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Overview　of　Transportation　in　Britain

In　Britain、　the　principle　methods　of　transportation　until　the　seventeenth　cen－

tury　were　by　river　and　sea；however，　by　the　middle　part　of　that　century　great

changes　were　underway　in　the　economic，　political　and　social　fabric　of　society．

The　increasing　demands　of　industry　and　the　steady　rise　in　the　volume　of　trade

lead　to　increasing　pressure　on　many　traditional　institutions：the　transportation

svstem　was　one　such　area．
　’

　　Aglance　at　an　outline　map　of　Britain　shows　that，　unlike　most　comparable

islands，　Britain　is　very　well　served　with　rivers　and　sea　inlets；consequently，　most

long　haul　loads　were　transported　by　water．　Rivers，　however，　are　prone　to　flood－

ing　in　spring、　ice　in　winter　and　droughts　in　summer，　so　they　can　be　unreliable．

The　intervention　of　man　in　building　weirs，　dams　and　mills　also　inhibited　their

usability．　The　canal　system，　although　an　important　factor　in　the　initial　stages　of

the　Industrial　Revolution，　was　not　started　until　the　l760s　and　served　only　part

ofthe　count「v．
　　　　　　　　　　イ
　　Coastal　shipping　could　also　encounter　di笛culties．　Harbours　were　Iikely　to

silt　up　and　would　then　have　to　be　dredged，　a　costly　procedure　that　would　have
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been　passed　ollto　the　shipPing　companies　as　higher　harbourfees・、Veather　con－

ditions　were　unpredictable　and　a　lack　of　adequate　n〕aps　contributed　a　consider－

able　degree　of　danger　to　any　journey．　Ofcourse、　warwas　the　most　serioしls　threat

to　shipping．　Durillg　wartime，　merchant　seamell　were　frequently　impressed　into

Navy　service　and　merchant　ships　were　regularly　attacked　by　privateers．　Not

only　were　entire　cargos　liable　to　be　lost，　but　also　ships　often　had　to　wait　f（）r

long　Periods　in　port　for　an　escort．　It、vas　claimed　in　1720・that‘the　clothiers　in

Yorkshire　would　rather　give　double　the　price　for　land　carriage　than　have　their

wool　brought　by　sea　where　it　receives　so　much　damage’．　Wllliam　Stout　com－

mented　that　although　coastal　shipPing　was　cheaper　than　land　carriage，‘goods

are　long　a－coming、　and　damage　by　rats，　who　eat　out　the　corks　in　liquor　and　oyl

casks，　to　the　loss（off）some　whole　casks　of　oyle　and　vinigarli　Sea　transporta－

tioll　could，　therefbre，　be　costly　and　unreliable．

Development　and　Maintenance　of　Early　Roads

The　earliest　roads　in　Britain　were　merely　tracks　connectillg　settlements　to　one

another　or　to　local　ports．　Most　travelling　was　done　on　fbot　or　by　packhorse・

Although　little　is　known　about　these　early　tracks，　it　can　be　assumed　they　were

f（）rmed　where　the　inhabitants　of　an　area　felt　the　need　either　for　social　interac－

tion　or　fbr　trading．　As　there　was　Ilo　systematic　maintenance　of　these　tracks，

their　usability　depended　oll　the　weather．

　　It　was　not　till　the　Roman　occupation　in　AD　43，　that　a　system　of　roads　was

constructed．　The　Romans　needed　good　communication　lines　in　order　to　niain－

tain　control，　move　troops　quickly，　and　monitor　what　was　hapPening　through－

out　thcir　empire．　Roman　roads　are　characterized，　in　the　minds　ofmost　Britons，

as　the　straightest　and　flattest　routes　possible　between　two　poillts・This　is　of二

tell　the　case　as　the　troops　were　pedestrians　so　it　was　not　surprising　that　they

chose　the　most　direct　routes．　Bv　AD　l50，　the　Romans　had　built　some　l3，000
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ノ

