Saturdays to Dr Barbon’s

trustee, John Bland.  The licence covered the sale of all merchandise except live

cattle.  In 1725 Daniel Defoe described Newport Market as one of the principal meat

markets of London.89  Cattle bought at live cattle markets were driven to Newport

Market to be slaughtered and sold.

4. By 1840, however, the business of the market had fallen away.  The Newport

Market area had degenerated into a slum which was a haunt of thieves and

prostitutes.  In the 1860s, a group of philanthropists established the Newport Market

Refuge for the destitute and homeless.  The Refuge occupied the market-house and

other parts of the market.  Newport Market thereafter became effectively defunct.

5. The passing of the Newport Market Act 1872 (“the 1872 Act”) was an effort to

revive the old market.  The terms of the 1872 Act are outlined below.  Suffice it to say

that the 1872 Act established the “Newport Market Company” (“the Company”) to

make and maintain a general market on or near the site of the old market.  New
                                                          
87 Unless otherwise acknowledged, background information comes from ‘Newport Market Area: Newport
Estate’, Survey of London: vols 33 and 34: St Anne Soho (1966) pp 360-379 – www.british-
history.ac.uk/report.asp?compid=41112.
88 Shaftesbury Avenue was constructed in 1886 and the Charing Cross Road, which today straddles the
area, was constructed the following year. The market drew its name from the Earl of Newport (Mountjoy
Blount) who occupied a large house (Newport House) in this area.
89 Daniel Defoe, A Tour Thro’ London about the year 1725.
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roads were to be built and streets widened for the purpose.  The 1872 Act gave the

Company five years to complete the main construction works, after which period the

powers would cease.90

6. In the event no new market was ever built, probably because of difficulties in

raising the necessary funds.  In March 1879, the Metropolitan Board of Works began

compulsory purchase proceedings in respect of the Newport Market and surrounding

areas.  The construction of the Charing Cross Road and Shaftesbury Avenue in the

mid-1880s resulted in the demolition of the old market buildings and the re-

development of the entire area.

The 1872 Act 

7. The 1872 Act included the following provisions:

(a) the incorporation of the Company to make and maintain the market in the

area prescribed (sections 4 and 5)

(b) powers for the Company to build the market and acquire the necessary

land, construct new streets and stop up existing streets etc (sections 6 to

13)

(c) the Company’s compulsory purchase powers to expire in July 1875; such

powers not to extend to particular premises or interests (sections 14 to

18)

(d) provisions as to local rates, protection of sewers and water and gas pipes

(sections 19 to 26)

(e) provisions relating to the Company’s share capital, borrowing powers,

meetings and directors (sections 27 to 40)

(f) the market works to be completed by July 1877, after which the

Company’s powers to construct the market cease (section 41)

(g) the Company to serve notice before taking possession of certain premises

(section 42)

(h) power for the Company to levy market tolls (sections 43 to 48 and

Schedules)

(i) power for the Company to erect dwelling houses and shops; application of

purchase moneys; power to grant leases, etc (sections 49 to 52)

(j) power for the Company to enter agreements as to the new street from

Leicester Square to Oxford Street (Charing Cross Road) (section 53)

                                                          
90 The 1872 Act, s 41. The period expired on 18 July 1877.
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(k) miscellaneous savings, and expenses of the 1872 Act (sections 54 to 56).

Conclusion

8. Despite the powers provided by the 1872 Act to revive the old Newport

Market, no new market was ever built.  The site of the old market was cleared away

when the whole area was cleared and re-developed in the 1880s.  The  Company’s

name does not appear in the records of active companies held at Companies House,

and must be assumed to be defunct.

9. Given that the powers to revive the market provided by the 1872 Act expired

in July 1877, it seems clear that this Act is now unnecessary.  Its repeal is proposed

on that basis.

Extent

10. The provisions proposed for repeal applied only in the central London area.

Consultation

11. The Department of Trade and Industry, the Greater London Authority,

Westminster City Council and the National Market Traders’ Federation have been

consulted about these repeal proposals.

LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007
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GROUP 6 – GENERAL REPEALS

___________________________________________________________________

Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

18 Geo.3 c.67 (1778) The whole Act.
  (Middlesex Sessions House)
__________________________________________________________________

18 Geo.3 c.67 (1778) (Middlesex Sessions House)

Introduction  

1. The purpose of this 1778 Act was to authorise the justices of the peace for

the county of Middlesex to sell their existing Sessions House and build a new

Sessions House in a more convenient location.  The building constructed under the

authority of this Act has long ceased to be used as a Sessions House, and is now in

private ownership.  The 1778 Act is therefore now unnecessary.

