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This Court taking into Consideration pursuant to Notice of the Act of 
Parliament lately made in past session for the Establishment of County and 
District Constables and it being made to appear to the Justices of the Peace 
now in General Quarter Sessions assembled that the Ordinary Officers 
appointed for preserving the Peace are not sufficient for the preservation of the 
Peace and for the Protection of the Inhabitants and for the security of Property 
within this County do declare that 250 constables are needed in their opinion 
to be appointed within this county for the purposes aforesaid.1 

 
And with that official minute of the Gloucestershire Quarter Sessions meeting held at 
one o’clock on Tuesday 15 October 1839 at the Shire Hall, the great journey of the 
Gloucestershire Constabulary commenced, the anniversary of which we are this 
evening celebrating. 

But before progressing further I would at this point like to make some 
acknowledgements and appreciations. I have been afforded great help by the county 
archivist Heather Forbes and her team here, particularly Kate Maisey, and by Sue 
Webb, the Honorary Gloucestershire Constabulary archivist. Their collective and 
individual help has been immense. 

When I was invited to speak here this evening the precise title of the talk suggested 
itself – ‘Celebrating 180 Years of Keeping the Peace’. There is much to celebrate. This 
Constabulary has been continually keeping watch and ward over the citizens of 
Gloucestershire for 180 years, and along the way dealing with two world wars, the 
Floods of 2007, the largest peacetime emergency since the General Strike, and 
successfully investigating the crimes of two of the biggest serial killers this country has 
ever seen. It also has survived, in 2005 seeing off a serious attempt to merge it into 
some larger south-western configuration. 

There are still those, mainly senior police officers who argue that today a county 
force is an anachronism, but they are, in my opinion, wrong.  

Policing in this country is based on the principle of ‘policing by consent’, which 
fundamentally means having the support of the majority of the people who are policed. 
That is simply harder to achieve where communities cannot identify with the police 
that police them.  

Policing by consent was not a term in use back in 1839 but the first chief constable 
of this county, Anthony Thomas Lefroy, understood it perfectly, as demonstrated by his 
statements, by his orders, and by his actions. 

So why did Lefroy get it right and why has his principle been sustained in the 180 
years since? The answer lies in the circumstances of his appointment and the creation 
of the Constabulary, and that is what I shall be examining this evening.   

Gloucestershire was one of the earliest counties to adopt the County and District 
Constables Act of 1839. The Act had received its Royal assent on 27 August. It was a 

                                                 
1 Gloucestershire Archives (GA), Quarter Sessions Minute Book, Michaelmas [15 October] 1839. 



 2 

permissive not obligatory act, and it was the job of county justices of the peace 
assembled together in Quarter Sessions to determine whether to adopt it or not. Over 
the succeeding years a little under half the eligible counties in England and Wales 
would choose to do so. Gloucestershire adopted the Act almost straightaway, so did our 
near neighbours Worcestershire and Wiltshire, but Somerset would not get around to 
it until 1856 and then only under the compulsion of a new, obligatory act. 

Around the country justices met in Quarter Sessions at the four great quarter feasts 
of the church’s year – Epiphany, Easter, Trinity and Michaelmas, so the autumn of 
1839 was the first chance county magistrates had to consider the Act.  

The justices themselves were a curious collection of the great and good of the 
county. All, of course, were then male. A few were aristos but most were from the 
middling or upper gentry, plus a few clergymen. They were not elected, nor were they 
paid, but as they were the link between central government and local communities the 
government of the day took care to keep them on side. As much as any non-elected 
body could be, they were representative of their class, and they were at least close to 
local communities. 

In the 1830s the business of local government was very local. The key unit was the 
local township, a community that was rarely an actual town but more likely to be a 
village with surrounding farms and estates. Another term to describe this unit was the 
manor, or commonly the parish. There were over three hundred parishes in 
Gloucestershire, and each was charged, by common law, with the upkeep of their area 
and electing certain local officials, again generally unpaid, to do the work of 
maintaining order in their area. The most important of these was the local constable, 
who reported to a high or chief constable for a collection of parishes known as a 
‘hundred’.  

Being a parish constable was a thankless task, with some parishioners dodging it if 
they could. Nevertheless, at every annual parish meeting, the Court Leet, an individual 
would be duly elected, and everyone hoped for the best      

Most of the ancient towns and cities, ‘the boroughs’, were outside of this system. 
They possessed royal charters and they were responsible for their own local 
government. Since the Statute of Winchester 1285 they had been required to maintain 
a town watch, which in many cases by the nineteenth century had become professional, 
but with varying degrees of effectiveness.  

In 1839 Bristol, Gloucester and Tewkesbury all had borough status, but not so 
Cheltenham, which had a population of about 30,000, having grown from just over a 
couple of thousand at the beginning of the century. The leading citizens of 
Cheltenham, however, like many others in similar situations across the country, sought 
out their own solution, and in 1821 sponsored a local ‘improvement act’, which 
regulated paving, lighting and policing under a board of commissioners who could levy 
a local rate. In 1839 Cheltenham had its own local police force of 23 officers for patrol 
mainly at night. 
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Looking back from the perspective of the 21st century the development of modern 
professional policing in early nineteenth century England, exemplified by Peel’s 
Metropolitan Police Act, seems obvious and inevitable, a shining example of 
improvement in what contemporaries termed the ‘age of improvement’.   

Those are the last things it would have seemed at the time. 
By the 1820s most people could agree that wherever it was, town or country, the 

current policing systems were not perfect; the problem was how to replace the current 
arrangements with something which did not infringe civil liberties, put too much 
power in the hands of central government, or cost too much.  

There were plenty of ideas about how to improve the system, but it was Robert 
Peel, Home Secretary from 1822, who managed to steer through reform for the 
‘Metropolis’, those parts of  Westminster, the east end and Southwark which 
immediately surrounded the City of London, creating a 1,000 strong civil force. For 
practical political reasons he excluded the City of London from his plan. 

Peel might have extended his scheme but within a couple of years he was out of 
office and the next stage of ‘police reform’ fell to the Whigs under Earl Grey, and his 
home secretaries, first Lord Melbourne then Lord John Russell.  

As a generalisation, the Whigs were doctrinally for the rights of the individual and 
against big government, but the state of policing in the ancient boroughs, the rise of 
crime and growing civil unrest, in the form of trades unionism and Chartism, forced 
them to act.   