to　16，000　kms　of　road　in　England　including　fbur　great　roads，　still　traceable　in

parts　toda｝r．　Even　after　the、vithdrawal　of　the　Romans　in　AD　410，　these　roads

continued　to　bc　used　and　provided　a　basic　network．

　　Although　the　Rolnan　network　was　used　throughout　the　Saxon（600－1066）

and　Norman　periods（1066－1485），　it　was　not　well　maintained．　The　f（）ur　great

hlghways　the　Rolnans　had　built　acquired　English　names（Watling　Street，

186 フ
一



F rhビ．xletropolis　Road（：c｝MMissioll　l8ユ6－1872　〔TwlLLEY｝

Ermine　Street，　Fosse　Way　and　Icknield　Way）．　Due　to　their　importance　as

main　roads　they　became　regarded　as　being　under　the　kings’special　protec－

tion；however，　mally　other　Roman　roads　did　not　serve　the　new，　gro、～・ing　cen－

tres　of　Norman　or　medie、・al　England　such　as　Oxfbrd、　Coventry，　Plymouth　and

the　many　villages　between　them．　New　routes　connected　these　centres　but　these

roads　differed　from　the　Roman　roads，　as　they　were　mainly　tracks　without　a

maintained　surface．

　　English　kings　collsidered　the　mailltenance　of　roads　and　bridges　to　be　im－

portant　fbr　the　same　reason　as　the　Romans：their　use　to　move　troops　easily

throughout　the　co皿try．　The　king　imposed　the　responsibility　and　any　costs　nec－

essary　for　the　upkeep　ofaroad　onto　the　Lord　of　the　Et・lanor．　He，　in　turn　would

make　his　tenants　shoulder　the　burden．　Certain　rights　ofway　were　legislated；for

instance，　ifatrack　were　ilnpassable　due　to　wet　weather，　a　traveller　had　the　right

to　diverge　from　the、、ray　even　if　that　entailed　trampling　crops．　This　right　was

enshrined　into　law　in　1285．

　　Afew　new　roads　were　bu｛1t　mostlv　as　a　result　of　militarv　collsiderations．　In
・ 一 　一・　　　　．　　　　　 　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　 ’　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　1

1278、Edward　I（1272－1307）ordered　the　roads　into　V㌧アales　to　be　widened　and

enlarged　in　order　to　crush　all　resistance　to　his　rule　in　NVaies・

　　Much　infbrmation　on　travel　routes　comes　from　the　itineraries　of　the　mon－

archs㌻ journeys．　The　court　was　frequently　on　the　move　fronl　the　time　of　Killg

Iohn　to　Queen　Elizabeth．　King　Iohn（ll99－1216）spent　only　one　month　of　his

entire　reign　without　a　nlove，　and　that　was　when　he、、・as　besieging　Rochester

Castle　ill　November　l215．　Edward　I　averaged　almost　nine　moves　each　month

throughout　his　reign、　travellhlg　575　kms　in　25　days（induding　the　six　days　when

he　did　not　trave1）in　lanuary　l300．　A　nlonarch’s　baggage　train　comprised　of丘om

tell　to　twenty　carts、　and　everyth｛n9、　inclしlding　his　wardrobe，　had　to　be　moved

about　the　countr｝㌃There　must　have　been　adequate　roads　to　accomnlodate　this

traffic．

　　The　use　of　roads，　of　course，　was　not　limited　to　the　king　and　his　troops．

Wealthy，　important　landowners　often　held　estates　in　different　parts　of　the　coun－

try，　necessitating　travel　between　them　The　nobility　also　attended　on　the　mon－

arch　alld　his　court　in　the　different　locations　it　was　held．

　　AIlother　group　oftra、rellers　were　those　concerned　with　religious　nlatters．　The

practice　of　apPea［s　to　the　Pope　in　Rome　in、℃lved，　according　to　the、Vebbs・‘an

astonishing　amount　of　journeying　of　ecclesiasts　and　legal　agents　of　one　kind　or

anothef．2　Pilgrims　nlade　up　a　large　proportion　of　the　travelling　Populatiol1・as
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apilgrimage　calne　to　be　thought　ofas　an　in〕portallt　duty　by　all　sections　ofsociet｝T－

The　pilgrims　in　Chaucer’s℃anterbury　Tales’were　by　no　means　unusua1．

　　Although　people　travelled　far　less　than　we　do　in　this　century，　accordillg　to

Hindle，　it　was　hot　typical’3　fbr　a　peasallt　to　spend　most　of　his　life　in　one　place．

At　the　begillnillg　of　the　medieval　period、　with　the　imposition　of　the　feudal　sys－

tenl，　peasants　were　no　longer　free　to　leave　their　manor　permanentl｝～but　they　no

doubt　travelled　to　their　local　market　town　and、　periodically、　to　the　great　fairs

that　were　held　regularly．　After　the　Black　Death　ill　the　fburteenth　century，　the

large　reduction　III　popu［atlon　and　consequently，　the　shortage　of　labour，　f（）rced

people　to　move　to　better　payinq．　」’obs　outside　the　feudal　s｝・stem　which　was　then

in　decline．　Not　onlv　were　or（linarv　labourers　on　the　move　bしlt　Inan、・others　such
‘　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　 」　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　a

as　minstrels，　messengers，　merchants　and　outlaws　also　travelled．

　　By　the　end　of　the　rnedieval　period　the　roads　were　in　an　a（lequate　conditioll・

however，　the　situation　was　beginning　to　change．、ぺilliam　Harrison，　writing　in

l586，　stated　that　the　highways　had　deteriorated　drastically　in　the　previous　twen－