Background

2. The Middlesex Sessions was the court with responsibility for the ancient

county of Middlesex.91 It was the equivalent of the courts of Quarter Sessions in other

English counties.92  In addition to the full range of judicial and criminal business, the

court was involved in a wide rage of activities that would now be the responsibility of

central and local government.  These included issues concerning taxation, highways

and bridges, electoral registration, vagrancy and poor law, prices and wages,

licensing of places of entertainment and alehouses, the care of the insane,

registration of aliens and coroners records.93

3. In 1612 the Middlesex Sessions moved to Hick’s Hall in St John Street,

Clerkenwell.94  Unfortunately this location, being in the middle of a busy street,

became too noisy for court business, and the court moved out in 1778.  The new

Sessions House was built in 1779-82 in nearby Clerkenwell Green.  The disposal of

                                                          
91 The county of Middlesex no longer exists as an administrative area. It was abolished as an
administrative county by the London Government Act 1963. But the county of Middlesex as it existed in
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, up to the boundary changes made by the Local Government
Act 1888 (which created the county of London), stretched along the north bank of the Thames from the
River Colne in the west to the River Lea in the east, excluding the City of London but including such
places as Westminster, Fulham, St Marylebone, Shoreditch and Stepney.
92 “Quarter Sessions” refers to the fact that in most counties the courts convened four times a year.
However in Middlesex the court could be in session throughout the year.
93 For further information see Middlesex Sessions of the Peace at www.cityof london/corporation.
94 Baptist Hicks, first Viscount Campden (1551-1629) built the Sessions House at his own expense on a
site granted to the Middlesex justices by James 1. The building was completed in 1612.
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the old Sessions House and the building and furnishing of the new was sanctioned

by the 1778 Act.

4. The 1778 Act provided for the following matters:95

(a) appointing of Commissioners for carrying out the purposes of the Act

(b) Commissioners authorised to demolish old Sessions House and restore

the site for public use

(c) Commissioners authorised to buy land and build new Sessions House

(d) Justices authorised to hire temporary premises for the holding of Sessions

pending completion of building works

(e) City of London to contribute £11,000 towards the cost of building the new

Sessions House (such sum to be raised by annuities chargeable on the

Orphans Fund96)

(f) any further funding needed to build the new Sessions House to come

from the county rates.

5. This Sessions House was duly built and was used for court hearings until

1920-21 when hearings were transferred to new premises at Newington Causeway in

Southwark.  Although the building continues in use (as the Central London Masonic

Meeting House) the purposes for which it was designed – and the purposes of the

1778 Act – no longer exist.  Accordingly the 1778 Act is now unnecessary and may

be repealed on that basis.

Extent

6. The 1778 Act applied only in the central London area.

Consultation

7. The Department for Constitutional Affairs, HM Court Service, the City of

London Corporation, the London Borough of Islington, and the United Grand Lodge

of England (the governing body of Freemasonry in England and Wales) have been

consulted about this repeal proposal.

LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007

                                                          
95 These following matters are not identified by reference to section numbers because the 1778 Act was
not divided into sections.
96 This Fund was established by a 1694 Act (5 & 6 Will & Mar c.10) for the relief of the orphans and
other creditors of the City of London. The City of London’s debt to the Fund was totally discharged by
1820, and all outstanding charges were liquidated by 1832. It then became the London Bridge
Approaches Fund.
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Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

39 Geo.3 c.lviii (1799) The whole Act.
  (London, Westminster and Southwark
  Porterage Rates)
___________________________________________________________________

39 Geo.3 c.lviii (1799) (London, Westminster and Southwark Porterage Rates)

1. According to its long title, the purpose of this 1799 Act was-

for regulating the Rates of Porterage to be taken by Innkeepers and other
Persons within the Cities of London and Westminster, the Borough of
Southwark, and places adjacent.

2. The 1799 Act needs viewing in its historical context.  It pre-dated the railways

as a means of conveying packages around the country.  Moreover, such systems as

existed in 1799 for the carriage of packages were operated by private carriers rather

than by the early postal service.  Packages were usually sent by road carriage with

instructions for the carrier to deposit them at an inn.  The innkeeper would be

instructed either to hold the package for collection by the final recipient or to arrange

its delivery to that person.

3. The 1799 Act was intended to control the fees charged by innkeepers and

others (such as warehousemen) with whom the packages were deposited, and by

the porters who actually carried and delivered them.  The preamble to the Act

explains that the existing laws were insufficient to prevent the “great Exactions and

Abuses … daily practised in the Porterage or Delivery of Boxes, Baskets, Packages,

Parcels, Trusses,97 Game and other things … brought by Stage Waggons, Carts,

Public Stage Coaches or Carriages”.

4. Section 1 limited the fees that could be charged for delivering these goods.

As from 5 July 1799, no innkeeper, warehousekeeper or other person to whom any

box, basket, package, parcel, truss, game or other thing not exceeding 56 pounds in

weight was brought by any stage waggon or cart, public stage coach or carriage

could charge more than the following fee for carrying and delivering the item within

the Cities of London and Westminster, the Borough of Southwark and surrounding

areas-

                                                          
97 This probably describes bundles such as straw or hay.
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Distance Fee

Not exceeding 0.25 mile 3d.

Exceeding 0.25 mile up to 0.5 mile 4d.

Exceeding 0.5 mile up to 1 mile 6d.

Exceeding 1 mile up to 1.5 miles 8d.

