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Dealing　with　Complaints

As　an　institution　pro、・iding　a　service　to　the　public，　one　area　of　business　the

Commission　handled，　was　complaints．　These　were　received　not　only　from　the

users　of　the　roads　but　also　from　the　lessees　of　the　various　toll　roads．　A　varietv

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　イ
of　complaints　will　be　examined　in　this　section：toll　exemptions，　accidents　on　the

roads，　problems　with　the　amount　charged　as　toll，　toll　collectors　and　the　location

of　toll　bars・　Coエnplaints　about　the　condition　of　the　roads　and　fbotpaths，　water

and　lighting　have　been　melltioned　in　the　previous　section．

Accidents　and　Compensation

Nlany、vho　complained　to　the　Commission　about　accidents　they　had　been　in－

volved　in、　sought　compensation．　Any　situation　pertaining　to　problems　w｛th　the

roads　was，　as　usual、丘rst　referred　to　the　General　Survevor．　A丘er　examine　the　cir一
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　イ
cumstances，　he　would　report　back　to　the　Comm▲ssion　and　a　final　decision　would

then　be　made．　In　most　cases　no　compensation　was　granted，　as　the　Commission

t
e
J

コ 143



was　not　found　to　be　at　fault．　One　such　case　illvol、・ed　XX’illiam　BetheL　who　ap－

plied　for　compellsatioll　in　1829、　whell　his　coach　had　been　overturned　ill　a　trench

in　Islingtoli．IAnd，　allother　involved　Ioseph　Nicolls　whose　horse　drowned　in　1833

while　tmloading　a　barge　of　niaterials　fbr　use　oll　the　roads．2 　The　Commission

concluded　it　was　not　liable　in　either　situation．

　　In　sonle　cases、　other　conユpanies　were　clearly　responsible．　In　I　833、、、アilIiam

South　sought　compensation　froiii　the　N［RC　for　inlury　to　his　horse　and　harness；it

had　fallen　illto　a　hole　in　the　road，　dug　by　the　Gas　Compan）㌃3　He　was　referred　to

that　company　for　redress．　And　in　1836、　Thomas　Cowell　claimed　fifteen　shillings

f（）rthe　cost　of　a　lamb　that　was　run　over　b｝’awater　cart．　The　Commission　sug－

gested　he　contact　the　water　contractor　fbr　that　road．4

　　AInore　questionable　refUsal　for　compellsation　occurred　in　l　830：NIr　Tbotell　ap－

Phed　for£20　ill　con〕pensation’o［1　behalf　of　a　poor　boy　who　lost　the　sight　of　one　eye

whell　breaking　stones　on　the　Kilburn　Road　eighteen　Inonths　ago戸　Although　it　was

clear　the　boy　was、、・orking　on　the　road、　the　Commission　refUsed　the　petition・The

boy　lnay　have　been　one　of　the　nlany　pauper　labourers　that　were　coMMOII　in　the

nineteenth　centur、T－Indeed，　Iames　Louden　NIc　Adaln　adi’oci，　ted　the　use　of　pauper

labourers．　In　1810、　he　claiined　a’wonlan　sittin9、“’ill　break　more　lilnestone　for　a　road

than　two　strong　labourers　on　their　feet　with　long　hammers　in　a　gi、℃11　tinnel　6

　　1n　1835，　Mr．　N工oody　apPlied　for　conlpensation　for　all　accident　that　occurred

to　his　coach　horses　and　harlless，　due　to　all　opening　ill　the　road　that　had　been

left　unwatched．7　The　Commiss｛on　suggested　he　should　apply　to　Mr　Aslot（who

was　probably　either　a　contractor，　providillg　nユaterial　for　the　repair　of　the　roads

or　a　contractor　who　did　road　repairs）fc）r　redress，　In　1834，　a　Mr．　Aslot　had　com－

plained　of　the　toll　that　was　demanded　of　him　for　materials　to　be　used　oll　the

road．8　After　writing．　to　the　Commission　about　the　circumstances　of　the　accident、

it　was　revealed　he　did1ゴt　have　permissioll　from　the　Commission　to　open　the　road・

The　solicitor　duly　informed　him　that　he　would　be　penalized　fc）r　the　oMissiOll．9

Nlr．　Aslot，　ill　reply、　Pleaded　igllorance　of　the　necessity　of　obtaining．　pernlission

alld　the　Colllnlission　let　hhm　offwith　a　warllillg．10

　　Asimilar　situatioll　occllrred　with　the‘Rocket　Portsmouth　Coachl　It　over－

turned　at　Bronipton　due　to　all　open　sewer　that　had　been　lef士unlighted　and

tmwatched．　Enquiry　was　made　of　the　road’s　surveyor　and　he　informed　the

Commissioll　that　llo　notice　had　been　given　to　him　about　the　road　openillg．　A

NIr．　Farlan　was　found　to　be　responsible　fbr　the　hole　and　he　was　informed　he　was

liable　for　the　dannage　done　to　the　coach．　He　also、s’ould　be　penalized　for　failing　to
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inform　the　Commission　of　his　intention　to　open　the　road．11　As　previously　men－

tioned　in　Part　1、many　private　householders、、・ere　installillg　water　closets　and　cis－

terns　in　their　residences　and　payin．a．　for　the　laying　of　pipes　themselves，　However，

they　o丘en　did　not　realize　the　necessity　ofasking　the　MRC　for　perrnission　to　open

the　road．　Unlike　Nlr．　Nloody’s　case、　the　Commission　did　not　fbrgo　the　penalty　as，

at　a　meeting　a　month　later，　it　was　noted　that　the　accountant　had　given　notice　to

Nlr．　Farlan．12

　　Acontentious　case　involved　a　Nlrs．　Bevan，　who　sought　compensation　fbr　a

broken　Ieg．　She　claimed　to　have　fallen　into　a　hole　in　the　footpath　on　the　Hanwell

Road．　The　Commission、　however，　f（）und　that　she　had　fallen　not　into　a　hole，

but　an　open　drain，　on　wasteland　by　the　side　of　the　road，　The　drain　was　neces－

sary　to　carry　off　excess、vater　on　the　road．　Although　the　Commission　refused

to　pay　compensation，13　three　months　later，　Mrs．　Bevan，　still　seeking　compensa－

tiol1，　again　wrote　to　the　Commission　restating　her　claim：it　was　on　a　footpath　not

wasteland　where　her　accident　had　occurred．14　The　General　Survevor、vas　direct一
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ぼ
ed　to　look　further　into　the　matter．　No　further　reference　is　made　to　the　case．