First a Royal Commission scrutinised local government in the ancient boroughs 
and found what they expected to find, chaos and inefficiency. Policing was no 
exception. When they visited the three ancient boroughs in the Gloucestershire area 
they found policing in the small borough of Tewkesbury adequate but inadequate in 
the large boroughs of Bristol and Gloucester. 

In the subsequent Municipal Corporations Act of 1835, the ancient charters were 
swept away. Under the new act each borough was required to appoint a  ‘Watch 
Committee’, which in turn was required to ‘appoint a sufficient Number of fit Men … 
to act as Constables for preserving the Peace by Day and by Night, and preventing 
Robberies and other Felonies, and apprehending offenders against the Peace’.2  

In this area Bristol, Gloucester and Tewkesbury all duly followed their 
responsibilities, with, of course, varying responses in terms of size. The Bristol force on 
formation comprised around 230 officers, Gloucester 25 and probably around seven in 
Tewkesbury.3 The Peelers had come to the provinces.  

The Whigs would by preference probably have left rural policing alone had it not 
been for force of circumstances. In the 1830s the counties were not some rural 
backwater but the place where most people still lived and worked. Faced with rising 

                                                 
2 S 76, Municipal Corporations Act 1835. 
3 M Stallion and DS Wall, The British Police Forces and Chief Officers 1829-2012 (2nd edition, Police History 
Society, 2011), 72, 108 and 191. 

http://www.victorianweb.org/history/police.html
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crime, especially robberies, burglaries, rustling and industrial scale poaching, together 
with political unrest amongst agricultural workers and artisans in rural based industries 
like weaving, the Whigs were forced to review rural policing.  

Home Secretary Lord John Russell (1792-1878) put to work another Royal 
Commission. It recommended a radical solution – a national rural constabulary. But 
Russell decided a national force would jeopardize the good will of the local justices on 
whom local government depended, so he accepted that control of the new professional 
forces would rest with a professional head, a chief constable, who the justices would 
appoint. 

In the face of substantial Parliamentary opposition Russell trimmed further, 
making adoption of the act voluntary rather than mandatory.4 With those concessions 
he got his bill through, to receive the Royal Assent on 27 August. 

The purpose of the new Act was explicit:  
 
where it shall be made to appear to the Justices of the Peace of any County in 
England or Wales in General or Quarter Sessions assembled, or at any 
Adjournment thereof, that the ordinary Officers appointed for preserving the 
Peace are not sufficient for the Preservation of the Peace, and for the 
Protection of the Inhabitants, and for the Security of Property within the 
County, it shall be lawful for them to set forth the same, by a Report in 
Writing under the Hands of the Majority of the Justices there present, and to 
declare how many Constables are needed in their Opinion to be appointed 
within their County for the Purposes aforesaid, and the Rates of Payment 
which it would be expedient to pay the chief and other Constables…5 
  
It was not, however, Russell who would oversee the implementation of the Act. In 

a ministerial reshuffle he was replaced by Constantine Phipps, First Marquess of 
Normanby (1797-1863), who had just finished a stint as Lord Lieutenant of Ireland.  

He therefore would have had a detailed knowledge of the system of the 
professional rural police that had been in place in one form or another in Ireland since 
1816.  

On 18 September 1839, just three weeks after the Rural Police Act had received 
the royal assent, the process of adopting the Act in Gloucestershire formally got under 
way. 

Five Gloucestershire justices wrote to the Deputy Clerk of the Peace for the 
County, Edward Bloxsome (1800-67), giving due notice that they wished ‘the business 
relating to the adoption of the said Act’ to begin at the next meeting of the Quarter 
Sessions precisely at one o’clock on the fifteenth day of October. 

                                                 
4 D Foster, The Rural Constabulary Act 1839 (Standing Conference for Local History, no date), 13-17. 
5 An Act for the Establishment of County and District Constables by the Authority of Justices of the 
Peace [27th August 1839]. 
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The five signatories merit some scrutiny. They were Lord Segrave, Lord 
Ellenborough, the exotically named Purnell Bransby Purnell, Charles Bathurst and 
John Probyn.6 

Who are they and what motivated them to adopt the act without delay? 
Lord Segrave was William FitzHardinge Berkeley (1786-1857), Lord Lieutenant of 

Gloucestershire and occupier of Berkeley Castle, although, thanks to the marital 
wanderings of his father not then possessor of the earldom. Like father like son, he led 
a colourful personal life, Greville the diarist dismissing him as ‘an arrant blackguard’. It 
is, however, his politics that interest us. He was ‘the mainstay of the Whig interest’ in 
the county, and therefore a government supporter.7  

Charles Bathurst (1790-1863) of Lydney Park was a qualified barrister, son of a 
Tory MP, and presumably a Tory himself.8 He was, it seems, utterly convinced of the 
inadequacy of the parish constable system.9 In 1839 he occupied the crucial position as 
chairman of the Quarter Sessions. 

Purnell Bransby Purnell owned Stancombe Park, North Nibley, and was 48 in 
1839.10 He would gain a positive reputation for his work improving the management of 
the County’s lunatic asylums. Although his party politics are uncertain, it is, therefore, 
reasonable to assume that Purnell was of a progressive and improving turn of mind. 

Then there was John Probyn, 1788-1863, of Huntly, son of the Venerable John 
Probyn, Archdeacon of Llandaff, and ‘representative of one of the oldest families of the 
county’. At the time of his death he was described as the country’s ‘senior magistrate’. 
In personal terms he had been a friend of Lord Segrave since childhood. In political 
terms he was a Whig, and therefore another government supporter.11 

Finally, there was Lord Ellenborough (1790-1871) of Southam Park, Prestbury. He 
was a Tory who had previously served in Wellington’s government and was therefore 
presumably on message when it came to Peel’s earlier police reform. In 1839 he still 
had a career ahead of him, as Governor General of India.12  