Exceeding 1.5 miles up to 2.0 miles 10d.

For every extra 0.5 mile 3d.

5. Section 2 imposed a penalty of between 5 and 20 shillings on anyone who

charged in excess of this fee scale for carrying or delivering such goods.

6. Sections 3 to 5 provided for the arrangements for the delivery of goods.

Before the goods were handed to a porter for delivery, a ticket had to be issued

setting out such details as the name of the porter and the fee being charged (section

3).  The goods usually had to be delivered within six hours if they had originally been

deposited at the inn or warehouse by public stage coach (section 4) or within 24

hours if they had originally been deposited by public stage waggon (section 5).

Sections 6 to 8 prescribed the arrangements in cases where the goods were

deposited at the inn or warehouse for collection by, rather than delivery to, the owner.

In these cases, limits were set on the storage charges that could be made.  Section 9

imposed penalties on misbehaving porters.  Section 10 provided for the situation

where the owner refused to pay for the costs of carriage and delivery.  Sections 11 to

19 were concerned with ancillary matters such as the powers of justices to enforce

the provisions of the Act.

7. The regime established by the 1799 Act has long been obsolete.  The need to

regulate the service provided by innkeepers and porters in holding and delivering

packages and other goods became unnecessary once that service was provided by

institutions such as the railways and the Post Office.98  The 1799 Act is now obsolete

and may be repealed on that basis. 

                                                          
98 The parcel-delivery market, long the preserve of private carriers, became dominated by the railways
from 1830 onwards. Following negotiations with the railways for the carriage of parcels by rail,
culminating in the passing of the Post Office (Parcels) Act 1882, the Post Office launched its ‘Inland
Parcels Post’ service in 1883. This facilitated the previously complex process of sending parcels by rail,
a process that required the co-operation of all the railway companies along any given route.
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Extent

8. The 1799 Act applied only in central London and surrounding areas.

Consultation

9. The City of London Corporation, the Greater London Authority and the British

Institute of Innkeeping have been consulted about this repeal proposal.  

LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007
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Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

50 Geo.3 c.xxviii (1810) The whole Act.
  (Westminster Sunday Tolls)

___________________________________________________________________

50 Geo.3 c.xxviii (1810) (Westminster Sunday Tolls)

1. According to its long title, the purpose of this 1810 Act was to-

revive and continue the Terms and Powers of an Act passed for empowering
the Commissioners for paving, cleansing, and lighting the Squares, Streets,
and Lanes within the City and Liberty of Westminster and Parts adjacent, to
collect certain Tolls on Sundays upon the several Roads therein mentioned.

2. The Act being revived and continued by the 1810 Act was an Act of 176599

which authorised the charging of tolls on any coach, carriage, horse, mule or ass that

used certain turnpike roads in the Westminster area on Sundays.  The toll money

was required to finance the paving, cleansing and lighting of squares, streets and

lanes within the City of Westminster and surrounding parishes.  The turnpikes at

which the tolls would be charged included those at or near Westminster Bridge, St

James’ Park, Hyde Park, Hyde Park Corner, Tyburn, St Marylebone, Portland Street,

Tottenham Court and Gray’s Inn Lane.  The Act was expressed to remain in force for

a period of 21 years.

3. The 1810 Act, in its preamble, recorded that although the term granted by the

1765 Act had expired, the Act needed to be revived and continued in order to clear

debts that had accrued under it.

4. Accordingly the 1810 Act provided for-

(a) the revival and continuation of the 1765 Act (section 1)

(b) the appointment of additional Commissioners to put the Act into operation

(section 2)

(c) exemptions from the tolls and penalties charged under the 1765 Act

(sections 3 and 4)

(d) expenses, status and duration of Act (sections 5 to 7).

5. Section 7 provided for the 1810 Act to remain in force for a period of seven

years, with a provision for earlier determination in the event of all outstanding debts

                                                          
99 5 Geo.3 c.13.
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being cleared before then.  It follows that this Act has ceased to have any effect for

nearly two centuries and may now be formally repealed.  The 1765 Act which it

continued was repealed in 1948.100

Extent

6. The provision proposed for repeal applied only in the City of Westminster and

surrounding areas.

Consultation

7. Westminster City Council and the City of London Corporation have been

consulted about this repeal proposal.

LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007

                                                          
100 Statute Law Revision Act 1948, s 1, Sch 1.
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Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

53 Geo.3 c.cxvi (1813) The whole Act.
  (King’s Bench, Marshalsea and
   Fleet Prisons (Relief of Poor Prisoners))
___________________________________________________________________

53 Geo.3 c.cxvi (1813) (King’s Bench, Marshalsea and Fleet Prisons: Relief of Poor
Prisoners)

1. The sole purpose of this 1813 Act was to repeal an Act of 1812101 so far as

that Act related to the relief of debtors in certain London prisons.  The 1813 Act

became spent once the repeal took effect at Royal Assent on 3 June 1813.