　　The　Commission，　of　course，　was、　at　times，　obliged　to　pay　compensation，　Iohn

Billings　asked　the　Conlmission　to　reconsider　the£5　compensation　granted　to

him；he　considered　the　actual　anlount　of　loss丘om　the　accident　to　his　horse　to

be£10．　After　duly　considering　the　circumstances　the　Commission　granted　him

£7」0．00．15

　　1n　l　833，　Francis　Peck　claimed　compensation　fbr　an　injur）・sustained　while

driving　an　omnibus　over　some　stones　and　rubbish　Ieft　on　the　Kensington　road．16

As　usual，　the　matter　was　referred　to　the　General　Surveyor．　SiX　months　later，　the

Solicitor　reported　to　the　Board　that　the　accident　had　been　caused　by　some　paving

stones　left　by　the　side　of　the　road；consequentl｝～1　lr．　Peck　had　been　Ieft　cripPled

for　life．　The　Commission　granted　him£25　in　compensation．17

　　1n　comparison　to　the　amount　granted　to　Mr．　Peck，　the　rather　larg．e　amount　of

£69．17．00was　sought　and　granted　to　Ioseph　Limpus．　He　claimed　his　two　stage－

coach　horses　broke　through　a　drain　on　the　Hammersmith　Road．　One　was　killed

and　the　other　rendered　useless。18　The　Commission　accepted　responsibility，　and

the　General　Survevor　was　directed　to　settle　the　matter．
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ゴ

　　Although　the　MRC　did　grant　compensation，　the　Commission　exalnined　each

case　carefUlly　be五）re　it　conceded　responsibility．　It　w皿1d　seem　that　human　life

was　judged　to　be　of　less　value　than　that　of　a　horse．
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Problems　with　the　Collection　of　Tolls

The　collecting　of　tolls　created　great　di　ffi　culty　fbr　all　toll　trusts．　Problems

stemmed　from　the　method　of　collection　and　the　complex　regしllations　that　gov－

erned　the　le、ッ・illg　ofthe　to11s．　Numerous　acts　of　Parliament　contained　schedules

and　rates　of　tolls　that　applied　to　local　areas；there　was　no　nationwide　system．　As

mentioned　earlier　in　Part　L　there　were　Inany　regulations　concerning　the　weight

of　wheels、　the　nulnber　of　draught　horses、　the　weight　of　wagolls　and　the　extra

changes　that　could　be　incしlrred、　An　act　had　been　passed　in　l822，　to　simplify　the

situation，　however、　it　coiitained　forty－one　clauses　dealing　with　tolls　and　extra

charges．19

　　Soon　after　the　N［RC　had　been　formed　ill　l82スit　received　mally　complaints

fronl　several　coach　nlas．　ters；they　requested　an　explanation　about　the　tolls

taken　every　time　they　passed　through　Kensillgton　gate．　The　Commission，　there－

fo　re　decided　to　send　a　copy　of　the　regulations　to　the　toll　lessee、　Nlr、　Le、T　and

put　a（：opy　in　the　Illajor　newspapers　so　that　the　matter　could　be　clarified　fbr　all

COncerned．20

　　Later　in　1830、　Coach　Nlaster、　Thomas　Chandler　and　others　i［1　Keiisington　re－

quested　the　Commission　to　reduce　the　toll　by　half．　The　Conlnlissioll　refused　the

　　　　　　21
reques七

　　The　MRC、　aware　of　the　probleni，　soし1ght　to　reorganise　the　system　as　one

of　its　earliest　priorities．　As　stated　in　the　First　Report　to　Parliament、　the

Commissioners，

have　had　under　consideration　the、Fariety　ofthe　rates　oftoll，　and　tor　the　reg－

ulations　under　which　they　are　levied、　thl・oughout　the　several　districts；and

they　are　persuadcd　that　many　salutary　alterations　may　be　tna（ie　therein、　and

that　i11．justice　to　the　public，　as　well　as　for　the　sake　of　tl・ll　uniform　ity　in　sys－

telll、　it　would　be　highly　expedient　to　niake（、lle　set　of　regulatiolユs　apply　to　all

the　districts、　and　that　the　Ilumerous　inconsistencies　which　at　present　pervade

the　toll－tables　shoしild　be　got　rid　o丘and　the　rates　equalized　uPOII　principles　of

eqしlitY；not、　however　wholly　overlookillg　local　considerations、　and　certainly

“’ithout　any　vieN、・ofincreasillg　the　aggrcgate　zlllloし1nt《．）ftoll；and　it　is　the　in－

tcntic）ll　of　the　（：olllIllissioners　to　carry　this　illlpl’ovelllellt　iIIto　effect　an　early

opportしmity．22

　　In　the　earlv　vears　of　the　MRC，　the　alllount　of　debt　that　it　had　inherited　fl・om
　　　　　　　　　　コ　　　ジ

the　individual　trtlsts　precluded　any　major　illlprovelllelltS．　It　could　ill　aff（）rd
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adecrease　in　its　income　from　any　reduction　or　abolishment　of　tolls　or　gates．

Initially、　the　only　i1皿provements　it　was　able　to　make　were　the　removal（）f　two

turnpike　gates　on　the　N．farylebone　road　and　the　elimination　of　the　Sunday　fbot

toll　on　the　Lea　Bridge．23　1n　subsequent　years，　further　slight　impro、・emellts　were

Inade．　In　1828，　despite‘the　considerable　sacrifice　of　revenuel　night　tolls　were

abolished．　These　had　been　a　constant　problem，　as　‘being　levied　only　svithin　par－

ticular　hours，　and　attended　with　other　circしlmstances　liable　to　doubt　and　contra＿

（］iction，were　the　fruitful　source　ofvexation　and　dispute．’24

　　The　MRC　was　not　able　to　achieve　its　goal　of　reorganization　until　l　829．　A　sig－

nificant　number　of　gates　were　removed　from　the　celltral　part　of　London．　The

fast　growth　of　the　metropolis　had　resulted　in　what　had　beell　roads，　becoming

streets　with　turnpike　gates．　This　situation　was　very　unpopular　and　inconvenient．

Although　travellers　and　residents　near　the　gates　were　happy　with　their　renioxTal，

others　were　noL　With　no　q．　ates、　upkeep　of　the　road　surface　became　the　responsi－

bility　of　the　parishes．　As　reported　ill　The　7”ime∫，　on　Iuly　3「d　1829、‘The　case　as　we

expected　and　hinted　yesterday；all　opPosit｛on，　a　parochial　opposition，　is　sprin9一

云ng　up　against　the　Metropolis　Trust，　fbr　the　attempt　to　take　down　the　gates　ill　the

precincts　of　London，　and　to　thro、v　the　maintenance　of　those　roads　upon　the　sev－

eral　parishesS25　Despite　determined　opposition　by　the　parishes　the　bill　to　abolish

the　gates　was　passed．

　　Apart　from　removillg　gates、　the　MRC　also　sought　to　simplit3’toll　fees．　The

new　tolls　were　to　be　calculated‘upon　the　beast　or　beast　drawin9，　rather　that　upon

the　particular　description　ofcarriages，　as　is　at　present　the　case　upOII　several　roads：26