ty　years．4　0ne　probable　ca・　use　was　the　dissolution　of　the　nlonasteries　between

l536　and　l540，　as　the　monks　had　considered　it　their　duty　to　mailltain　parts　of

the　road．　Another　cause：the　rapid　gro、vth　of　the　Tudor　econ（）my．　Nledieval

roads　had　been　adequate　fbr　the　amount　of　traffic　us｛ng　them，　but　by　the　six－

teenth　century　this　balance　was　upset．　The　roads　were　no　longer　able　to　cope

with　the　increasing　volume　oftraffic．

　　The　deteriorating　condition　of　the　roads　was　recognised．　III　the　first　half

of　the　sixteenth　celltury，　a　number　of　statutes　concerned　witll　road　impro、・e－

111ellt－but　only　in　specific　locations－were　enacted．　In　1555，　Parlianlellt　rec－

ognizing　that　reliance　oll　the　old　rnanorial　systenl　had　broken　down・decided

to　tackle　the　problem，　and　passed　a　landmark　statute．　This　act　provided　f（）r　the

establishment　of　a　new　organizational　structure，　tasked　wlth　maintaillillg　all

roads　throughout　the　kinq．　dom．

　　This　l555　statute5　was　fbr　300　years，　the　llatiolゴs　princ▲ple　systenl　of　road

maintenance．　Responsibility　f（）r　road　maintenance　was　divided　between　the

Parish、　each　illdividual　resident　within　the　Parish　and　on　the　newly　created

position　of　Surveyor　of　Highways－all　appointment　made　by　each　parish　and

overseen　by　the　local　justices．　Under　this　system　the　parish　was　responsible　fbr

the　roads　that　passed　through　it．　It　was　however，　unsuccessfu1；many　parishes

refused　respollsibihty　or、vere　unable　to　carry　out　the　extensive　repairs　that　were

needed．
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　　Alarge　burden　was　placed　on　the　parish－appointed　Surveyor　of　Highways

who　had　to　perfbrn〕his　duties　without　pay　fbr　the　term　of　one　year・　Initially，

he　had　to　take　over　the　balance　ofthe　highway　rate　from　the　prev▲ous　surveyor；

nユoreover　he　needed　to　learn　his　duties　and　responsibilities，　as　he　had　to　satisfy

the　local　justices　at　the　end　of　his　term．　Three　times　a　year　he　had　to　examine

the　condition　of　the　roads　and，　if　necessary，　make　the　owllers　of　the　adjacent

iand　keep　the　way　clear．　Ifhe　fbund　any　wagons　or　carts　that　contravened　the

Iegal　limits，　he　was‘expressly　required　to　stand　up　in　the　parlsh　church，“im－

mediately　after　sermon　ended”，　and　proclaim　the　offenders、　giving　notice　that，

if　not　amended　within　thirty　days，　he　would　himselfput　the　lnatter　right　and

charge　the　expenses　to　the　defaulters’．61fthat、、・as　not　enough　to　make　him

しinpopular，　it　was　also　his　responsibility　to　get　his　neighbours，　who　were　legally

bound，　to　prov▲de　all　the　necessary　equipment，　materials　and　labour　to　repair

the　roads　fbr丘）ur　days　a　year；this　Statute　Duty，　as　it　was　known、　was　later　ex－

tellded　to　six　days　a　year．

　　There　was，　not　surprisingly，　unwillingness　to　take　on　this　unpopular　posi－

tion．　SoIne　parishes　neglected　to　appoillt　a　surveyor　and　those　who　did　have

surveyors　fbund　resistance　from　locals　when　caHed　to　perf（）rnl　their　statute

dutv．　A　survevor　in　Shrewsburv　in　l766，　shared　what　seems　to　ha、・e　been　a
4　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　4　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　」

common　problem，

The　experience　ofages　has　showll　the　inutility　ofStatしlte　work．　It　is　a　bur（len

frolii　which　evervbodv　has　endeavoured，　and　alwavs　will　endeavour　to　screen
　　　　　　　　　　　　コ　　　　　　　　　　コ　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ン

themselves，　and　one　another．　Teams　and　Iabourers　coming　out　f（）r　Statute

work，　are　generally　idle，　careless，　and　under　no　commands．　I　have　fbund，　by

ten　vears　service　in　the　of丘ce　of　Survevor，　that　five　hired　labourers　will　do　as

nluch　work　as　tell　or　twelve　who（：olne　out　upon　the　statute．　They　make　a

holiday　of　it，　lounge　about　and　trifle　away　their　time．　As　they　are　in　no　dan－

ger　ofbeing　turned　out　oftheir　work，　they　stand　in　no　awe　ofthe　Surveyor・It

is　a　common　saying　amongst　us，　that　ifadrop　of　sweat　should　hapPen　to　fall

fronl　any　of　them，　it　would　infallibly　produce　a　quagmire．　Inshort、　Statute

work　willnever　mend　the　roads　effectuallv．7

　　As　a　result　of　individuals　failing　to　perfbrm　their　statute　duty，　Parliament，

in　I654，　required　the　parish　to　levy　a　rate　not　exceeding　a　shilling　in　the　pound