2. The 1812 Act authorised justices of the peace to order that a person who had

been imprisoned for debt (otherwise than in a county gaol) and who was unable to

support himself while in prison should be awarded financial relief from parish

funds.102

3. The 1813 Act repealed the 1812 Act as it related to the parishes of St George

the Martyr in Southwark and St Bride (otherwise known as St Bridget) in the City of

London.  These two parishes between them housed three debtors’ prisons – the

Kings Bench Prison and the Marshalsea Prison (St George), and the Fleet Prison (St

Bride).103  The preamble to the 1813 Act records that all three prisons contained

many prisoners who originated in parishes far removed from St George and St Bride,

the inference being that the funding arrangements authorised by the 1812 Act bore

harshly on the two parishes and on their rate-paying inhabitants.  The repeal had the

effect of lifting this financial burden from the two parishes.

4. As explained above, the 1813 Act has been spent since it came into force in

June of that year.  Its formal repeal is now proposed on that basis.

                                                          
101 52 Geo.3 c.160 (relief of debtors in prison). This Act has since been wholly repealed: Statute Law
Revision Act 1873, s 1, Sch.
102 Persons imprisoned for debt at that time were required to pay for their own maintenance whilst in
prison.
103 All three prisons have long ceased to exist. They were consolidated in 1842 and became known as
the Queen’s Prison, which institution was closed in 1862 before being demolished in 1879. The Fleet
Prison was demolished in around 1845. The Marshalsea is referred to by Charles Dickens in Little Dorrit
(published 1857). His father, John Dickens, was imprisoned in the Marshalsea in 1824, thereby forcing
his son to leave school at the age of 12 and go to work in a bootblack factory.
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Extent

5. The provisions proposed for repeal applied only in the City of London and in

the London Borough of Southwark.

Consultation

6. The City of London Corporation, the London Borough of Southwark, the

Home Office and HM Prison Service have been consulted about this repeal proposal.

LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007
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Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

59 Geo.3 c.cxxvii (1819) The whole Act.
  (London Bread Trade)

60 Geo.3 & 1 Geo.4 c.i (1819) The whole Act.
  (Bread Industry (London))

1 Geo.4 c.iv (1820) The whole Act.
  (Bread Trade)
___________________________________________________________________

London Bread Trade Acts

1. This note proposes the repeal of three obsolete local Acts relating to the

London bread trade.

59 Geo.3 c.cxxvii (1819) (London Bread Trade)

2. This 1819 Act repealed an Act of 1815104 regulating the bread trade in London

and replaced it with new provisions to control quality and pricing.  The 1819 Act

contained the following provisions:

(a) repeal of the 1815 Act (section 1)

(b) penalty for selling underweight bread within the City of London and the

Liberties thereof and within ten miles of the Royal Exchange; no penalty

unless bread weighed in presence of magistrate within 24 hours of being

baked (sections 2 and 3)

(c) lawful for loaves to be sold by price, rather than by weight, but every

baker selling priced loaves by weight must keep scales for weighing such

loaves upon request (sections 4 and 5)

(d) provisions as to trial of offences, penalties, appeals and limitation

(sections 6 to 17)

(e) Act not to prejudice rights of the City of London, the Worshipful Company

of Bakers etc (section 18)

(f) Act to continue in force until two months after commencement of the next

Session of Parliament (section 19)

(g) status of Act (section 20).

                                                          
104 55 Geo.3 c.xcix (London Bread Trade).
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60 Geo.3 & 1 Geo.4 c.i (1819) (Bread Industry: London)

3. This 1819 Act (“the second 1819 Act”) was passed to continue the earlier

1819 Act (“the first 1819 Act”) before it expired.  Accordingly the second 1819 Act

simply provided that the first 1819 Act was to continue in force until 24 June 1820.

1 Geo.4 c.iv (1820) (Bread Trade)

4. According to its long title, this 1820 Act was passed-

to continue, until the Twenty-fourth Day of June One thousand eight hundred
and twenty two, Two Acts, of the Fifty-ninth and Sixtieth Years of His late
Majesty, for regulating the Weight and Sale of Bread.

5. Accordingly the 1820 Act had the effect of continue the first 1819 Act (as

continued by the second 1819 Act) until 24 June 1822.  Thereafter all three Acts

expired.

Conclusion

6. The expiry of all three Acts at the end of 24 June 1822 means that all three

ceased to have effect on that date, although they remain on the statute book pending

a formal repeal.  Such a formal repeal is now proposed.

Extent

7. The provisions proposed for repeal applied only in the London area.

Consultation

8. The Department of Trade and Industry, the City of London Corporation,

Westminster City Council, the London Borough of Southwark and the Worshipful

Company of Bakers have been consulted about these repeal proposals.

LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007
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Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

7 Geo.4 c.xlii (1826) The whole Act.
  (Westminster Bridewell)
___________________________________________________________________

7 Geo.4 c.xlii (1826) (Westminster Bridewell)

1. This note proposes the repeal of an 1826 Act, passed to authorise the

rebuilding of a prison known as the Westminster Bridewell105 or House of Correction.

This prison was demolished in 1884 to make way for the building of Westminster

Cathedral on the same site.