So　thaピfbr　every　horse　drawiIlg　a　wheeled　carriage，3d．　for　every　seven　niiles　of

Road　made　use　of　should　be　Ievied；and　for　e、・ery　horse　not　drawing，1．1／2d．’27

The　roads　were　orgallised　into　sixteen　districts，‘and　one　tolL　which　is　the　same

in　each　District，　carries　the　passenger　from　one　end　ofit　to　the　other．’28

　　Despite　the　efforts　of　the　MRC　to　standardize　and　simplif～・the　toll　rates，　there

were　still　complaints．　In　l829，　a　petition　was　submitted　to　the　MRC　against　the

new　tolls　on　the　gth　and　lぴh　Districts，　by　Abraham　Hale　and　others，　The　peti－

tioners　wanted　to　pay　just　ollce　fbr　both　districts．2g　No　doubt，　this　would　have

been　more　e缶cient，　as　the　IOth　District　was　the　Citv　Road、　the　shortest　of　the
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　イ
Commission’s　roads，　being　jしlst　I．4　miles　in　Iellgth．　It　fed　into　the　9th　District，　the

Highgate＆Hampstead　Road，the　second　longest　at　l　7．4　miles．　The　Comnlission

did　grant　the　petition　but　it　did　llot　satis6r　Hale，　as　he　and　Alexallder　Hamilton

sought　fUrther　relief，　which　the　Commissioll　refused　to　grant．30
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　　Although、　the　Commiss．　iolコ｜・equired　each　toll　lessee　to　display　the　rates　at　each

gate　and　published　any　challges　in　The　TY〃le∫，111isunderstandillgs　still　occurred．

In　1834，　Nir，　Hitchman　cluestioiied　why　a　toll　was　taken　every　tilne　fol・acart　and

horse　hired　bv　him　to　collect　firewood、　The　Colnnlissiol〕referred　him　to　the　rel－

evant　claしlse　ill　the　NIRC　Act．31

　　0ne　further　pl℃bleln　connected　to　toll　collection：the　collectors，　theinselves，

who　were　gatekeepers　employed　by　the　toll　Iessee．　’1’hey　had　to　weigh、vagons、

lneasure　the　width　of　their　wheels；deterinine　who　was　either　eligible　fbr　an　ex－

empti・n・r　had　t・pay　a　fille；and、　geiiLerally、　interpret　the　niany　regulati・1・s　c（）r－

rectly．　Although　genuine　mistakes、、・ere　nnade、　the　general　oPilliOll　of　the　time

was　that　the　q．　atekeepers　were　dishonest　and　corrupt，

　　Much　of　the　correspolldence　received　by　the　NIRC　complained　of　mistakes　in

the　tolls　collected．　Generally、　the　Colnmission　referred　the　coniplainants　to　the

toll　lessee　as、　ill　l831、when　Mr　Gray　c（）mplained　that　a　toll　collector　had　im－

P・・ed　an　extra　t・11・1・his　hay　ca・t．32

　　　1n　s．　0111e　illstallces　the　COMMisS．　iOll　re　fe　i’1’ed　the　coniplaiiiai）ts　to　the　ma　g．　is－

trates　for　redress．　As　in　l　830，　when　NIr．　Nlontpurit　conコplained　that　a‘double　toll

had　been　demanded　and　taken　from　him　at　the　Black　Lion　Gate、　Uxbridge　Road

for　a　cart　with　one　horse．’33　And　in　l832、　Mr．　Elley　complained　that　a　second　toll

was　demanded　60r　a　sec（、nd　horse．34

　　　NlrXVhittle　complained　strollgly　that　‘in　fti　inous　extortions　haN’e　been　practised

at　the　bars　recently　erected　at　Cambridge　Heath．’351n　repl）’，　the　COIIIIIIig．　SiOIIerS．

stated　they　were’alwa｝・s　ready　to　protect　the　public　from　extol’tiolls　practised　at

any　of　their　gates、　but　as　he　had　niade　llo　s．　pecific　charges　against　any　particular

party　he　be　referred　to　the　nnagistrate　for　redress．｝36

　　　The　Commission　did！11011itOr　the　lessees　to　trv　and　el11su1’e　thev　were　Follow－
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　t　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ン

ing　the　regulatiolls．　In　1828，　Mr．　Hearne　coniplained　about　an　extra　toll　being

taken　oll　stagecoa（：hes　at　the　Kilburn　and　Edgware　Gate．　The　S　olicitor　was　ap－

pointed　to　in、・es　tigate　his　case　and　other　similar　cases　that　had　arisen．37　1n　1830、

the　Commis　sioll（）bser、’ed　the　practice　of　issしlillg．　tickets　with　different　letters　oll

the　salne　day　ill　the　same　distl－ict　oll　the　Uxbridge　Road．　It　was　decided　the　lessee

LMr．　Lex’〉’　be　inf（）1’med　the　C・mmissi・n　are・f　the・pini・n　that　such　practices　if

continued　Inay　led　to　irregularity　in　payillg　the　tolls．’38

　　　1n　l836，　a　long－terln，　iUegal　practice　calココe　to　Iight．　Two　coiitiplaints　、vere

received、　one　from　Mr．　Blackburne　and　the　other　froln　Mr．9．　oulbv、　thev　had
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　”

been　stopped　on　the（二ity　Road　ll　ll　d　conipelled　t（）pay　toll　where　there　was
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no　apPearance　of　a　tunlpike．　The　lessee，　NIr．　Everett　was　summoned　to　the