丘）rroad　repair．　If　the　parish　failed　to　make　the　rate，　the　surve｝・or　could　en一

丘）rce　it　by　having｛t　con丘rmed　by　the　nearest　lustice．　Unfbrtunately，　this　la、v

was　passed　during　the　Commomvealth（1649－1660）；and　with　the　Restoration
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of　Kilig　Charles　II（1660－1685），　all　legislatiol〕from　this　period　was　voided．

Although　the　Restoration　Parliament　tried　to　restore　a　Highway　rate，　they　were

Ullsuccessful．

　　The　poor　condition　of　the　roads　did　llot　stop　an　increasing　reliance（m　them

as　major　transportation　routes．　From　the　nlid－sixteenth　celltury　onward，

regular　carrier　services　bet“reen　main　towns　wcrc　developed．　By　1600．　for　II1－

stance、　there　was　a　thrice－weekly　carrier　between　Ipswich　alld　London．8　The

develOpment　Of　the　firSt　real　CarriageS－deSigned　tO　give　a　degree　Of　COmfOrt

to　travellers　willillg　to　pay－came　into　being　ill　the　sixteenth　cel〕tur｝㌧Up　ul1－

til　then　nlost　travellers　rode　oll　horses、　or　had　to　travel　on　carts、　the　bodies　of

which　were　placed　on　the　axles；the　new　carriages　had　the　body　slung　on　straps

above　the　axles．　For　the　n〕aintellance　of　the　roads，　this　was　bad　news，　The　i1）－

crease　in　the　numbers　of　carriages　resulted　ill　the　surface　of　the　roads　beconコー

ing　rutted　froln　carriage　wheels；consequently・Inore　frequent　nlaintenance、vas

needed．

　　Although　various　other　statutes　were　enacted　in　an　attempt　to　Iココake　the　par－

ish　system　of　lllailltella　11ce　more　effecti、・e，　they　did　not　sllcceed．　The　concept

of　having．　those　who　live　near　a　road　responsible　fbr　its　lnaintellance　could　only

work　ill　limited　sittlations．　With　the　illcreasing　rise　in　all　fornls　oftraffic，　those

parishes．　situated　along　the　main　arteries．　of　the　kingdom，　bore　a　disproportion－

ate　heavy　burdel1．　No　matter　how　willing　a　parish　was　to　fulfil　its　statutory

duty，　it　was　oftell　the　case　that　there　were　ltlst　not　ellough　fullds　to　cope　witll

danコage　done　by　the　risiIlg　tide　of　road　users；the　lack　of　any　central　orgaI〕iza－

tion　alld　control　hindered　any　real　inlprovenlents・

The　lntroduction　of　the　Turnpike

It　was　not　until　l663，　that　a　new　concept　in　road　nlaintenance　was　introduced・

by　which　thoseし1sing　the　road　paid　towards　its　repair・Parlianient　passed　an　Act

that　enabled　the　Justices　of　the　Peace　f（）r　Hertfordshire，　Huntingdonshire　and

Cambridgeshire　to　levy　tolls　on　travellers　f（）r　repair　of　the　Great　North　Road

sections　that　passed　through　their　counties．　The　Great　North　Road　was　a　malor

artery　linking　London　to　Edinburgh　via　York．　The　erection　of　three　toligates

or　turllpikes　was　authorised　between　X，Vadesmill　in　Hertfords・hire　and　Stilton

in　Hert　f（）rdshire．　Initially，　there　was　opposition　to　this　new　system；the　gate
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planned　fbr　Stilton　produced　so　nlllch　local　oPPosition，　it　was　never　erected・

The　1663　Act　had　an　elevell　year　limit　and，　although｛t　was　extended　to　twellty－

one，　eventually　it　expired　and　the　gates　were　removed．

　　Although　there　was　oppositioll　to　the　turnpikes，　there　were　a　number　of　fac－

tors　that　outweighed　it．　The　most　significant：the　increase　in　the　volume　of　traffic

due　to　the　expanding　ecollonly，　which　Inade　it　increasillgly　difficult　fbr　par－

ishes，　especially　those　on　main　routes，　to　maintain　their　roads．　Added　to　th言s，

the　war　with　France　in　the　l690s　made　coastal　trade　more　dif丘cult　and　costlv
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　’

and　this　increased　the　volume　of　overland　transport．　Aloreover　in　1691，　justices

were　empowered　to　levy　a　highway　rate　on　parishes，　which　did　not　repair　their

roads．　For　many　parishes，　a　turnpike　may　have　seelned　a　desirable　alternative，

as　tolls　tended　to　signi丘candy　subsidize　the　highway　rate．

　　Although　the　next　turnpike　act　was　not　passed　until　l695，　the　concept　had

been　established．　The　advantages　ofthe　system　were　quickly　recognised　and，　by

l700，　seven　Acts　of　Parliament　had　been　passed　authorising　the　establishnlent

of　tしlrnpike　trusts．　From　l700　to　l750　there　were，　on　average、　tell　acts　a　year

and、　from　then　on　Turnpike　Mania’．　Between　l750　and　1790　there　were　about

長）rty　Acts　a　year；in　the　final　decade　of　the　eighteenth　century，　there　were　on

average，　fi　fty　a　year．9

Turnpike　Trusts

The　hundreds　of　turnpike　trusts　established　from　17000nward　had　almost

identical　constitutions　and　functions．　Trusts　wereしisually　solicited　by　Iocal　res－

