
Embezzlement from the Union 1899 
 

 
Serious Charge against an Ex Relieving Officer 
Mr W Marsh, clerk to the Tisbury Board of Guardians, applied to 
the Magistrates sitting at the Petty Sessions yesterday for a 
warrant for the arrest of George Henry Ingram, until recently one 
of the relieving officers for the Union, on a charge of embezzling 
moneys amounting to a considerable sum belonging to the 
Guardians, and received by him in his position as collector to the 
Board.  The application was granted.   Ingram has now left the 
Tisbury district and was a short time since living in Salisbury.  
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Tisbury Petty Sessions 
George Henry Ingram, late of Donhead St Andrew, and an ex-
relieving officer for the Tisbury Union, was brought up in custody 
and charged on remand with embezzling and stealing, on the 
27

th
 February 1897, the sum of £1, and on divers other days 

divers other sums, amounting together to £4 8s, the monies of 
the Guardians of the Tisbury Union, his employers. 
 

Mr W Marsh, clerk to the Guardians, appeared to prosecute and in opening the case stated that the prisoner as, until recently 
months, relieving officer of the Donhead district and collector to the Guardians. As such, it was his duty to receive from the 
relatives of paupers, certain monies which they contributed towards the repayment of the cost of the relief of those paupers.  
For this purpose, he was provided with two books, one of which was used as a day book and the other as a ledger.  One of the 
items at the top of each page of the ledger was the amount which was to be paid per week by the relatives, and which was, as 
a rule, arranged between the relatives and the officer, and it appeared that in cases where the prisoner ought to have credited 
the relative with have paid 2s per week, he had only credited them with 1s a week.  This had been going on since 1892, and, 
enquiries having been made and the books examined, the auditor had made a return to the effect that a sum of £19 9s was the 
total of various sums received by prisoner as a collected, for which he had not accounted. 
 
It was not his (Mr Marsh’s) intention to go into all the items, but he would merely deal with the irregularities in 1897.  He thought 
it was only fair to the prisoner that he should say that he did not abscond from the place.  He left for the purpose of seeking 
work, and had expressed his intention of pleading guilty, thus saving the prosecution much trouble.  It should also be 
mentioned that his sureties had paid the amount of the defalcations, so that the loss did not fall upon the Union; but the 
Guardians felt it was their duty to lay the facts before the Magistrates in order that they might deal with the prisoner as they 
thought fit. 
 
Mr Marsh was then sworn, and stated that the entries in the books produced were in the handwriting of the prisoner.  He 
produced four receipts given by Ingram for monies received by him from F Sanger, of Semley, in respect to the maintenance of 
a pauper named Eliza Sanger.  The dates and amounts were as follows:  February 27

th
 1897 - £1; May 22

nd
 1897 - £1 2s; 

August 28
th
 1897 - £1 6s; November 20

th
 1897 - £1.  None of these sums appeared in the prisoner’s collection books. 

 
Replying to the Bench, Mr Marsh said the relieving officers generally arranged with the relatives of paupers as to what they 
were able to pay, and reported the amount to the Guardians.  Mr Dunston (referring to one of the collecting books):  Is this book 
audited by the Guardians?  Mr Marsh replied that there was nothing on the face of the book to suggest that there was anything 
wrong.  The men simply adopted the plan of stating that a relative paid 1s a week whereas, as a matter of fact, he paid 2s.  A 
check system had now, however, been introduced with the object of preventing anything of the kind in future.  Colonel Best said 
there must in the past have been laxity somewhere to have made the embezzlement possible.  This was the case for the 
prosecution, and on being formally charged, prisoner pleaded guilty and elected to be dealt with summarily. 
 
Mr Marsh said that in view of the course that prisoner had adopted in pleading guilty, and of the fact that the defalcations had 
been made good to the Guardians, the latter did not wish to press for a heavy punishment.   
 
Prisoner, addressing the Bench, said he did not wish to justify his conduct, for which he was exceedingly sorry.  He was also 
sorry for the trouble he had given to the Guardians, and especially to Mr Marsh.  He did not abscond, as he remained in the 
district for three months after he left the Guardians’ service, and only went away to London to seek work.  He had since been in 
a good place at Woolwich and could go back there again next week if he had his liberty.  He had already been ten days in 
custody, and he hoped the Bench would deal as leniently with him as they could. 
 
The Magistrates retired, and on returning into court, the Chairman said they felt they could not do less than send prisoner to 
goal for three months.  The Bench took into consideration in awarding him what was, after all, a light punishment the culpable 
laxity of the Board of Guardians, who apparently had made no enquiries as to the amount actually paid by relatives and had left 
the matter in the hands of their collector. 
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