                                                 
6 Segrave and others to Deputy Clerk of the Peace, 18 September 1839, GA, Q/AP/1. 
7 The History of Parliament (Hist Parl), <http://www.historyofparliamentonline.org/volume/1790-
1820/member/berkeley-william-fitzhardinge-1786-1857> [accessed 6 October 2019]. 
8 Son of Charles Bathurst MP (1754-1831), who was brother-in-law of Henry Addington, later Viscount 
Sidmouth, and Prime Minister (1801-4) and Home Secretary (1812-22). He held relatively junior posts in 
successive ministries until 1822. His son’s focus, however, appears to have been entirely local. Hist Parl 
<https://www.historyofparliamentonline.org/volume/1790-1820/member/bragge-%28afterwards-bragge-
bathurst-%29-charles-1754-1831> [accessed 6 October 2019].  
9 His stance on rural police reform may be readily deduced from his observations to the Gloucestershire 
Quarter Sessions when he introduced consideration of adopting the new Act on 15 October 1839. See 
Gloucestershire Chronicle, 19 October 1839. 
10 ‘Purnell Bransby Purnell (1791-1863), Chairman of Quarter Sessions (1842-1863)’, ArtUk, 
<https://artuk.org/discover/artworks/purnell-bransby-purnell-17911866-chairman-of-quarter-sessions-
18421863-62841> [accessed 4 October 2019] and Purnell/Bransby Memorial – St Cyr – Stinchcombe, 
<http://www.waymarking.com/gallery/image.aspx?f=1&guid=f46259e8-713c-4e85-882f-3eb18aac749d> 
[accessed 4 October 2019]. 
11 Gloucestershire Chronicle, 20 June 1863. 
12 Edward Law, First Earl of Ellenborough, 1790-1871, Oxford Dictionary of National Biography. 
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So, the net result of this is that we have here a cross party group of the County 
great and good, who for a combination of reasons were not shy of promoting reform. 
But what might have motivated them to move quite so quickly. 

There are several preconditions that might have encouraged them. 
First, Gloucestershire had a recent history of progressive penal reform. The new 

gaol at Gloucester, built in 1792, put into practice the most advanced contemporary 
views on penal policy espoused by John Howard (1726?-90) and his local advocate Sir 
George Onesiphorus Paul (1746-1820). The regime was based on, separation of classes 
of prisoners, one prisoner per cell and hard labour. That might not sound too 
enlightened, but alternatives elsewhere still included execution, transportation or 
confinement in an insanitary building, with prisoners of all ages and both sexes living 
cheek by jowl. ‘Houses of correction’, run along similar lines, were also built at Little 
Dean, Northleach, Horsley and Lawford’s Gate, the latter on the Gloucestershire side 
of the Bristol border near Old Market. 

Second, Gloucestershire suffered more than its share of crime, as evidenced by a 
perusal of the Quarter Sessions judicial minutes, but also by statistics collated by Bryan 
Jerrard, who has demonstrated that the rate of increase in crime in Gloucestershire 
between 1803 and 1836 was half as great again as the country at large.13 Some were 
headline grabbing like the 1834 murder of a Stow man simply for his watch. In 
response the Stow residents set up a private ‘police association’, in which local residents 
paid an annual subscription based on the rate they paid for the Poor Law. Private 
prosecution associations had been realtively common in the county and elsewhere since 
the late 1770s, but the Stow association represented a step change. Two Metropolitan 
Constables were hired, one senior, the other junior, not simply to prosecute criminals 
whom they detected, but also to regularly patrol the district around Stow to prevent 
crime, in the manner of the Metropolitan Police. The apparent success of the Stow 
Association encouraged the establishment of similar associations in several other 
Cotswold towns. 14  This means that the professional policing principle had been 
established in the county before 1839, albeit at a local not county level, nor 
consistently, nor convincingly. In the 15 October 1839 debate in the Gloucestershire 
Quarter Sessions on adopting the new Rural Constabulary Act, Cirencester MP Joseph 
Cripps (1765-1847) remarked that the private patrol association in his area (presumably 
Stow) had recently ceased.15    

Then there was political unrest in the form of the Chartists. In Gloucestershire 
they generally behaved peacefully but the political and social establishment always 
feared there might be a change of tact. Bathurst in his remarks in favour of adopting 
the new Act in 15 October debate alluded to the Chartist threat: 

                                                 
13 B Jerrard, ‘Early Policing Methods in Gloucestershire’, in The New Police in the Nineteenth Century (ed P 
Lawrence, 2011). 
14 Philips and Storch, 98-9. 
15 Gloucestershire Chronicle, 19 October 1839. 
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one occasion for the act of Parliament was the unfortunate disturbances that 
had existed in different parts of the Kingdom; the act had long been 
contemplated, but this was the reason of its being passed in the last session. It 
might be said that in some parts of this county that Chartist disturbances did 
not exist; but that was no reason why they might not hereafter exist.16 
  
But the key reason why reform got underway so quickly was that everyone, but 

everyone, agreed that the present system just simply was not working.  
The editorial of the Gloucestershire Chronicle for the 19 October 1839 

exemplifies the point. It opined: ‘One thing is certain, that the present parish 
constables in consequence of the great increase that has taken place in the population, 
and other causes, are necessarily inefficient instruments for the protection of the rural 
districts.’  

The editorial elaborated: ‘crime cannot be repressed without organization, and it is 
owing to this in a great measure that the Metropolitan Police system has been so 
successful.’ The only hint of caution was over the expense to which the magistrates had 
committed the county ratepayers.17  

But it wasn’t just the great and good who wanted a professional force. So did the 
middling sort who constituted the backbone of rural life. For example, a petition in 
favour of reform was received from St Briavels, signed by people identifying themselves 
as ‘gentlemen’, in other words with landed income, farmers, inn keepers, blacksmith, 
tailor, plasterer, butcher and baker. Even the guardian of the castle signed. Their 
inevitable rider was to ask for the cost not to fall to heavily on the ratepayers. Other 
petitions came from Stow, Frampton, and St Matthews, Cainscross.18  

The petitions were important. They established that although the justices were 
unelected, they were acting in the interests of the ratepayers. They also ticked the box 
created in the Act’s preamble, that there was a crime problem locally and that the 
current system was not up to coping with it.  

So, what happened at that historic meeting of Quarter Sessions on Tuesday 15 

October 1839?    
The full meeting had commenced at 10 o’clock in the Grand Jury Room of the 

Shire Hall where formal business was conducted.19 The magistrates then considered the 
Act, presumably about 1 o’clock as the earlier notice specified.  

Bathurst, the chairman, read out the principal clauses of the Act and reminded the 
meeting of the ‘various advantages’ of a constabulary force as outlined in the report of 
the Royal Commission. For those sentimentally attached to the old system he 

                                                 
16 Gloucestershire Chronicle, 19 October 1839. 
17 Gloucestershire Chronicle, 19 October 1839. 
18 St Briavels Petition, September 1839, GA, Q/AP/1.  
19 Gloucestershire Chronicle, 19 October 1839. 
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concluded it was now no more than the ‘wreck only of an ancient system… if it had 
been the best system in the time of Alfred or Elizabeth, it was not now.’   