idents　concerned　with　improving　a　particular　stretch　of　road．　Those　who　pro－

moted　turnpike　trusts　were　town　councils，　merchants，　Inanu飯cturers，　farmers，

landowners　and　gentlemen．　They　were　often　the　people　who　were　responsible

f（）rrepair　of　the　road．　The　trusts　were　run　by　persons　of　local　importallce　who

were　named　in　the　Act　as　the　first　Trustees．　The　Trustees　were　empowered　to

construct　and　maintain　a　specific　length　of　road，　and　to　levy　a　toll　llpon　certain

types　of　traft］c．　The　income　was　to　be　used　to　maintain　the　road．　The　trusts

were　seen　as　a　temporary　measure，　their　authority　given　f（）r　a　limited　term，　usu－

ally　twenty－one　years．　However，　most　applied　fbr　and　were　granted　extensions

every　twenty－one　years．　Therefbre，　although　envisaged　as　temporary　organiza－

tions，　trusts　became　virtually　permanent　bodies．

【
／
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　　It　had　not　been　the　intention　of　Parliament　to　allow　the　turnpike　to　super－

sede　the　responsibilit＞・of　the　parish　to　maintain　the　roads，　or五）r　individuals　to

fbrgo　performance　of　their　statute　dut｝㌧Ultimately，　parishes　were　still　legally

responsible　fbr　the　condition　of　the　roads．　Parliament　assumed　the　installation

of　a　turnpike　would　be　a　temporary　measure；once　a　road　was　returned　to　an

acceptable　condition、　a　turnpike　could　be　abolished・　This　was　the　reasoning

behind　the　limited　term　and　the　lack　ofauthority　given　the　trustees　in　regard　to

the　levying　ofthe　parish　rate・

　　As　the　trusts　became　virtually　permanent　bodies，　they　began　to　take　over　the

duties　of　the　parish．　The　parish　apPointed　surveyor　began　to　give　way　to　the

turnpike　trust　surveyor．　In　l716，　he　was　given　power　to　agree　with　the　parish

for　an　annual　amount　to　be　paid　in　lieu　ofstatute　labour・

　　With　the　increase　in　the　number　of　toll　roads，　and　the　expansion　of　the

trusts’ powers，　opposition　grew，　and　there　were　a　number　of　serious　ri－

ots　throughout　the　country．　In　particular，　between　l727－1735・tollhouses・

gates　and　bars　were　burnt　or　destroyed　with　such　frequellcy　that　the　courts

raised　the　sentence　fbr　these　crimes－from　three　months　hard　labour　and

a　public　whipping　to　death　without　the　benefit　of　clergy．　With　the　increasing

number　of　turnpikes，　users　of　the　roads　were　feeling　the　burden．　The　fisher－

men　of　Hastings，　fbr　example、　alleged　the　tons　would‘discourage　them　from

fbllowing　their　employment，　and　will　impoverish　the　greatest　part　ofthe　i［ihab－

itants’．10

　　0pponents　ofthe　system　claimed　that　some　landowners　deliberately　let　roads

fall　illto　disrepair　in　order　to　obtain　a　turnpike，　thereby　transferring　repair

costs　to　the　road　users．　But　as　the　tolls　promised　to　relieve　the　parishioners　of

their　statute　duty，　opposition　was　often　swept　aside．　In　the　early　years　of　turn－

pike　law，　sixteen（or　39（Yo）of　the　fbrty－one　bills　proposed　between　l664－1713

were　reiected．　However，　with　the　growing　volume　in　tra伍c，　parishes　fbund　it

increasingly　difficult　to　maintain　the　roads；turnpikes　became　the　accepted　al－

ternative　and　between　1714－1733，0nly　fifteen　of　the　many　bills　placed　befbre

Parliament　were　relected．111n　the　Gentleman’s　iMagazゴηθof　September　l754，　it

was　stated　that　as　soo！l　as　a　Turnpike　Act　was　obtained，

all　the　parishes　through、vhich　the　road　passes　consider　the　Act　as　a　benefit

ticket，　and　an　exemption　from　their　usual　expenses，　and　elude　the　payment

of　their．iust　quota　towards　the　reparation　of　the　road，　by　compounding　with

the　Trustees　fbr　a　less　sum，　or　by　doing　their　Statute　Labour　in　a　fraudulent
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manner；and　ill　both　these　cases　they　are　generally　favoured　by　the　neigh－

bourlng　Justices　and　gentlemen，　f（）r　the　ease　of　their　own　estates．12

　　There　were　some　structural　problems、vith　the　trusts；although　the　amount

of　the　toll　was　set，　the　trustees　could　grallt　preferential　rates　to　individuals　or