Commission　and　his　explanation　was，　that　it　has　been　the　practice　to　take　toll

there　fbr　nlany　years．　He　stated　he　would　lose£150　per　almum　if　he　had　to　give　it

up、　but　he　wOuld　dO　SO　if　the　COmmiSSiOn　SO　instructed　him，　The　COmmission

infornied　him　that　the　incon、℃11ience　to　passengers　was　、℃ry　great，　and　they

had　received　many　conlplaints　and‘that　they　never　contemplated　the　collection

of　tolls　at　that　bar，　which　was　so　described　and　not　as　a　gate　in　the　returns　to

Parlianlent．’39

　　1t　was　not　only　gatekeepers　who　were　disho1コest，　trustees　also　had　to　cope　with

travellers　who　tried　to　evade　paying　the　to1L　Bars，　such　as　the　one　mentioned

above・were　often　put　across　the　sides　ofthe　roads　to　try　and　stop　People　avoid－

ing　the　tollgate，　but　they　were　often　of　limited　success．

Exempti・ns

Besides　the　many　different　fees　that　could　be　charges　fbr　using　the　road，　there

were　also　concessions　granted　to　certain　people　or　groups．　Nlost　Parliamentary

Acts　allowed廿ee　passage　to　the　royal　fainily，　the　Inilitary、　the　Post、　churchgoers

on　Sunday，　funerals　and　carts　with　agricultural　ilnPlelnents　Ilot　going　to　market．

It　isi　therefore，　surprisillg　that，　in　1827、　the　Sしlperintendel〕t　ofthe　Post　sent　an　of－

ficial　notice　to　the　NIRC　informing　the　Commission　that　mail　coaches　were　not

required　to　pay　toll　on　Sundays，40　as　this　was　a　standard　exemption．　It　seems　that

the　gatekeeper　on　the　Kel〕sington　Road　had　been　demanding　a　tolL　After　col｝

slllting　with　Mr．　Freelir［g、　Secretary　to　the　Post　Office　and　the　Solicitor　GeneraL

the　Commission　acknowledged　the　exemption　and　also　in　f（）rmed　the　toll　lessee，

N．lr．　Le、へ㌃41

i

　　Mally　trusts　had　their　own　special　exemptions．　The　MRC　granted　conces－

slons　to　water　carts　and　contractors　hauling　inaterials　to　be　used　on　the　roads

（as　shown　by　the　complaint　of　iMr．　Aslot　discしlssed　above）．　The　Commission　re－

cei、℃d　many　exemption　requests仕om　the　public、　but　generally　refused　them，　as

any　changes　would　affect　the　toll　lease．　Mr．　T（）llet　petitioned　three　times，　to　be

relieved　from　paying　a　second　toll　on　the　Iower　part　of　the　Uxbridge　Road，　when

he　changed　his　horses　for　fresh　ones．　The　Commission　iiif（）rlned　him　it　was　un－

able　to　change　the　conditions　under　which　the　toll　had　been　leased　and　that　he

should　make　his　request　to　the　lessee．42
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　　NIr．　ByIlg，　a　Commissioner　himself，　presented　the　unfortunate　case　of　N．lr、

Coolnes　t〔ハthe　Commissioll．　Coolnes　was‘a　horticしlltしiralist’who　lived　near　the

Enfield　Gate．　His　groullds　were　on　one　side　of　the　gate　and　his　house　and　shed

on　the　other．　Bynq．　requested　the　Commission　‘exempt　l〕im　from　paying　tolls　on

his　vegetables　takell　home　from　his　grounds　on　Friday　to　wash　and　prepare　for

Saturday　market　when　the　toll　is　agaill　paid．’43　The　Commission　agreed　to　coll－

sider　the　matter　but　nothing　was　reported　until　tell　m（mths　later．　At　that　time，

Mr．　Aug．tin　g．tated　he　had　determined　that　Mr．　Coomeg．　’　house　was　three－quarters

of　a　mile丘om　the　gate　oll　one　side、　and　his　grounds　a　quarter　of　a　nlile　on　the

other　side．　However，　Mrs　Coomes　had　informed　him　that　her　husband　had　giv－

ellしlp　the　intention　of　lnaking　any　further　applications　so　that　the（］onlnlissioll

could　consider　the　matter　closed．44

　　Colnpounding　for　tolls　was　also　a　colnlnon　practice，　It　was　especiaIly　usefUl

丘）rthose　who　used　the　gates　frequently．　However、　it　was　often　a　privilege　that

could　be　abused，　as　it　was　a　power　very　generally　exercised．　Inhabitants　of　a　par－

ticular　parish　and　even　individual　toll　r（）ad　trustees，　sought　to　compound　the

amount　they　should　pay　into　a　low　almual　rate．　The　Epping　and　Ongar　Trしlst

had　apProxirnately　fi　fty　compounders　listed　ill　its　Ininutes、　paying　froni　5s・3d　to

21s　each　annually．　This　allowed　them　exemption　from　all　tolls　on　themselves、

their　horses，　their　carriages、　their　families　and　their　servants．　The　Trustees　be－

came　aware　of　the　disadvantag．　e　of　this　system　and　tried　to　abolish　it　but　were

unable　to　do　so，　dしle　to　the　opPositioll　from　other　Trustees，　including，　perhaps

surprisingly，　the　treasurer．45

　　Compounding　fbr　tolls　was　not　a　practice　poPular　with　the　MRC・　In　1829，

Mcssers　T＆GSanders　requested　to　compound　for　new　tolls．　The　Commission

refused，46　They　tried　again　six　years　Iater，　o任ring£5　per　allllulll　as　composi－

tion　for　tolls　on　their、vagons　and　carts　on　the　Lea　Bridge　Road．　Although　the

Commission　declined　their　offer，47　Nlessers　Saunders　apParently　did　not　ac－

knowledge　it，　as　a　year　later　they　claiined　there　was　an　understanding　that　the

Colnmission　would’afford　them　relief’froni　payillg　the　toll．48

150 62



The　Nletropolis　Road　Colllnlission　I826－18ア2　CI）art2戊　〔T、、・ILLEY）

Positions　of　Toll　Gates，　Bars　and　Houses

After　the　MRC　was　formed　in　l　827、　it　issued　its　first　report－just　three　months

after　its　establishment－acknowledged　there　were　too　many　turnpike　gates　in

central　London．

The　distri（：ts　of　Old－street，　Mary－le－Bone、　and　some　others、　ill　which　gates　of

this　class　are　placed，、、・ere　fbrmerly　roads　in　the　neighbourhood　of　the　me－

tropolis；but　ill　consequence　of　the　extensive　ranges　of　houses　built　within

these　few　years　ill　those　directions，　such　roads　have　become　streets，　and　new

form　part　of　the　town　itself．　The　Commissioners，　therefore、　are　inclined　to

be　of　opinion，　that　all　the　gates　so　situated　should　be　rellloved、　and　that　these

streets・like　others　in　the　metropolis、　should　be　upheld　and　repaired　at　that

charge　ofthe　respective　parishes，49

　　However，　the　Commission　was　only　able　to　remove　two　gates　along　the

Marylebone　Road　by　l　82スand　two　more　along　Oxfbrd　Street，　the　fbllowing　year．

Some　members　of　the　public　may　have　been　dissatisfied　with　the　lack　ofprogress，

as　in　1827，　Mr．　Davis　the　lessee　of　the　Old　Street　Road　reported　that　a　gate　had

been‘taken　away　by　persons　unknown：50　The　Commission　had　to　replace　it　and

requested　the　General　Surveyor　to丘nd　out、　if　possible，　who　had　taken　it．

　　The　location　of　tollgates　and　sidebars　generated　many　complaints　not　just

from　the　public，　but　also　from　the　parishes　in　which　they　were　situated．　In　l　828，