He told the meeting it had to make three decisions:  
First, to report to the Home Secretary that they wished to adopt the Act.  
Second, to decide if they wished to adopt it for the whole or a part of the county.  
Third, to decide how many constables to appoint and to appoint a chief constable, 

and what to pay them. 
They should also decide if they had any representations to make about the rules 

that Normanby was about to publish. 
The first speakers, Segrave and Ellenborough, both supported Bathurst. Another 

Lord Redesdale did not oppose the principle but argued rather for an incremental 
approach; Mr Cripps agreed. The majority of magistrates, however, did not, and instead 
supported Bathurst and voted (a) to adopt the Act and (b) to appoint no less than 250 
constables. 

They then moved swiftly through the next measures. The salary of the chief 
constable was set at £300 and Bathurst was empowered to write to ‘Lieut. Col.’ Duncan 
McGregor (1787-1881), the Inspector General of the Irish force, to identify a suitable 
candidate for chief constable. Clearly, they had from the start in mind someone with 
Irish experience to be their first chief constable.20   

Next, the salaries for the superintendents were set at £80, £100 and £120 pa 
depending on the size of their districts. The pay of sergeants, the number of which was 
not to exceed 30, would be 22s and 6d per week, while that of the constables was set at 
18s per week. With that the job was done. The report was sent to the Marquess of 
Normanby the next day.21 

Normanby’s parliamentary undersecretary, the Honorable Fox Maule (1801-74), 
wasted no time in replying. On 18 October he wrote back, acknowledging the report of 
the 16th, replying that a copy of the Home Secretary’s rules would follow but asking 
them to double check that the 250 constables did not exceed the ratio of officers to 
population required by the Act.  

The justices reconvened on 4 November, at noon, to consider the rules since 
received from Normanby, at which point a Mr Canning (probably Robert Canning 
(1773-1868) of Hartpury) sought to present several petitions against the adoption of the 
Act. After much discussion it was decided on a vote that they should not be received. 
The rates of pay were confirmed.22  

There was, however, the thorny question of Cheltenham, which had its own 
professional force under its own improvement act. Should the town be exempt? It was 
agreed to seek Normanby’s views. 

                                                 
20 McGregor had been in fact been promoted full colonel on 28 June 1838, immediately prior to his 
appointment as Inspector General. See J Herlihy, Royal Irish Constabulary Officers (Dublin, 2016), 215. 
21 Clerk to the Justices to the Home Secretary, 16 October 1839, GA, Q/AP/1. 
22 ‘Gloucestershire Adjourned Sessions’, Gloucestershire Chronicle, 9 November 1839. 
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They then debated what sort of chief constable they wanted. 
Ireland was the preferred source for Bathurst. He argued that in England no 

currently serving superintendent had the experience to run a county force, whereas he 
thought Irish district superintendents would possess the necessary experience. 
Ellenborough agreed on the grounds that there then could be no suggestion that the 
appointment was made because there then could be no suggestion that the individual 
owed his appointment to personal connections and favouritism.  

Bathurst reported on Col McGregor’s reply to his enquiry and that he had 
someone suitable in mind.23  After further discussion it was agreed to adjourn to 18 
November to address the appointment of a chief constable.   

On 14 November Normanby’s permanent under secretary Samuel March Phillips 
(1780-1862) wrote formally to Edward Bloxsome, the Deputy Clerk of the Peace, 
located at Dursley, that  ‘the Inspector General of Police in Ireland recommends Mr 
Lefroy as well qualified for the office of Chief Constable for Gloucestershire, and if the 
magistrates will appoint him Lord Normanby will give directions for his proceeding to 
Dursley without delay.’24 

Anthony Thomas Lefroy (1802-90), an Englishman from Northumberland but 
with Irish connections, was 36 and had been an officer in the Irish police since he was 
21. It is interesting that Normanby was prepared to give such an instant endorsement, 
but it must be remembered that as Lord Lieutenant of Ireland there is every possibility 
Normanby knew him or knew of him. Often referred to as a superintendent the rank 
he eventually attained was styled ‘County Chief Constable’. His posting was Rathdrum, 
Wicklow, so relatively close to Dublin and the centre of government.25 

Appointing of an officer with Irish experience to a county post was unique in 1839 
but it made sense.  

Ireland had had a professional standing police force in the rural areas since 1816, a 
creation of Peel’s when Irish Secretary. It was not the kind of force he would create in 
London, but rather it was a gendarmerie.  

Although there was clearly a momentum behind Lefroy, when the justices 
reconvened on 18 November McGregor gave three names, but Bathurst focused from 
the start on Lefroy. He informed his colleagues that Lefroy was 36 years old, and not a 
military man ‘but an extremely gentleman-like man, an Englishman … had served with 
entire satisfaction in the Irish police.’26  

                                                 
23 ‘Gloucestershire Adjourned Sessions’, Gloucestershire Chronicle, 9 November 1839. 
24 SM Philips to the Clerk to the Peace, 14 November 1839, GA, Q/AOP/1. 
25 Herlihy, 37 and 193-4. The Gloucester Journal reported on 9 May 1840: ‘Mr Lefroy, the 
Superintendent [sic] of the Gloucestershire Constabulary Force has just been presented by the 
magistrates, residents [sic] of the County Wicklow [sic], Ireland, with a silver coffee-pot, tea-pot, sugar-
bowl, and cream ewer, richly ornamented with vine leaves pattern. The coffee-pot bears the following 
inscription:– “presented to Anthony Thomas Lefroy, Esq, for many years sub-inspector of constabulary, 
in the County of Wicklow, as a small testimony of his valuable services and worth, by a few sincere 
friends.”’ 
26 ‘Gloucestershire Adjourned Sessions’, Gloucestershire Chronicle, 23 November 1839. 
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Other names were briefly considered – but in what looked like a planned move, 
Segrave and Ellenborough proposed Lefroy. Ellenborough stressed that his lack of 
connections with the county as a positive advantage. ‘No man could ask him as a favour 
to appoint a superintendent or a Constable.’  

Captain David-Latimer St Clair, RN, (1784-1861), of Staverton Court, not 
unreasonably asked if they should appoint as Chief Constable someone they had never 
seen and asked for an adjournment so that they might see all the candidates. Bathurst 
brooked no delay. He called for a show of hands for each of the candidates, ‘when 
there appeared a very large majority in favour of Mr Lefroy.’27  

The justices reconvened again on 9 December 1839. The first item of business was 
the reading of a letter from the Home Office stating unequivocally that the new Act 
applied to Cheltenham.  