businesses．　One　malor　problem：there　was　no　limit　to　the　amount　of　borrowed

capital　fbr　which　the　trustees　could　mortgage　the　tolls．　The　situation　could－

and　did－arise　whereby　the　interest　on　the　mortgage　debt　might　easily　absorb

the　whole　amount　budgeted　f（）r　road　repairs．　By　the　end　of　the　eighteenth　cen－

tury，　the　mortgaging　oftolls　had　been　abused　to　such　an　extent　that　some　trusts

defaulted　on　the　paying　of　interest　on　their　bonded　debt．　Sir　Iames　McAdaml3

stated，　in　l839，　that　he　knew　of　some　trusts　that　had　not　pald　interest　fbr　over

Slxtv　vears．
♂　　i

　　As　each　generation　of　trustees　renewed　theirtwenty－one　year　limit　they　also

succeeded　irl　gainiI199reater　freedom丘oIn　controls，　so　thaピthey　could　spend

what　they　pleased，　borrow　what　they　pleascd　and　manage　the　business　as　they

pleased’．14　They　acquired　new　powers　such　as　the　right　to　compulsory　pur－

chase　land　in　order　to　widen　roads　and　erect　bars　against　bye▲anes，　close　an－

cient　highways，　divert　others　and　compel　every　one　to　travel　on　the　road　they

had　constructed．　Trustees，　as　the　Edinburgh　Review　stated　in　Oct．1819、

are　the　only　persons　entrusted　by　Parliament　to　levy　a　large　revenue　from　the

public　without　being　requ三red　to　account　in　ally　way　fbr、、・hat　they　receive．

Astill　greater　defect　is　the　Ivallt　of　any　proper　remedy　when　a　set　of　com－

missioners　abuse　their　trust．　They　may　sLiffer　their　road　to　become　a　per－

fect　ruin；they　may　embezzle　funds　and　commit　every　sort　of　malpractice、

and　yet　go　on　levying　tolls，　keeping　Possession　of　the　road　and　defying　all

complaints．15

　　Answerable　to　no　authority，　it　was　very　much　up　to　the　trustees　how

well－or　how　badly－they　administered　the　road　under　their　jurisdiction．

Contemporary　views　both　praised　and　decried　the　condition　oftoll　roads．

The　lmportance　of　London

Daniel　Defbe，　ln　his　travels　around　Britain　noted　the　growing　importance　of

London　when　he　wrote　of　Shooberry　in　his　book，　A　Tot｛r　Throtigli　the、．、7hole

Island　of　Great　Britain（1724－1727）：
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N．B．　I　am　the　more　particular　in　Illy　remark　ill　this　placeじShooberry〕be－

causc　ill　the　course　of　mv　travels　the　reader　will　nleer　witll　the　like　ir〕allnost

every　placc　of　llote　through　the　wholc　island・where　it　will　be　seen　how　this

whole　king．dom、　as　well　the　people，　as　the　land・and　evell　the　sea・ill　every

part　ofit，　are　einploy’dto　fui・nisll　soniethiiig、　and　I　Inay　add、　the　best　ofevery

thin9，　to　supPly　the　city　of　London　with　pro、アisions；1111eall　b｝’pr〈）viSiOlls’

corn、　flesh，　fish，　butter，　cheese，　salt，　fewel，　timber，＆（．：、　and　cloths　also；with

every　thillg　necessary　for　building，　and　furniture　foi・their　owll　use，　or　fbr

trades．16

　　London　was，　as　Defc）e　stated，　thc　centre　of　the　coulltry．　Not　only　were　the

monarch，　the　govermnellt、　the　law　courts　and　the　financial　institutions　based

in　the　capital、　but　London　was　the　coniniercial　centre　as　we1L　By　the　l700’s・

the　great　port　of　London　handled　80〔）／o　of　England’s　imPorts・69（t／o　ot　lts　exports

and　86〔※）of　its　re－exports．　N．lany　of　the　items　fbr　re－export　were　luxury　goods

from　Asia　and　the　Americas，　This　last　figure　emphasizes　London’s　role　as　an

entrepot，　although　London　had　mally　craftsmen、　and　later、　some　factories，　its

prominence　lay　in　its　role　as　a　trading　centre．　Goods　were　brought　t（ハ1．ondon，

not　only　to　satisfy　the　growing　population・but　also　fbr　re－export・

　　London　was　also　the　source　of　the　country’s　cultしlral　and　fashionable　life・　It

is　not　surprising，　therefore、　that　much　of　the　early　turnpiking．　reflects　the　heavy

demands　oll　the　routes　leadiIlg　to　the　capitaL　Ofthe　thirteen　maill　roads　lead－

ing　out　ofLondol1，1110st　were　turnpiked　by　1750・

　　The　L〈）ndon　roads　faced　unique　problems　as　the　populatkm　doubled　be－

tween　l780　and　1820．　The　first　Census　ill　I801，　put　the　popしilation　figure　at

900，000．17The　boundaries　of　London　expanded　with　thc　crcation　of　suburbs

such　as　Kellslngton　and　Kentish　to“’11．　This　was　aided　by　the　introduction　ot

the　olllllibus　ill　l829，　which　allosved　the　average　worker　to　live　far　from　his　em－