Paddington　Parish　wanted　to　send　a　deputation　to　the　Commission　to　request

the　relnoval　of　the　side　bar　at　Black　Lion　Lane．　The　Con〕mission　refdsed　per－

mission　fbr　the　deputatlon　to　attend，　suggesting　they　write　a　letter　and　infbrmed

them　that　the　tolls　on　the　road　had　been　let　on　the　existing（：onditions，　so　no

alterations　could　be　made．51　Two　months　later，　the　Commission　received　a　letter

丘om　the　Parish　and　agaill　replied　it　was　hot　expedient　to　remove’52　the　sidebars．

This　was　not　a　problem　the　Parish　would　let　rest．　It　sent　a　deputation　in　l833、

seeking　the　removal　of　the　sidebars，　but　again　met　without　success．53

　　1n　l829・the　Comlnission　submitted　a　plan　to　Parliament　to　give　up　to　the

parishes　certaill　roads（see　Appendix　I）and　this　resulted　in　the　removal　of

tollgates‘丘om　certain　Streets　of　the　N・letropolis，　extending　over　a　space　of　be－

hveen　eight　and　nine　rniles：54　1n　all，　fifteen　gates，　as　well　as　nunユerous　sidebars、

were　removed．　The　remaining　MRC　roads　were　divided　into　sixteen　districts　of

about　equal　length（see　Appendix　2）oll　which、～・ere　33　gates，38　sidebars　and　43

tollhouses．55
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　　Even　afモer　the　reorgalllsation、　the　Coll）1）lissioII　continued　to　receive　coln－

plaints；they　were　gellerally　dealt　with　by　sellding　a　Connniissioner　and　the

General　Surveyorto　view　the　situation．　Frequently，　the　coniplainalits〈）rgallised　a

nieinorial　or　petition　and（、fteii　sought　to　attend　a　111eetillg　ofthe　Commission　to

sublllit　it，　Ifall　acceptable　alternative　position　for　the　gate　or　bar　was　sしlggested，

rather　than　just　a　request　for　its　rerno、ral，　which　would　result　in　a　decrease　in　the

revenue　from　that　road，　it　was　usually　successful．　For　example，　in　1831、N工r．　XVeld

and　thirty－three　others　complained　about　the　sidebars　that　had　recelltly　been

erected　oll　the　Uxbridge　R（）ad　by　the　lessee，　Lewis　Le、ッ・．　They　requested　the　bars

be　removed　to　a　d冊erent　positiOll．　A丘er　Commissioner　Ashton　had　inspected

the　site、　the　Conlnlission　agreed　to　consider　moving　the　bars．56

　　Asimilar　case　involved　the　erection（）f　a　gate　and　bar　at　Mornington　Crescent、

in　l833，0n　the　Hampstead　Road．　This　led　to　Lord　Southalllpton　and　other　in－

habitants　to　complain．　Mrs．　M，　XIN’heeler　also　sent　a　letter　of　complaint，　as　did

入．正r．1．、Vheeler　who　complailled　about　the　injury　to　his　pr〈）perty　and　suggested　a

rearrangemellt　ofthe　gate　and　bar　according　to　a　plan　he　endosed．　After　exam－

ining　his　plan、　the　Comlllission　agreed　it　was‘expedient　to　change　their　position

and　adopt　Nlr，、、▼heeleピs　plan　r　57

　　Those　seekillg　the　renloval　of　a　gate，　oftell　sought　to　have　a　mel皿ber　of　the　ar－

istocra（：y　illvolved　in　their　petitioll，　perhaps　in　the　hopes　that　a　lord　or　earl　nlight

carry　more　weight、、・ith　tlle（］omnlission　than　a　Inere　Inister．　Often　to〈），　the　peer’s

house　was　affected　b｝・the　tollgate．　The　arig．　tcハcracy　owned　signihcallt　areas　of　land

within　London　and　often　maintained　hoしlses　in　the　fashicハnable　parts　of　centraI

London．　It　is　difficult　to　say　if　these　petitioners　influenced　the　Commissi（m，but　it

did　seeni　to　aff（）rd　Members　of　the　House　of　Lords　more　collsideration．

　　In　l835、　a　inennorial　froni　Lord　Cadogan　and　other　inhabitants　of　the　Parish

of　St．　George’s、　Hanover　Square　and　SL　Luke’s　Parish、　Chelsea　was　sellt　to　the

Commission　regarding　the　removal　of　a　gate　at　Chelsea．　The　Collllllissioll　de－

cided　that　Lord　Lowther　should‘confer’with　Earl　Cadogan　about　the　matteL58

Afew　mollths　later，　Lowther　reported　on　his　Ineetillg　with　the　Earl．　He　stated、

he　had　explained　that　the　Commissioll、、’as　aware　of　the　probleln　of　gates　ill

crowded　residential　areas，　but　that　as　the　parishes　responsible　for　the　road　were

llot　willinσ　to　Inaintain　it，　tllere　was　Ilo　alternative　but　to　keep　the　tollgate．59

Although　the　memorial　wasしinsuccessful，　it　is　unlikely　Lo、、・ther　would　have　g．　o　ne

to　the　trouble　of　nleetillg　and　explailling　the　Conlnlissiol）’s　positioll、　had　it　not

bL“eii　spoll　g．　ored　by　a　fello、、r　Lord．
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　　Ofcourse，　the　COIIIIIIiSsiOll　did　re、’iew　every　request　forthe　relnoval　or　reloca－

tion　ofagate　that　it　received、　but　it　was　reluctant　to　make　any　challges．　Removal

meant　the　lowering　of　a　road’s　revenue，　and　as　most　of　the　roads　had　debts　this

would　make　it　harder　to　pay　theln　off．　Also，　as　mentioned　earlier、　parishes　were

reluctant　to　take　back　their　traditional　legal　responsibility　as　regards　the　roads．