Background106

2. The prison that became known as the Westminster Bridewell was originally

built around 1618 to the north of Greencoat School and to the west of Artillery Row in

Westminster.  The area was then known as Tothill Fields. The preamble to the 1826

Act records that this prison was both too small and too insecure to ensure the safety

of the inmates.  The Act authorised the purchase of a new site and the construction

of a new prison to replace the existing one.  The new prison, opened in 1834, was

built on an eight acre site of open ground, now enclosed by Morpeth Terrace to the

west, Francis Street to the south and east, and Ashley Place and Howick Place to the

north. Initially intended for men and women with sentences less severe than

transportation, from 1850 it was restricted further to convicts of either sex below the

age of 17.  The total number held at any one time was about 900.

                                                          
105 “Bridewell” is a generic term meaning ‘prison’ or ‘House of Correction’. It has its origins in an area of
London between Fleet Street and the Thames where a House of Correction stood until 1863.
106 Background information comes from the Postcodes Project www.museumoflondon.org.uk/
postcodes/places/SW1.htm; and from Art and Architecture at www.westminstercathedral.org.uk/art/
art.cathsite.html.
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The 1826 Act

3. The 1826 Act provided as follows:

(a) appointment of Commissioners to build the new prison, meetings of
Commissioners, appointment of clerks and surveyors (sections 1 to 12)

(b) Commissioners authorised to purchase land, arrangements for settling
value of land purchased, transfer of title, sale of surplus land (sections 13
to 31)

(c) Commissioners authorised to build a new prison, prisoners from the
existing prison to be transferred to the new prison, and the old prison to
be sold (sections 32 to 35)

(d) borrowing of money to pay for the new prison, including mortgaging the
county rate for maximum of 40 years and raising annuities (sections 36 to
41)

(e) the new prison to be under control of the justices for the City of
Westminster and repaired at the expense of the county rate, recovery of
penalties, convictions, appeals, savings and status of the Act (sections 42
to 51)

4. The 1826 Act was subsequently amended by an Act of 1844.107  This had the

effect of passing control of the new prison from the justices for the City of

Westminster to the justices for the county of Middlesex and establishing the new

prison as a House of Correction for that county.108

5. The 1826 Act became unnecessary when the prison was demolished in 1884

to make way for Westminster Cathedral, Clergy House and the Choir School.109  The

Act may therefore be repealed on that basis.

Extent

6. The provisions proposed for repeal applied only in the City of Westminster.

Consultation

7. Westminster City Council, the Home Office, HM Prison Service and

Westminster Cathedral have been consulted about this repeal proposal.

LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007

                                                          
107 7 & 8 Vict. c.71, ss 13, 15, 16. This Act was finally repealed by the Statute Law Revision Act 1953.
108 7 & 8 Vict. c.71, s 13 (which records that the new prison was much larger than was needed for the
City of Westminster, whereas the House of Correction for the county of Middlesex was too small). 
109 See www.westminstercathedral.org.uk.
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Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

Metage on Grain (Port of London) The whole Act.
  Act 1872
  (35 & 36 Vict. c.c)
___________________________________________________________________

Metage on Grain (Port of London) Act 1872

1. The main purpose of the Metage on Grain (Port of London) Act 1872 (“the

1872 Act”) was to abolish the compulsory metage dues charged on grain110 that

entered the Port of London.

2. The preamble to the 1872 Act records that the City of London had long been

entitled, or claimed to be entitled, to measure many commodities entering the Port of

London, including grain, and to charge dues, known as metage dues, on the

commodities so measured.111  In addition to the metage dues arising from grain, fees

called fillage and lastage were payable in respect of the grain being measured.  The

metage dues were payable to the City of London and the fees were payable to the

City’s officers or servants who were employed in the measuring process.

3. By section 3 of the 1872 Act, metage of grain, metage dues on grain and the

fillage and lastage fees were abolished at the end of October 1872.  Section 4

provided that, for 30 years from the end of October 1872, the City of London was

entitled to charge a duty on all grain brought into the Port of London.  This duty,

known as “the City of London Grain Duty”, was to be used for the “preservation of

open spaces in the neighbourhood of London, not within the metropolis as defined by

‘The Metropolis Management Act 1855’”.  The preamble to the 1872 Act makes it

clear that this new grain duty was a replacement for the metage dues on grain that

were previously charged.

4. The remaining provisions of the 1872 Act are ancillary upon the replacement

of the metage dues by the new grain duty.  They include the payment of

compensation to the officials previously engaged in calculating and collecting the

metage dues (section 8) and provisions facilitating borrowing against the security of

the new duty (sections 9 to 13).