ployment．　The　omIlibus　was　a　vehi（：1e　pulled　by　three　horses・with　benches　ill－

side　f（〕r　twenty　passengers．　Each　held　lnore　than　the　popular　short－stage　coach・

which　allowed　six　pa　9．　senJers　inside　and　a　fesy　outside、　and　the　fa　res　oll　the　om－

nibus　were　inuch　lower，　The　increasing　nuinber　ofcoaches　and　carts　that　used

the　roads，　caused　great　dannage　to　the　surface；repairs　generally　collsisted　of

filling　ill　the　holes　with　broken　stolles．　It　was　becolning　increas　ingly　clear　that

somethinq．　had　t（ハbe　done　to　iInprove　the　situation・
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The　Move　Towards　Consolidation

The　early　nineteenth　century　saw　a　iiuinber　of　significant　ref（）rms　to　society，

such　as　the　establishment　of　the　Metropolitan　Police　Force（1829）the　Reform

Act（1832）that　extended　the　franchise，　the　Factory　Act（1833），which　regulated

the　working　hours　of、women　and　children　alld　was　the　governmellt’s　fi　rst　step

towards　regulation　ofwork　conditions．　These　and　other　acts　re刊ect　the　q．　rowillg

pressure　oll　the　government　to　legislate　to　improve　the　living　and　working　con－

ditions　ofthe　population．

　　Parliament　was　also　a、vare　of　the　growing　feelings　of　dissatisfaction　with　the

condition　of　the　natiolゴs　roads．　The　rapid　illcrease　ill　the　number　of　coaches，

the　de、℃lopment　of　the　postal　system　and　the　huge　aInount　of　goods　moved　by

road　were　placing　a　sigllificallt　burden　oll　the　roads．　The　initial　response　was

to　continue　restricting　traf丘c　by　placing　greater　limits　on　the　weight　of　a　wagon

and　on　the　width　of　its　wheels．　It　was　thought　that　road　damage　could　be　lim－

ited　if　the　vehicle’s　weight　and　the　width　of　its　wheels　could　be　regulated．　As

showll　in　the　fbllo、、・mg　table　from　l808，　the　llarrower　the　wheels　the　lighter　the

wagon　had　to　be．

W〔，iglit 　’1　’able

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　’R）lls，

Awaggon　having　sixteen－illch　wheels　is　allowed　to　weigh　　　　　　8

L‘ 　　　　tt　　　　“　　　　11ine＿inch　　　　　　“　　　　　　’‘　　　　　　　‘’　　　　　　　　　　　　6

“　　　　‘’　　　　　w’　　　　six＿inch　　　　　　　　’‘　　　　　　tt　　　　　　　巳‘　　　　　　　　　　　　4

‘’ 　　　　tL　　　　　‘W　　　　three＿illch　　　　　　“　　　　　　‘‘　　　　　　　’‘　　　　　　　　　　　　3

A・t・ge－c・ach　ha・il・g　tw・－inch　wheel・i・・ll・w・d　t…rry　any　weight．18

Cwt．

　0

　0

　5
10

　　Nulnerous　acts　regulating　wheel　width　were　passed，　and　there　was　even　a

suggestion　that　wheels　be　abolished　altogether　in　favour　of　cylindrical　rollers．

Tb　check　the　weight　ofwagolls、　large　crane－like　weighing　machines、vere　erected

at　the　side　ofthe　road　that　actual［y　lifted　a　wagoll　offthe　ground．

　　The　nlany　reg．　ulations　oll　wheel　restrictions，　did　not　lessen　the　number　of

colnplaints　about　road　conditions，　so　gradually　the　debate　began　to　fbcus　Iess

on　restricting　traffic，　and　more　oll　maintaining　the　road　surface．　The　first

step　along　this　road　was　due　to　the　Post　Office．　The　growing　postal　business

needed　good　roads，　as　all　mail　was　transported　by　road．　The　Postmaster－

General　took　an　interest　in　the　condition　ofthe　roadsしlsed　bv　his　mail　coaches，
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　

’
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particularly　the　Lo［idon　to　Holyhead　Road，　which　he　described　as　unsa　fe　fbr

any　coach．　Spllrred　by　the　Postlnaster　and　the　Irish　N．lenibers　of　Parliament・

who　rcgularly　had　to　tra、℃l　along　the　road　from　their　constitしlencies　to　attend

Parliament、　a　House　of　Comlnons　Committee　in　1810、　strongly　suggested　some－

thing　be　done．

　　N．iainly　duc　to　the　energy　of　Sir　Henry　Parnell，　one　of　the　Irish　MPs、

Parliament　funded　repairs，　and　the　task　of　fixing　the　road　was　given　to　Thomas

Telford　one　ofthe　greatest　civil　engineers　ofhis　tilne．’relfc）rd　fbcused　oll　build－