Relocation　of　a　tollgate　o丘en　only　moved　the　problem．　Gates　were　places　of

business、　noisy　and　busy，1皿ost　people（玉id　not　want　one　near　their　residence．

Often，　it　was　ilnpossible　fbr　the　COIIIIIIiSSiOn　to　do　anythin9，　and　with　a　few　ex－

ceptions，　the　requests　were　refUsed．

　　In　the　case　of　the　Pine　Apple　Gate　on　the　Edgware　Road，　the　Colnmissioll

wanted　to　help　the　residents，　but　was　only　able　to　make　a　slight　improvelnent　in

the　situation．　A　melnorial　had　been　submitted　bv　the　inhabitants£or　the　remov一
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　

イ

al　of　the　gate　in　September　1836．60’1、vo　months　later，　the　Commission　recei、℃d

aletter　from　the　petitioners　seekillg　a　personal　interview　with　the　Commission

to　state　their　case．　Commissioner　Hume　commented，　that　due　to　the‘numer．

ous　apPlications’the　Board　had　received　about　that　particしllar　gate，　he　and　the

General　Surveyor　had　that　morllillg、’isited　the　site　alld‘he、vas　of　the　opillio！1　it

would　be　wholly　inexpedient　to　remove　it、　but　he　considered　that　any　practlcable

accolnn“）dation　should　be　granted　to　the　petitioners　with　the　view　of　lessening

the　inconVenience　they　complained（）　f．　，61　The　imprOvement、、・aS　Carried　OUt，　aS

lust　a　lnonth　later，　ill　Deceinber．　The（：ol皿nlissioll　noted　that　the　turnpike　h（）use

had　been　placed　in　the　centre　of　the　road　with　a　gate　on　b（ハth　sides　and　that　a

proper　footpath　would　be　f（）rmed　either　side　ofthe　road．62

　　The　location　of　tollgates　and　sidebars　was　llot　the　only　source　of　complaint．

Ahouse　for　the　toll　collector　needed　to　be　pos　itioned　alongside　lnost　gates．

Generally　these　were　located　to　one　side　of　the　gate．　In　1828、　Con皿issioners

Harrison　and　Austin　reported　on　their　inspection　of　the　location　of　a　tollhouse，

prompted　by　a　coInplaint　by　Mr．　R．、V．　Painter．　They　were　of　the　oplnion　that　the

tollhouse　could　be　moved　three　feet　further　into　the　road　without　anv　inconven－
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　’
ience．　This　could　be　done　at　Mr。　Painter’s　expense　and　under　the　direction　of　the

General　Surveyo仁63　Mr．　Painter　apparently　did　not　take　up　the　Commissiolゴs

proposaL　A　month　later，　another　letter　was　received　from　him，　complained　of

the‘q．　reat　inlury　to　his　property　in　Albany　Street　ill　consequence　of　the　tollhouse

beillg　situated　in　froiit　of　his　houser64　The　Commiss　ion　referred　him　to　its　pre－

viOUS　offer．
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Toll　Collectors

The　one　area　the　NIRC　received　the　most　complaints　concerned　the　behaviour　of

toll　collectors．　In　a　parliamentary　committee　ill　l　825、　Lowther　expressed，　what

was　a　conlmon　view　of　the　toll　collector，‘ great　complaints　have　been　made　of

their　want　of　civility　to　passengers．　It　is　notoriolls　that　they　are　the　most　uncivil

class　of　his　Majestゾs　suble（：ts：65　Not　only　were　they　considered　to　be　rude　but

also　dishonesL　According　to　the　V、ξbbs，‘The　varying　rates　of　charge，　the　exemp－

tlons　and　cornpositions，　the　validity　of　tickets　for　return　journeys　or　other　gates，

and　many　other　complications　of　the　toll　made　it　impossible　to　devise　any　ef　f’ec－

tive　check　on　their　receipts．　It　was　notorious　that　they　habitually　kept　back　part

ofeach　dav’s　collection　fbr　thelnselves．’66
」

　　The　toll　collectors’lob　was　a　complex　one五）r　those　who　usually　had　little　for－

mal　education．　They　came　from　a　variety　of　backgrounds．　Lewis　Le、寸・，　one　of

London’s　main　to田essees，　when　asked　bv　Lowther’s　committee、　how　he　fbund
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　

イ

men　f（）r　the　job　replied、℃enerally　from　recommendations，　sometimes廿om　no－

blemen’s　and　gentlemen’s　servants，　or　any　person　that　I　thillk　will　sllit　me．’671n

l818，　the　New　Cross　Trust　in　Kent　appointed　two　sa、～yers，　a　ropemaker、　a　book－

seller，　a　pursemaker，　a　tailor　and　warehouseman　and　a　collector　of　stamp　du－

ties．681t　was　also　not　uncommon　f（）r　women　to　be　employed　as　collectors．

　　The　duties　of　the　toll　collector　were　complex，　they　had　to，’measure　wheels，

weigh　wagons、　determine　who　was　eligible‘or　exemptions　and｛mpose　fines”69

and　all　this　on　a　busy　Lolldon　street　Lewis　Levy　gave　his　opinion　on　toll　collec－

tors　to　Lowther’s　committee，‘I　beheve　theハ・are　more　sinned　against　than　sinnillg；

there　are　very　few　men　that　take　money　from　the　pockets　of　the　people　that　are

not　colnplained　against．’70

　　Despite　Le、ヅs　claim，　contemporary　accoullts　abound　with　examples　of　toll

collectors】rudelless　and　dishollesty．　The　MRC　was　usually　quick　to　deal　with　ally

complaints　as　Le、寸・himself　stated，‘fbr　my　own　sake　and　fbr　the　commissiollers

thelnselves，　if　the｝r　find　ally　man　is　llot　civil　to　the　public，　they　always　reser、・e　a

power　in　the　lease　that　they　sha11　be　renloved：71　An　example　ofthe　MRC’s　quick

response　was　il廿eply　to　a　complaint　by　Mr．　William　Fry　about　Tholnas　Star，　a

toll　collector　on　the　Stamfbrd　Road、　who　demanded　a　night　toll　from　him　bef（）re

6P．m。72　The　Commission　sent　a　letter　to　the　toll　lessee　to　take　actioll．　Less　than

aweek　later，　Fry　wrote　thallking　the　Commission　fbr　its　quick　attention．　The

lessee　had　suspended　Star，　but　Fry　requested　heもbe　reinstated　as　he　is　sellsible　of
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his　improper　conduct：73　Another　complainant，　Mr　William　Curtis、　was　not　so