                                                          
110 “Grain” is defined as corn, pulse and certain seeds: the 1872 Act, s 2.
111 “Metage” in this context derives from the process of measuring a volume or weight.
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5. Sections 19 and 20 relate to the “fraternity of Fellowship Porters, otherwise

Billingsgate porters”.  This fraternity was constituted in the early 1600s and exercised

the rights of the City of London for the metage of salt, grain, fruit and other

commodities.  They were known variously as Billingsgate Porters, Corn and Salt

Porters and Fellowship Porters, and were regulated by orders made by the Court of

Common Council of the City of London.  Section 19 provided that directors of the

Corn Exchange Company and the London Corn Exchange Company should be

appointed to the governing body of the Fellowship Porters.  Section 20 provided that

no alteration in any charges made by the fraternity for the porterage of grain should

be made without a unanimous resolution of this governing body including the two

directors appointed under section 19.  In the event of disagreement between these

two directors and the other members of the governing body, a reference of the matter

could be made to the President of the Board of Trade for his decision.  The

dissolution of the Fellowship by Act of Common Council in 1894112 means that

sections 19 and 20 are now obsolete. 

6. The 1872 Act as a whole ceased to serve any useful purpose once the 30

year duration of the City of London Grain Duty expired in 1902.  The duty was never

extended by subsequent Act. Accordingly the 1872 Act may now be repealed as

unnecessary.

Extent

7. The 1872 Act applied only within the City of London.

Consultation

8. The City of London Corporation, the Department of Trade and Industry, the

Grain and Feed Trade Association Ltd and the Baltic Exchange have been consulted

about this repeal proposal.

LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007

                                                          
112 The Act of Common Council was passed on 15 March 1894. It provides that the Fellowship should
be dissolved and disbanded on 24 June 1894.
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Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

City of London Free Ferry Act 1884 The whole Act.
  (47 & 48 Vict. c.clxxvi)
___________________________________________________________________

City of London Free Ferry Act 1884

1. According to its long title, the principal purpose of the City of London Free

Ferry Act 1884 (“the 1884 Act”) was “to enable the mayor and commonalty and

citizens of the City of London to establish a Free Steam Ferry across the River

Thames east of London Bridge”.

2. In the 1880s, London Bridge was the only bridge spanning the Thames in the

City of London.  As London grew, more bridges were added.  Since, however, these

new bridges were all to the west of London Bridge, and Tower Bridge was not

completed until 1894, crossing the Thames by ferry boat was the only option

available to the inhabitants of the densely populated east end.

3. The 1884 Act was an enabling measure to authorise the City of London to

purchase or lease an existing ferry undertaking operated by Thames Steam Ferry

Company Ltd.  The ferry service had started in October 1877 and ran from the wharf

next to the Wapping dock stairs called Tunnel Wharf over to Rotherhithe Church

Stairs on the south side.  The ferry was plagued with practical problems and as a

result was not a commercial success.  It closed in 1886.  The City of London never

used its powers under the 1884 Act to take over responsibility for the ferry.  City of
London to confirm please.  No other ferry was established on the same route.113

4. The 1884 Act included the following provisions:

(a) short title (section 1)

(b) powers conferred by Act to be exercised by the Court of Common Council

of the City of London (section 2)

(c) incorporation of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act 1845 (section 3)

(d) interpretation (section 4)

(e) power to acquire land and to be granted easements by agreement

(sections 5 and 6)

(f) power for the City of London to acquire the ferry undertaking (section 7)

                                                          
113 See Denis Smith, Civil Engineering Heritage London and the Thames Valley, published by Thomas
Telford (2000) for more information.
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(g) transfer of ferry undertaking to be by deed; receipt of purchase moneys

(sections 8 and 9)

(h) power for ferry undertaking to be leased (rather than sold) to the City of

London; such lease to be by deed (sections 10 to 13)

(i) power for the City of London to build, buy or hire vessels (section 14)

(j) no tolls to be charged for using the ferry (section 15)

(k) power to obtain information about use of the ferry service (section 16)

(l) the City of London empowered to make byelaws relating to the ferry

service including penalties for contraventions; byelaws to be published

(sections 17 to 20)

(m) the City of London empowered to make agreements with the Metropolitan

Police for maintaining order on the ferry service (section 21)

(n) the City of London empowered to raise money for the purposes of the

ferry service including using the rents and profits of the Bridge House

Estates (sections 22 and 23)

(o) miscellaneous financial provisions (sections 24 to 27)

(p) appointment of committee to implement 1884 Act (section 28)

(q) savings and expenses of Act (sections 29 to 31).

5. It is clear that the powers provided by the 1884 Act to operate a steam ferry

service, if ever used, are no longer required today.  It is likely that the opening of

Tower Bridge in 1894 would have made any ferry service redundant.  The 1884 Act

accordingly no longer serves any useful purpose and may now be repealed as

unnecessary.

Extent

6. The 1884 Act applied only in the London area.

Consultation

7. The City of London Corporation, Transport for London and London River

Services have been consulted about this repeal proposal.

LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007
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Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

Westminster Improvement Commissioners The whole Act.
  Winding-up Act 1891
  (54 & 55 Vict. c.cxlii)
___________________________________________________________________

Westminster Improvement Commissioners Winding-up Act 1891

1. According to its long title, the purpose of the Westminster Improvement

Commissioners Winding-up Act 1891 (“the 1891 Act”) was “to wind up the affairs of

the Westminster Improvement Commissioners and to distribute their Assets under

the direction and control of the High Court and to dissolve the said Commissioners

and for other purposes”.