This time Lefroy was present and Bathurst introduced him. It seems that he had 
first arrived in the county ‘a few days after the last meeting’, which must mean 
something like the 20 or 21 November. He had then returned to Ireland to conclude 
his business there and to bring back with him ‘12 or 14 experienced men, seven of 
whom he intended to fill the office of superintendent, and the others that of privates.’ 
It seems that he had already appointed at least one of them superintendent by then.  

He advised them it was his intention to make his headquarters in Gloucester and 
to commence raising, training and equipping his force. If he was based in Gloucester, a 
city with its own force, it presumably was not long before he realised the necessity of 
relocating to Cheltenham. He went on that he would be guided by the magistrates in 
making those local appointments. It was resolved that the Clerk should write to 
Normanby seeking his confirmation of Lefroy. Lefroy then announced his schedule of 
meetings with the magistrates.28  

The Force Register confirms that Lefroy had been active in forming his force. The 
Register records that the date of the ‘commencement of the Force’ was 1 December 
1839. Twelve officers were appointed that day, all of them from Ireland. Another 
seven, three from Ireland, four from Gloucestershire would be appointed before the 
end of the year.29 In a separate register three superintendents were appointed: Charles 
Keily, Thomas Rupell and John Nicholls, presumably all from Ireland, although this is 
not clear.30 Keily would be appointed deputy the following July. It would prove to be a 
fateful choice. 

In summary from Sunday 1 December 1839 the Gloucestershire Constabulary was 
a going concern. Several crucial boxes had by then been ticked: the Act had been 
formally adopted for the whole of the county; the Secretary of State had confirmed 

                                                 
27 Gloucestershire Chronicle, 23 November 1839 and GA, Sessions Minutes Book, 1839-43, Q/SM 3/5 
5 1839-43, 18 November 1839. 
28 GA, Sessions Minutes Book, 1839-43, Q/SM 3/5 5 1839-43, 9th December 1839, and, ‘The Rural 
Constabulary Force’, Gloucestershire Chronicle, 14 December 1839. 
29 GA, Gloucestershire Rural Constabulary Register, Q/Y/1/1.   
30 GA, Default and Commendation Books, Superintendents, 1839-1914, Q/Y/1/10/1.  
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their decision; the Justices had set the establishment and rates of pay, although these 
would be adjusted. Crucially, the magistrates had appointed a chief constable, and the 
first constables and superintendents had been signed up. The magistrates made one 
distinct economy, however. They did not appoint a constabulary treasurer or 
paymaster31, instead leaving it to Lefroy to make some suitable internal arrangement. It 
would prove in time an expensive economy.   

Lefroy was busy in the days before Christmas. On Monday 16 December he was in 
Cheltenham consulting with magistrates there, advising them he thought 50 officers 
necessary to police the town and district.32 It was probably then he identified No 1 The 
Crescent as a suitable place for his headquarters, which was then not much more than 
an office for himself, a clerk and a flat for himself, and John Dower House, dating from 
1812, as the place for his Cheltenham Station.  

On the Saturday following he was in Gloucester to receive testimonials about 
appointments for the Dudstone and King’s Barton Division, and announced the 
appointment of Thomas Pilkington as the district superintendent.33 As Gloucester had 
its own borough force in 1839, and the city boundaries compact compared to what they 
became, the division would be run from a building in Wotton.  

The business of setting up the Constabulary continued over the next three months. 
By 12 March 1840 the required 250 officers had been appointed, with eight 
superintendents, 30 sergeants and the remainder constables.34 It will be noted that as 
yet there are no inspectors. The first of these would not be appointed until 1853.  

Thanks to the Constabulary Register we know a few things about these new 
officers. The list of their occupations on joining includes ‘Cooper’, ‘Carpenter’, 
‘Mason’, ‘Tailor’ and ‘Shoemaker’, there is even one schoolmaster, but by far the most 
common is ‘Labourer’ or ‘Farmer’, which is likely to mean farm labourer.35 Of the first 
250, 128 are either labourers or farmers. Their average age was 26, the oldest being 47, 
the youngest 17. Three were six feet or over, most however were between 5 feet 7 
inches, the minimum height specified in Normanby’s rules, and 5 feet 10 inches. We 
also know because of Normanby’s rules that they had to be able to ‘read and write, and 
keep Accounts’, on good health, be of good character, which meant in practice an 

                                                 
31 Paymasters were a feature of the Irish Constabulary and therefore something Lefroy would have been 
used to. Herlihy, 19.  
32 ‘County Constabulary’, Gloucestershire Chronicle, 21 December 1839. Interestingly, he took the 
opportunity to signal his policy to ensure his officers would remain impartial in the execution of their 
duties: ‘The Chief Constable remarked that the superintendents and constables to be selected would be 
required to remove from that part of the country where they had previously resided to another part, in 
order to prevent their exercising partiality. They would be continually subject to removal.’  
33 ‘County Constabulary Force’ and ‘Gloucestershire Petty Sessions, Shire-Hall, Rural Police Force’, 
Gloucestershire Chronicle, 21 December 1839. 
34 Candidates Joining Book, 1 December 1839-15 March 1852, GA, Q/Y/1/3/1. 
35 The term ‘farm labourer’ was itself a generalisation which included other specific skills, eg shepherd, 
stockman, ploughman, etc. It should not be surprising that such numbers were drawn from farm 
labourers as they constituted the largest single workforce designation at the time.  
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endorsement from a person of standing in the local community, such as a JP or 
clergyman, and their previous employer.36  

The maximum age was 40 but exceptions could be made, which explains the 
presence of Charles Bennett from Chesterfield, the 47-year-old. Only one joiner is 
listed as previously having been a constable, David Bridgewater from Gloucester, so 
possibly a city officer. Curiously, the first twelve officers appointed from Ireland are all 
listed under civilian occupations, all but one being a farmer or labourer.37  

 Sometimes a photograph does more than convey a likeness of the individual, it 
can reveal in the inner person, and I believe that the well-known photograph of Lefroy 
does just that.  

 

 
Anthony Thomas Lefroy (1802-90) 

Chief Constable 1839-65 
(Gloucestershire Police Archives)  

 
You will note he is not wearing a uniform. That is not because he thought that was 

beneath him; it was because until the early years of the twentieth century there was no 
formal uniform for county chief constables. 

This is clearly a picture of Lefroy late in life, but from it you can get the measure of 
the man and his fixedness of purpose. In 1839 he needed all of that. He was doing 
something no chief constable has done before or since; start with a completely blank 
canvass.  