generous；he　attellded　a　meeting　of　the　Commission　along　with　the　two　toll　col－

lectors　who　had　insulted　him，　demanding　their　dismissaL74　A　month　later，　olle

of　them　wrote　to　the　Commission　seeking　to　be　reinstated，　the　Board　accepted　if

the　lessee　agreed．75

　　There　are　many　examples　in　the　MRCs　minutes　of　butrageous　conduct’by　toll

collectors　including‘abusive，　drunken　and　insulting　behaviourl　One　collector，

whom　the　Comln｛ssion　had　received　complaints，　about，　was　described　by　the　land－

lord　of　a　public　house‘as　a　natural　thief．’ア6　Another‘locked　up　and　abandoned’77

apassenger　on　a　Saturday　night．　The　Superintendent　of　Police　himself　wrote，　that

the　collector　at　the　Clapham　gate　had　’grossly　misconducted　himself．’フ8　The　‘out－

rage　committed　by　the　toll　collector’79　at　Hampstead　was　referred　directly　to　the

magistrates．　In　1836，　the　Solicitor　suggested　that　cases　of　toU　coUectors　convicted，　by　a

magistrate，　ofimproper　behaviour　should　be　reported　to　the　Comlnission．80

　　Even　when　toll　collectors　did　their　job　there、vere　problems．　Mr．　Yate　Lee　com－

plained　about‘the　great　inconvenience　to　himself　and　other　inhabitants　in　the

neighbourhood　of　Park　Street　Gate　from　the　noise　used　in　waking　the　toll　collec－

tor　out　of　his　sleep　durillg　the　nighピ81

　　Although　the　public　seems　to　have　had　a　very　negative　opinion　of　the　toll　col－

lectors，　seeing　them　as　rude　and　dishonest，　mistakes　did　happen．　As　one　collec－

tor　stated　when　charged　with　demanding　a　double　toll、　he　‘did　so　under　a　mistake

in　the　hurry　of　business　at　that　time．i　82　The　Commission　nevertheless，　suspend－

ed　him　from　his　position．

　　The　toll　collectors　were　held　in　such　low　esteem　that　many　abuses　were　prac－

ticed　on　them．　In　Searle’s　collection　of　contemporary　material　on　turnpikes，

there　are　Inany　instances　of　the　public，　not　lust　bilking　or　cheating　the　collector，

but　also　of　flogging，　horsewhipPing　and　even　running　over　him．

　　The　toll　collectors　did　have　some　supporters．　The　Commission　received　a

letter丘om　Mr．　Couling　suggesting，‘the　expediellce　of　investing　the　toll　collec．

tors　with　the　power　of　police　o伍cers，　with　the　view　of　impeding　the　escape　of

thieves．’　83　The　Commission　replied　that　it　sN・as　lessees　who　emplo｝・ed　collectors

and　that　the　Commission　had　no　reason　to　belie、’e　it　would　be　successful．

　　The　magazine　Ptmch，　sympathized　with　one　particular　toll　collector’s　plight　at

Chancery　Lane，

If　it　is　worth　while　to　keep　a　horse，　it　is　worth　while　to　feed　and　take　care　of　him．

We　wish　the　City　Aしlthorities　would　feel　this　with　regard　to　their　turnpikeman
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who　is　c（．）11sig．　lled　to　theしmstablc　acconiniodation　ofahigh　stool　iinmediately

under　the（］hancery　Lane　lannp－post．　Surely，　ifhe　isworth　plalltil〕g　at　all　as　a

picquet　or　pike－111all、　he　has　a　right　to　insist　that　his　post　　la　niP－Po　s．　t　though

it　be　　should　be　well　and　s．ufficientlv　tiortified．　Such、　however　is　the　exces＿

sive　shakiness　of　his　situatioll，　that　when　he　darts　fiorth　for　a　toll　his　stool　is

frequently　shoved　by　some　malicioしls　ur（：hil〕illto　thc　midst　of　the　crash　of

coal　carts、　wagons、　carriages、　vans、　buses　and　barrows；when，　upOII　endeav－

ourilユg　to　extl・icate　his　seat　ofoffice、　he　finds　himselfaballdolled．．．．、、Te　call

uporl　the　City　authorities　either　to　abolish　or　protect　theirtoll－keeper；but　to

sct　hiln　up　as　a　Inere　llillepin，　at　the　corner　of　Fleet　Stl’eet、　　an　unprotected

skittle　to　be　bowled　dowll　halfadozen　times　a　dav　bv　the　rude　hand　ofruf二
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　の　　　　　　　イ
fitlllisM、　for亡he　pastillle　ofthe　pe〔ハple　　is　a　piece　ofcruelty　that　the　hしIIIItlnity

ofthe　nineteenth　cclltury　utterly　revolts　against．84

Other　Areas　of　Complaint

The　NIRC　was　considered　respon　sL　ible　for　obstructiolls　oll　the　road　or　any　hin－

drance　to　tra肖］c．　So［ne　were　clearly　the　Commission”s　resp（）nsibility、　such　as　the

request　from　Mr．　Nlarshall　to　rem〈）ve　the　‘gravel　put　upon　the　S．　tamfc）rd　Road　to

丘11ahole（which）had　been　thrown　back　into　his　gardel1．’85　0r　the　conlplaint

collcerlling　the　road　scraping　in　High　Street　Kensingtoii、　Nvhich　had　beelゴleft

for　mally　days　to　accun）ulate　to　the　annoyallce　of　shopkeepe1’s　and　ptlsS．　ell　一・

gers：86　Even　the　complaint　by　Nlr，　L　L　Luke　about　the　inhabitaIlts　of　Peel　Street、

Kellsillgton，　that　they　continue’the　lluisance〈〕fcollveying　their　s（）il　illto　the　road

instead　of　the　llew　sesyer．’87　These　types　of　comPlaints　were　usually　delegated　to

the　General　Survevor　to　deal　with．
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　’

　　In　l836，　the　General　Surveyor　himself，　Sir　Jaines　McAdam，（he　was　knight－

ed　in　l　834），　complailled　to　the　Cc）111111issioll　about‘the　ill．iLlriOLIg．　e旋cts　to　the