2. The Westminster Improvement Commissioners (“the Commissioners”) were

incorporated by the Westminster Improvement Act 1845.114  That Act, and

subsequent Westminster Improvement Acts, charged the Commissioners with the

carrying out of street constructions and other works and improvements in the City of

Westminster area.

3. In the course of their work the Commissioners incurred substantial liabilities,

including judgment debts.  By 1891 these exceeded £2 million.  The Commissioners’

assets, by contrast, amounted to £26,200.  It was accordingly considered expedient,

that the affairs of the Commissioners should be wound up with their assets being

sold for distribution to their creditors.  The 1891 Act was passed to achieve these

objectives.

4. The 1891 Act contains the following provisions:

(a) short title (section 1)

(b) interpretation (section 2)

(c) by 30 August 1891, the Commissioners were to pay all cash at their

disposal into the Companies Liquidation Account at the Bank of England

(section 3)

(d) the Commissioners to apply to the High Court for the winding-up of their

affairs (section 4).

                                                          
114 8 & 9 Vict. c.clxxviii, s 3.
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5. The Commissioners duly petitioned the High Court for a winding-up order on

24 October 1891, the order being made on 7 November 1891.115  Accordingly the

1891 Act is now long spent and may be safely repealed.

Extent

6. The 1891 Act applied only in the City of Westminster.

Consultation

7. HM Treasury and Westminster City Council have been consulted about this

repeal proposal.

LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007

                                                          
115 The London Gazette, October 30 1891 and December 4 1891.
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Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

City of London (Central Criminal Court House) The whole Act.
  Act 1904 (4 Edw.7 c.xciii)

City of London (Central Criminal Court) The whole Act.
  Act 1951 (14 & 15 Geo.6 c.x)

City of London (Central Criminal Court) The whole Act.
  Act 1953 (1 & 2 Eliz.2 c.vi)

___________________________________________________________________

Central Criminal Court

1. This note proposes the repeal of three Acts passed to raise money to build or

repair the Central Criminal Court in London.

2. The Central Criminal Court (known as “the Old Bailey” after the street in

which it is situated) stands on the site of the old Newgate Prison, in the western part

of the City of London.  Originally built in 1673, the court has been rebuilt several

times upon the same site.  The current premises were built in 1907.  The Old Bailey

is England’s most famous Crown Court and it hears criminal cases remitted to it from

all over England and Wales.  It sustained extensive damage during the Second

World War.

City of London (Central Criminal Court House) Act 1904

3. This 1904 Act records in its preamble that the premises housing the Central

Criminal Court were to be pulled down and new premises built for the same purpose.

The preamble also records that this rebuilding would be carried out by the City of

London with the cost being met by the City borrowing upon the credit of the

consolidated rate.  Section 3 authorised this borrowing on the basis that the sum

borrowed did not exceed £350,000 and that the debt would be discharged within 60

years.

4. The Old Bailey was duly rebuilt and was re-opened in 1907.  The debt

incurred by the City of London was discharged within the 60 year period [City
Corporation to confirm please] with the result that the 1904 Act is now

unnecessary.
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City of London (Central Criminal Court) Acts 1951 and 1953

5. These 1951 and 1953 Acts were passed as a consequence of the damage

sustained by the Old Bailey during the Second World War.  The north-east corner of

the premises was demolished by enemy action.

6.  The cost of repairing the Old Bailey was met partly by the War Damage

Commission and partly by the City of London.  Section 3 of the 1951 Act authorised

the City of London to contribute, out of the general rate of the City, a sum not

exceeding £250,000 towards the cost of reconstruction.  This sum, however, proved

to be insufficient.  Increases in the costs of labour and materials meant that the

reconstruction costs exceeded the original estimates.  Accordingly the 1953 Act was

passed to increase the City of London’s contribution to £325,000.  Section 3 of the

1953 Act authorised this increase.

7. The contribution towards the restoration work authorised by the 1951 and

1953 Acts was duly made and the necessary works were completed by the mid

1950s.  Both Acts are, accordingly, now spent and may be repealed on that basis.

Extent

8. The provisions proposed for repeal applied only in the City of London.

Consultation

9. The City of London Corporation, the Department for Constitutional Affairs and

HM Court Service have been consulted about these repeal proposals.

LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007
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Reference Extent of repeal or revocation
___________________________________________________________________

London Regional Transport (Amendment) The whole Act.
  Act 1985 (c.10)

London Regional Transport Act 1996 (c.21) The whole Act.
___________________________________________________________________

1. The repeals identified in this note are consequential upon the dissolution, in

2003, of London Regional Transport (“LRT”) and the repeal (also in 2003) of the

London Regional Transport Act 1984 (“the 1984 Act”).

London Regional Transport (Amendment) Act 1985

2. The sole purpose of the London Regional Transport (Amendment) Act 1985

(“the 1985 Act”) was to authorise the amount of grant payable by the Greater London

Council (“the GLC”) to LRT116 for the financial year ending on 31 March 1985.