                                                 
36 ‘Rules made by the Marquess of Normanby’, GA, Q/AP 3. Literacy levels for the 1830s are not easy to 
assess. David Cannadine recently has estimated the proportion of the population able to read was 
approximately 50 per cent, but writing and arithmetic skills might be as low as 33 per cent. (D 
Cannadine, Victorious Century: The United Kingdom 1800-1906 (London, 2017), 257.) Presumably better 
than a mere basic literacy and numeracy were required, placing the average police recruit in a mini-elite 
within the working classes.   
37 I am grateful for Sue Webb, Honorary Gloucestershire Constabulary Archivist for supplying me with a 
copy of her spreadsheet of the Force Register.   
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He knew his new force would stand or fall on how the public perceived it, and 
some very much resented it, especially young labourers who thought many of the new 
constables had got above themselves.  

He knew that his officers would be required to work long, grueling hours and 
endure loneliness and provocation. But he knew they would have to be self-reliant and 
be possessed of reserves of self-discipline, because they would largely work unsupervised. 
The line between being on and off duty was negligible, especially as officers wore 
uniform on all but exceptional occasions. He was therefore rightly merciless on 
infractions of discipline.  

Dismissals for breaches of discipline, frequently for drunkenness, but also fighting 
with colleagues and telling falsehoods were common. But Lefroy knew he had to be 
firm. Twelve of his first appointments would be dismissed in the first year of the 
Constabulary’s existence, but the most spectacular had to wait till 1853. 

John Keily had been one of Lefroy’s earliest appointments as superintendent who 
in July 1840 became deputy chief constable, and therefore a highly trusted senior 
officer, one in fact who was responsible for drawing the cash to pay the officers. In 
1853 he absconded with £445 of the Constabulary’s cash never to be seen again, a 
consequence of the justices’ parsimony in denying Lefroy a treasurer in 1839.38  

However, it was not just about discipline. Lefroy issued a stream of early orders 
making it clear that officers had to be smart, use minimum force, and not enforce every 
minor infraction of the law. 39  He knew his nascent force had to build up public 
confidence, especially as there were only handfuls of constables scattered across the 
county in their station houses. Some, like those at Lawford’s Gate and Oldland were 
several miles from any significant help. It is easy to forget just how big the county was in 
1839, stretching from nearly Stratford-upon-Avon in the north to the outskirts of 
Bristol in the south.  

By June 1840 there would be 32 stations across the county. Cheltenham was easily 
the largest, with 49 officers and two superintendents based there. But that was the 
exception. After that the largest was Hanham with 12 officers and Stroud with 11. 
These were not, of course, custom built stations, but simply the best buildings available.  

Lefroy, however, not only set the culture of his force from the beginning, he also 
set its framework and pattern of work, some residues of which are still evident today.  

He adopted what was known as ‘the Irish system’, not unreasonably as his 
experience was that of the Irish system. This was described a few years later, in 1853 by 

                                                 
38 ‘The Case of Mr Keily, late Deputy Chief Constable’, Gloucester Journal, 2 July 1853. Despite the 
offer of £100 reward he was never found. Gloucester Journal, 16 July 1853. The Keily affair may have 
hastened the introduction of inspectors into the rank structure of the Constabulary. There has previously 
been some doubt as to whether the correct spelling of the miscreant deputy’s name was ‘Reilly’ or 
‘Keilly’. Contemporary newspaper reports clearly spell the name as ‘Keily’. See H Thomas, The History of 
the Gloucestershire Constabulary 1839-1985 (Gloucester, 1987), 341.  
39 See, for example, Thomas, 13. 
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George Blathwayt of Dyrham Park, a south Gloucestershire Magistrate, when he gave 
evidence to the Select Committee on establishing a more uniform system of policing. 
 

I will explain it: in each division probably there are at least three constables, 
that is, one sergeant and two men; those men are sent out to patrol six hours 
in the night. When a man goes out he is furnished with a ticket; this ticket is 
entered in a book; he is desired to go to a particular house and leave this 
ticket, and two days following another policeman goes round to collect those 
tickets; those tickets are brought back and filed. In the course of the week the 
superintendent visits the station and examines all the tickets in order to see 
that they are all delivered; my servant, if it is brought to my house, writes his 
name upon the back of it. Those particulars are stated in the reports, and then 
the reports are brought before the magistrates in petty sessions once a 
fortnight, and all the journals are open to their inspection.40 

 
The system was not perfect, and still relied own self-discipline.  

Blathwayt went on to describe just what police patrol meant in the early days of the 
Constabulary: ‘I consider the Gloucestershire policemen work very hard indeed; they 
are out every night for six hours, and they are frequently out on patrolling duty during 
the day. I should say that the district for which I act extends over an area of about 
60,000 acres, containing a rural population of about 14,000; we have only 16 
policemen at different stations, three and four to a station.’41 

Gloucestershire it seems was unique, certainly unusual in maintaining this so-
called Irish System.42 Lefroy was not called to give evidence personally to the Select 
Committee, surprising given his longevity of service at that point, but other rural chief 
constables gave evidence of their different systems, usually one in which individual 
constables were dispersed in individual villages, visited from time to time by sergeants 
and superintendents, and when appointed, inspectors.  

The 1853 Select committee would be radical in its recommendation, in requiring 
all counties to adopt the 1839 Act, a recommendation which resulted in the 1856 
County Police Act which required recalcitrant counties, like Somerset to fall into line. 
It also facilitated the merger of the smaller borough forces within counties. 

Tewkesbury merged in 185443 and Gloucester duly followed suit in 1859, although 
the Gloucester establishment of twenty officers remained a distinct element within the 
county structure for several more years to come.44 

                                                 
40 ‘First Report from the Select Committee on Police’, Reports from Select Committees (vol 29, London, 
1852-3), 128 
41 Minutes of Evidence taken before the Select Committee on Police, 128. 
42 That Blathwayt had to describe the ‘Irish System’ in such details suggests its unusualness.  
43 The initiative for the Tewkesbury merger came from the Tewkesbury town council. Four officers, ‘three 
privates and a sergeant’, were to be ‘constantly employed in the borough’. Gloucestershire Chronicle, 1 
July 1854. 
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One of the more uncertain aspects of Lefroy’s early days is his use of detectives. 
Deploying officers in plain clothes was a sensitive matter in 1839 as it smacked of 
spying and was against the underpinning principle of the New Police which was to 
prevent crime.  