Uxbridge　road　from　the　recommellcemellt　of　carting　mud　froni　the　Serpentine

river　along　that　road　to　Kensillgton　Gardens’．　S．　ince　the（loMMissiOll　llad　received

no　reply　to　the　letter　they　had　sent　to　the　CommissioII　of、～bods　and　Forests　it

was　decided　a　personal　apPlicati（）n　be　nコade　by　Lowther　and　CoL　CIiterow‘to

relnedv　this　eviじ88
　　　　　　

i

　　The　location　of　hackney　coach　sttlllds　was　also　deemed　the　respollsibility　of

the　Commissio11．　In　182Z　complaillts　fro　ni　some　inhabitants　of　High　Street

Kens．　iiigton　were　received，　asking　for　the　coach　stand　to　be　relnoved．　Lowther

and　Coniniissioner　Croker　were　appointed　to　exainine　the　site89　and　agreed　with
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the　residents、　although　they　suggested　it　be　relocated．90　Solneyears　later，　in　1834，

complaints　were　received　about　a　coach　stand　nearby　in　Slone　Square．　The　stand

had　been　extending　do、、・n　the　Brompton　Road　and　the　petitioners　requested　it　be

sent　back　to　its　fbrmer　lin〕its．　The　Comlnission　agreed　and　also　decided　to　erect

aboard　marking　the　Iimits　ofthe　stand．91

　　0ther　complaints　the　Commission　received　were　considered　the　responsibility

of　the　police　and　referred　to　them．　These　often　included　complaints　about　pubic

houses　and　their　patrons．　In　l　831，the　Rev．　Lusignan　and　several　inhabitants　of

Chelsea　complained　about　the　Iluisance‘caused　by　the　conduct　of　depraved　per－

sons　about　the　Goat　and　Boot　bar．’92　Similar　colnplaillts　were　received加m　Lt．

Col．　Phillot，　who　wrote　hvice，　in　183293　and　184394　to　the　Commission　about　the

Halfivay　Pubic　House　in　Kensington．

　　Acomplaint　received　about　dung　carts　outside　the　Coach　and　Horses　Public

House，　Notting　Hill　was　initially　directed　to　Simon　Mortlake，　the　Superintendent

of　T（）lls．95　He　must　have　felt　referral　to　the　police　unnecessar｝～as　he　stated、

that　if　gi、℃n　the　authority　by　the　Commissioll，　he　would　‘suppress　the　nuisanc－

es　causes　by　the　assembly　of　carts　and　wagons　be五）re　the　Public　House．’96　The

Commission　granted　him　the　authoritハ㌧

　　Most　people　complained　initially　to　the　Commission，　perhaps　in　hope　that　a　re－

ferral　to　the　police　by　the　Con〕mission　would　carry　nlore、、・eight．　Certainly，　Nlr

Allan　thought　so．　In　his　complaint　about　the　driving　of　barrows　and　trucks　on　the

Uxbridge　road．　He　suggested‘the　Police　men　might　remedy　the　evil．’97

Conclusion

It　is　clear　that　the　MRC　responded　quickly　to　complaints　it　received　and　gener－

ally　tried　to　find　solutions　to　the　problems．　Although　hampered　by　debts，　the

Commission　did　achieve　one　of　the　principle　goals　of　its　establishment；the　re－

moval　of　gates廿oln　central　London．　This　must　have　made　a　huge　difference

to　the　tra伍c　conditions　there．　However，　the　location　of　gates　and　sidebars　pro－

duced　many　complaints，　which　the　Commission　was　unable　to　do　much　about．

Removal　of　gates　resulted　in　a　decrease　in　the　revenue　Ibr　that　road　and　as　most

of　the　roads　had　debts，　it　was　generally　impossible　to　remove　gates　as　quickly　as

the　public　wished・　Parishes　also，　were　not　eager　to　resun〕e　responsibility　and

usually　fbught　ally　suggestions　of　roads　being　returlled　to　their　authoritハ㌧　So，

69 157



although　solne　gates　were　removed　ill　the　early　years　ofthe　MRC，　it　was　not　able

to　continue　that　trend．　This　was　a　cause　of　cornplaint　fbr　mally、、・ho　had　initially

supported　the　establishment　ofthe　MRC．

　　In　dealing　with　other　areas　of　complaint，　the　MRC　was　quick　to　deal　with　toll

collectors　who　abused　the　public，　relnoving　them　from　off］ce　or　in　more　seri－

ous　cases　referring　them　to　the　magistrates．　Concernillg　Iiability　fbr　accidents，

the　Commission　considered　very　carefully、　if　it　was　responsible　and　often　re－

ferred　complainants　to　others，　whom　it　felt　had　greater　responsibility．　As　ill　all

the　complaints　recei、℃d　by　the　N　IRC，　the　situation　was　re、・iewed，　usually　by　the

General　Surveyor　and　then　thoroughly　discussed　by　the　Commission，　before　al〕y

decision　was　made．

Appendiκ1

ASTATEMENT　of　ROADS　to　be　givell　up．98

‘

：
P
a
r
i
s
h
e
s
l
i
！

Length　ofroad　hl

each　parish

｝淵濡＝悉dl濃1忽，，！year　1828　　　　‘the　said　roads　　　iin　each　Parish　l

i　　　　　　　　　　　　　l　NIiles　　feet　　vards　‘　　　　　　£　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　’ £
． d

．

：
S・NI、，yl，b。ne　11　7　871717，144　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　．

L902 ミ

：St．　Pallcras 2　　　－　　　16 406，023 2，〔〕85　　　　　　　　　　． ‘
．

　　　　　　　　一

Clarkenwell 1　　2　　　－　　　56 190，250 2，124

IslingtOn
1　　　－　　　　　　－　　　　　60　　i　　　　l27，872　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　‘

35

｜S・．L。k， 　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　‘

－
　　　　　　5　　　　219　　1　　　　139、208 392

．Shoreditch
一　　　7　　180 205，176 434

PaddingtOI1　　　．　　－　　　　　4　　　　48 62565 506

8　　　2　　106 7，478

Gelleral　Average　ld．
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Appendix　2

District　No， Name　ofRoad　　　　　‘District　No， Name　ofRoad
1

1
， Kensington　　　　　　　　　　．　9． Highgate＆Hampstead
2
． lBrentfbrd＆Isleworth　　．I　lO， Citv　　’

1

3．　　　　　　　　　Upper　Uxbridge　　　　　　　l1． Upper　Stamfbrd　　　　‘

12． Lower　Stalnfbrd4・　　　　　　Lower　Uxbridge　　　　i

5．　　　　　　　　　Shepard’s　Bush　　　　　　ミ．

6，　　　　　　　Harrow

：：13． Green　Lanes

14，
Seven　Sisters　　　　　　　　　ミ

Kilburn　　　　　　　　　　　　．15，　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　1 Hacknev　　　　　〆

8
， Edgeware 16． Lea　Bridge
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