3. The 1984 Act transferred responsibility for LRT from the GLC to the Secretary

of State on 29 June 1984.117 The GLC had already collected the necessary funds to

pay grants to LRT for the financial year ending on 31 March 1985 but the transfer of

responsibility occurred part way through that year.  To remedy this, section 49 of the

1984 Act empowered the Secretary of State to direct the GLC to continue paying

grants to LRT until 31 March 1985.

4. The need for the 1985 Act arose from a successful challenge to the exercise

by the Secretary of State of his powers under section 49.118   Section 1 of the 1985

Act amended section 49 so as to impose a duty on the GLC  to pay a fixed sum by

way of grant to LRT no later than 29 March 1985.119  Section 2 provided the short

title.

                                                          
116 The Greater London Council and LRT no longer exist. The Greater London Council was abolished
from 1 April 1986 by the Local Government Act 1985, s 1. LRT was dissolved on 16 July 2003 (London
Regional Transport (Dissolution) Order 2003, SI 2003/1913). The dissolution of LRT and the transfer of
its functions to Transport for London were provided for by the Greater London Authority Act 1999, ss
297 to 302.
117 The London Regional Transport (Appointed Day) Order 1984, SI 1984/877.
118 R v Secretary of State for Transport, ex p GLC [1986] QB 556. The GLC applied for judicial review of
a direction made by the Secretary of State for Transport under s 49 of the 1984 Act. The Secretary of
State was found to have acted ‘unlawfully, irrationally and procedurally improperly’ in issuing the
direction without carrying out appropriate consultation. The direction was quashed by an order of
certiorari. 
119 The sum was £258,179,588. The amendment substituted a new s 49(1) for s 49(1) to (4) as enacted.
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5. The payment to LRT of the grant, in accordance with section 49 as amended

by the 1985 Act, meant that the 1985 Act thereupon became spent.

6. Moreover, the whole of the 1984 Act (including section 49) was repealed by

the Greater London Authority Act 1999 on 15 July 2003.120  This had the dual effect

of repealing the text amended by the 1985 Act and of making the 1985 Act

unnecessary as well as spent.  Accordingly, the 1985 Act is now ripe for repeal on

both grounds.

London Regional Transport Act 1996

7. According to its long title, the principal purpose of the London Regional

Transport Act 1996 (“the 1996 Act”) was to extend, and facilitate the exercise of, the

powers of the LRT to enter into and carry out agreements.  This purpose was

achieved primarily by amendments to the 1984 Act.  However, the repeal of that Act,

and the dissolution of LRT in 2003, has meant that the 1996 Act is now

unnecessary.121

8. The following provisions of the 1996 Act amended the 1984 Act, and

accordingly became unnecessary when the 1984 Act was repealed-

♦ sections 1 to 3

♦ section 4(1), 4(2)(b), 4(3) and 4(4).

9. Section 4(2) of the 1996 Act made the following amendments to legislation

other than the 1984 Act-

♦ section 4(2)(a) amended section 11(3)(bb) of the Competition Act 1980.

However, this amendment became unnecessary when it was superseded

by a substituted amendment made by the Transport for London

(Consequential Provisions) Order 2003122

♦ section 4(2)(c) amended section 36 of the Transport Act 1985.  However,

this amendment became unnecessary when section 36 was repealed by

                                                          
120 The 1999 Act, s 423, Sch 34; Greater London Authority Act 1999 (Commencement No 11) Order
2003, SI 2003/1920.
121 The 1984 Act was repealed on 15 July 2003 by the Greater London Authority Act 1999, s 423, Sch
34; SI 2003/1920. LTR was dissolved on 16 July 2003 by the London Regional Transport (Dissolution)
Order 2003, SI 2003/1913.
122 SI 2003/1615, art 2, Sch 1, Pt 1, para 6.



70

the Regulation of Bus Services in Greater London (Transitional

Provisions) Order 2000123

♦ section 4(2)(d) amended section 3(1)(b) of the London Regional

Transport (Penalty Fares) Act 1992.124 Section 3(1)(b) applied the 1992

Act to “any other person in pursuance of an agreement with [LRT] by

virtue of section 3(2) of the 1984 Act”.  The effect of the amendment

made by section 4(2)(d) was to insert a reference to section 3(2) or

3(2A)(a) of the 1984 Act after the reference to section 3(2).  Since,

however, the whole of the 1984 Act has been repealed, this amendment

is now unnecessary.

10. The only other provisions in the 1996 Act are sections 5 (financial) and 6

(short title, commencement and extent).  These are ancillary to sections 1 to 4 and

will fall with them.

11. Accordingly the 1996 Act is now unnecessary and may be repealed on that

basis.

Extent

12. The provisions proposed for repeal applied only in the London area.

Consultation

13. HM Treasury, the Department for Transport, the Greater London Authority

and Transport for London have been consulted about these repeal proposals.

LAW/005/007/06
25 January 2007

                                                          
123 SI 2000/1462, art 3(1)(b).
124 1992 c.xvi.