The evidence is that Lefroy used detectives sparingly and incrementally. For 
example, a newspaper report in January 1854 refers to Superintendent Seys being 
appointed as Cheltenham superintendent. One of his chief qualities was that he had 
been ‘specially employed as a detective when required’.  

This gives us the clue. Plain-clothes work and detective work, either in the form of 
observations for pick pockets at large events, like Barton Fair, or more complex 
investigations, was undertaken when required.45 Further examples include Detectives 
Day of Cheltenham and Chipp of Gloucester being employed against pickpockets from 
London in 1860.46     

One other element that Lefroy established was the uniform. There seems to have 
been no particular debate or special order, but the uniform adopted from the outset 
was that of the Metropolitan Police – top hat and dark blue tailed coat. That remained 
the uniform for Lefroy’s tenure.  

Tracing the replacement of the top hat with the helmet is a somewhat difficult 
task, there being surprisingly little of precision written about it in standard police 
histories. I say surprising given the iconic status that the British police helmet has 
attained worldwide. 

The evidence is that the Metropolitan Police had replaced the top hat by the 
summer of 1863. Bristol replaced the top hat about the same time. There was no 
change in Gloucestershire. 

Lefroy announced his retirement to Quarter Sessions on 25 March 1865. In 
considering his replacement it is possible to detect some polite criticism that Lefroy had 
not kept up with changing times.  

Magistrate George Blathwayt, who had given evidence to the 1853 select 
committee, observed it was time for a change. He had some trenchant views on the 
kind of man that should replace Lefroy.  
 

They would find it was the practice in many Boroughs to have detective 
officers, who were found to be most useful in preventing crime. Why should 
they not have a detective force also? We know crime has become a regular 
system, an art; and therefore they must have men who were conversant with 
crime, and the best modes to be adopted for its suppression. The Irish 
constabulary were the finest body of men, perhaps, in the world, but though 

                                                                                                                                            
44 The merger of the forces had been under discussion since January 1857. A significant incentive for the 
merger was the reception of city prisoners at the county Gaol. Gloucestershire Chronicle, 12 March 1859 
and GA, Gloucestershire Rural Constabulary Register, Q/Y/1/1. 
45 ‘Gloucestershire Quarter Sessions’, Gloucester Journal, 7 January 1854. 
46 ‘Great Volunteer Review at Gloucester’, Gloucestershire Chronicle, 22 September 1860, 2. 
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equal to the suppression of riots, they were not equal to the detection of crime. 
The county wanted men who could detect crime, as well as suppress 
disturbance; they wanted men at the head of the police force perfectly 
conversant with the detective system. He suggested that when the 
advertisements were published for candidates, the Clerk of the Peace be 
instructed to desire the candidates to furnish three particular testimonials – 
which indeed would only be fair to the candidates themselves, – namely one of 
age, for they ought not to have a man over 50 years of age, who had perhaps 
spent two-thirds of his life in India, but one with 20 years work in him; 
secondly, the candidate should produce a medical certificate of his health and 
strength; and thirdly, some further testimonial as to his capability as a 
policeman. He did not want to know whether the candidate was a good 
swordsman, but he wanted to understand something about the suppression 
and detection of crime. Now, when it was probable they would have 100 men 
seeking this appointment, he was sure the police committee would act 
conscientiously, and choose that man who had health and strength, and the 
best capabilities for the office.47 

 
It might be thought that with this in mind the justices would choose one of the 

officers from the Criminal Investigation Department at Scotland Yard, but instead they 
chose a 34-year-old recently retired naval captain, Henry Christian. He at least came 
clutching the testimonial from Rear Admiral Machardy the chief constable of Essex, 
testifying that he had spent several days visiting the force and learning the ropes directly 
from the superintendents.48  

In the event the magistrates chose well. Christian made no immediate change to 
the ‘Irish System’ he inherited, he simply incrementally enhanced it over the years with 
extra village police stations. He also gradually regularized the existence of detectives, 
although they remained few in number and subject to divisional control at Gloucester 
and Cheltenham. We would have to wait for Major Stanley Clark in the 1920s before a 
Criminal Investigation Department would be established.  

 

                                                 
47 Gloucestershire Chronicle, 25 March 1865. 
48 Christian himself would in due become an admiral while serving as chief constable. This was due to 
the current Royal Navy system of promoting officers on half pay by virtue of seniority. 



 17 

 
Captain (later Admiral) Henry Christian (1828-1916) 

Chief Constable 1865-1910 
(Gloucestershire Police Archives)  

 
Probably the most important early change that Christian made was to replace the 

top hat with the helmet. In November 1865 an advertisement appeared in the 
Gloucester Journal for uniform tender, which included a specification for 276 ‘helmets 
or hats’.49 Whatever indecision there may still have been in the autumn it seems to 
have been resolved by the following April, when the Gloucester Journal reported that at 
the opening of the Gloucester Assizes the officers paraded ‘for the first time in their 
new uniforms and helmets.’50  

With that change it may be said that the first stage of the Constabulary’s 
development came to a symbolic close. It had become an established part of the county 
scene. There was no longer any equivocation about a professional, organised police for 
the counties. With the absorption of the smaller boroughs it might equally be said that 
it was the county system rather than that of the boroughs which was prevailing, in other 
words where the direction and control was with a chief constable and not shared with a 
watch committee, although it would be another 79 years before that change was 
completely affected with the passing of the 1964 Police Act.  

 

                                                 
49 Gloucestershire Chronicle, 18 November 1865. 
50 Gloucester Journal, 7 April 1866. 
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Constable Charles Mason in hat and helmet 

(Gloucestershire Police Archives)  

 
 
It is clear from all of the foregoing that Gloucestershire was among the first 

counties to adopt the 1839 Act. The justices in Quarter Sessions did so swiftly, on a 
non-party basis, and without significant opposition. But which was the first county to 
fully adopt the Act? 

That distinction is normally claimed by Wiltshire. The first clue is in the force 
motto, ‘Primus et Optimus’, the first and best. It is a claim asserted in the foreword of 
the official history of the force, a second edition of which was published in 2003, when 
the then chief constable, Dame Elizabeth Neville wrote: ‘As the first of the County 
Forces to be created by virtue of the 1839 County Police Act, we have a long and varied 
history’.51   

On what basis does that statement rest? 
For Wiltshire the sequence of formation starts on 11 September 1839 when the 

justices instructed their Clerk of the Peace to give formal notice that the question of 
adopting the new Act was to be discussed in Quarter Sessions when it met on 15 
October in Marlborough. At this point the Wiltshire magistrates were a week in 
advance of the Gloucestershire counterparts, five of whom, it will be recalled, had 
initiated instructions to their clerk on 18 September. However, as both county Quarter 
Sessions were scheduled to meet on the same day, 15 October, that head start for 
Wiltshire was negated. 

                                                 
51 E Neville, ‘Foreword’, in P Sample, The History of the Wiltshire Constabulary 1839-2003 (2nd edition, 
Devizes, 2003). 5. 
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The Wiltshire Michaelmas quarter sessions assembled on Tuesday, 15 October 
1839 in Marlborough. Proceedings formally commenced in the town hall but then 
moved to the Castle Hotel. The Chairman raised the issue of the County Police Act 
but was quite explicit about the limitations of the discussions for that day. He had 
‘brought it forward, not because he intended to make any motion, but merely that it 
might be discussed.’ After some discussion it was resolved:  
 

That a committee be appointed to enquire and report whether the ordinary 
officers appointed are sufficient for the preservation of the peace, for the 
protection of the inhabitants, for the securing of property in this county or any 
part of their of, and to enquire and report how many constables are needed in 
their opinion to be appointed within the county or any part thereof for the 
purposes of aforesaid… and that such committee enquire and report as to the 
necessary qualifications to be possessed by the person or persons to be 
appointed to the office of Chief Constable under the Act. 

 
It was further agreed that the committee report to the adjourned session of the Quarter 
Sessions to be held on Wednesday 13 November at Devizes at 11 o’clock.52 

So we must be quite clear that on 15 October Wiltshire agreed to appoint a 
committee to make recommendations about adopting the Act. The Gloucestershire 
magistrates that same day adopted the Act, set the number of constables at 250 and 
agreed to report to the Home Secretary.  

The Wiltshire magistrates met again on 13 November at The Bear Inn, Devizes. 
The Committee recommended adopting the Act, appointing 187 constables at 19s 6d 
per week, two superintendents at £75 per annum, and a chief constable at £400 a year. 
After some discussion the pay for the superintendents was set at £75 with a £25 
allowance for a horse, while the constables had to make do with 17s 6d a week. It was 
agreed to report to the Home Secretary and meet again on the 28 November to appoint 
a chief constable.53  

Back in Gloucestershire the 14 November was the day that Normanby was writing 
back to the Gloucestershire justices informing them that he would be prepared to 
endorse Lefroy as Chief Constable and would direct him to proceed to Dursley without 
delay. Lefroy was elected, sight unseen, on Monday 18 November. 

The Wiltshire magistrates met again on 28 November when they considered 13 
candidates for the post of chief constable, including Captain Hay the assistant 
commissioner of the Metropolitan Police. Highly respected, it seems Hay was on a bit 
of a promise. Starting a tradition of Metropolitan officers turning up for county chief 
constable jobs as if on a sure thing and returning disappointed, he did not get the job, 
but this was on a technicality – he was under Normanby’s regulations, by a couple of 

                                                 
52 ‘Marlborough’, Wiltshire Independent, 17 October 1839. 
53 ‘Wilts Quarter Sessions’, Devizes and Wiltshire Gazette, 14 November 1839. 
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days, too old. The job instead went to Captain Samuel Meredith, RN, who had 
experience in customs and excise in Kent.54   

He did not quite hit the ground as fast as Lefroy. Meredith did not start 
appointing his officers until 31 December 1839, by which time Gloucestershire had 
appointed its first twenty officers.55  

So, Gloucestershire beat Wiltshire to the punch on adopting the Act, setting the 
number of Constables and Superintendents and their salaries, appointing its Chief 
Constable, and even appointing its first officers.  

Does that mean Gloucestershire should have the title ‘Primus’? 
The answer is yes, but that too requires some scrutiny before it is accepted. 
Fourteen counties took some form of active step to adopt the Act in the closing 

months of 1839. Of those fourteen all held Quarter Sessions meetings at more or less 
the same time, the second or third week of October. Not all had completed the process 
of implementation by the end of the year, however. 

The first county Quarter Sessions to actually debate the Act was Nottinghamshire 
on 10 October, but all they agreed to do was postpone discussion until the Epiphany 
session, that is till January 1840. 

If we are looking for the first county to actually adopt the Act, then that looks like 
that honour goes jointly to Leicestershire and Worcestershire, who both adopted the 
Act on 14 October, the day before Gloucestershire. However, Leicestershire did not 
appoint its chief constable until 7 December.  

Worcestershire might have adopted the Act on the 14 October but it then only 
agreed to implement it ‘by degrees’, that is to appoint a chief constable, ten sergeants 
and three men under each sergeant, a total of 30 constables.56 A committee was set up 
to look at the appointment of a chief constable, and it reported on the 2 November, 
when it agreed to move to an appointment on 2 December.57 Taking a diametrically 
different view of the appointment than Gloucestershire, the Worcestershire justices 
appointed a Metropolitan Detective Inspector, Richard Reardon Harris.58  

To set this in context, the day before Gloucestershire had appointed its chief 
constable a fortnight previously and appointed its first officers the day before, the 1 
December.  

Durham too had considered the Act on 14 October but did not adopt it formally 
until 19 November and it did not appoint its chief constable, Major James Wemyss, 
until 10 December.  

Cumberland met on 15 October but only adopted the Act for the Derwent 
Division, appointing a superintendent and three constables. Similarly, Glamorgan 

                                                 
54 Devizes and Wiltshire Gazette, 28 November 1839.  
55 [Advert,] Devizes and Wiltshire Gazette, 19 December 1839. 
56 ‘Rural Police’, Worcester Journal, 17 October 1839. 
57 ‘New Constabulary Police’, Worcester Journal, 7 November 1839. 
58 ‘Worcestershire Adjourned Michaelmas Quarter Sessions’, Worcester Chronicle, 4 December 1839. 
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adopted the Act on 17 October but only for the Miskin and Caerphilly Division, not 
adopting it for the whole county until 1843. 

So, by a short head Lefroy becomes the first Chief Constable appointed under the 
Act, and Gloucestershire becomes the first county to not simply adopt the Act but to 
take positive steps to fully implement it, steps which were completed by 1 December, 
the date recorded in the Force Register as the official foundation of the Force.59 

I have always thought Gloucestershire has been the best, ‘Optimus’, but now I 
believe there to be an excellent case for it also being considered ‘Primus’.   

 

 
The Gloucestershire Constabulary, stations and disposition, in 1853 

(Gloucestershire Police Archives)  
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59 GA, Gloucestershire Rural Constabulary Register, Q/Y/1/1.   