ing　a　s．　urface　that　would　support　the　traffic　upon　it．　He　and　Parnell　also　man－

aged　to　streamline　the　number　of　trusts　responsible　fbr　the　road・The　road　was

so　successful、　it　was　cong．　idered　the　best　in　the　kingdom；　Telford’s　niethods　were

to　influence　road　builders　for　lnany　years．

　　The　Board　of　Agriculture　was　also　reporting　on　the　po（ハr　state　of　the　ro　a　d　s．　，

and　pressing　for　their　improvement．　Its　Chairman、　Sir　John　Sinclair・promoted

abill　to　reforni　highN、・ay　administration．　Althoughthe　bill　did　not　pass，　it　re－

sulted　ill　a　nunlber　of　Parliamentary　Col皿nTittees　tasked　with　examillillg　the

state　of　the　roads．　Amollg　evidence　heard　at　these　committees　xvas．　a　memo－

randum　from　John　Loudon　McAdam　who、　until　his　death　in　l836、　was　to　be

Parlia，　ment’s．　expert　authority　on　road　maintenance．

　　McAdi，　m、　like　1’elford、　believed　the　roads　had　to　be　constructed　to　cope　with

the　traffic、　not　the　traffic　regulated　to　preserve　the　road．　Although　his　methods

were　inferior　to’relford’s，　they　were　cheaper　and　far　better　thall　ally　existing　at

the　time，　He　also　had　verv　clear　ideas　on　the　administration　of　the　r（ハads，　and

stressed　the　necessity　of　the　trusts　to　annually　report　thcir　receipts　and　expen－

ditures．　NlcAdam　also　advocated　the　creation　of　a　central　authority　to　oversee

all　trusts．

　　The　publication　of　his　memorandum　sa、、・his　ideas　spread　throughout　the

country；his　success　as　the　Surveyor　of　the　Bristol　Turnpikes　resulted　ill　his

acting　as　surveyor　to　thirty－four　different　trusts　by　l819．　He　becaiiie　a　public

6gure，　popularly　called‘McAdam　the　Magician’，　and　was　regardcd　as　a　great

public　benefactor．　Charles　Dickens　wrote　of　the　hard　road　surface　invented　by

NlcAdam　that　still　bears　his　name，　LOur　shops，　our　horse’s　legs，　our　boots，　our

hearts　have　all　been　benefited　bv　the　introduction　of　Pt　laca　dam’．i9

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　コ
　　In　l819、　NI　cAdam’s．　supporters　in　Parliament　managed　to　arrange　a　com－

nlittee　to　look　illto　road　conditions．　Its　filldillgs　included　a　lo　ll　g．　eulogy　of

his　methods．　In　the　conunittee’s　conclusions　was　a　recommendatioll　that　the
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government　award　him　a　g．rallt．　He　was　eventually　given　the　rather　substan－

tial　amoullt　of£10，000　in　recognition　of　his　services．　All　of　McAdam’s　sug－

gestions　were　reiterated　ill　the　comlllittee’s　final　report・including　the　idea　that

the　numerous　turnpike　trし1sts　aroulld　the　metropolis　be　consolidated　into　one

bod｝r－McAdani　considered　these　roads　the　worst　in　the　kingdoin・evell　though

thcy　yielded　the　highest　toll　rate　per　Inile，£500011　average　a　year・In　successlve

committees　in　l820　and　l821　all　of　NicAdam’s　recommendations　were　repeated

and　Sir　Henrv　Parnell　and　Thomas　Telfbrd　were　called　to　testifv　on　the　success
．．一一・． 　一 ．・ 　．．　 　　 イ　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　

‘

of　combining　the　trusts　oll　the　Holyhead　Road．

　　The　roads　around　Londoll　received　the　most　complaints，　due　to　the　in－

crease　in　traffic　alld　the　many　tol［gates、　which　caused　so　mucll　delay　to　trav－

ellers．　A　letter　from‘XY’to　The　Times　nes、・spaper　in　l816stated，‘Withhl　six

n〕iles　of　Londoll　there　cannot　be　less　than　twenty　tollgates　oll　the　ten　princi－

Ple　roads，　requiring　two　able－bodied　nlell　for　each　gate，　and　Ilot　fewer　side

bars　oll　the　crossroads’he　continues、‘ passengers　oll　horseback，　or　m　coaches

would，‘rather　pay　double　the　present　sum　than　be　put　to　the　delay　and　inter－

ruption　now　incurred’．20　The　first　report　of　the　Metropolis　Road　Colnmission

（hereinafter　the　MRC）acknowledged　that、’A　great　publlc　incon、・enience　also

arises　from　nunlerous　turnpike　gates　being　stationed　in　the　very　streets　of　the

metropolis’．21

　　1n　1820，　a　group　ofMPs，　led　by　Davies　Gilbert　and　Sir　Henry　Parnell　sought　a

consolidation　of　all　the　metropolitan　roads．　The　bill　was　ambitious　and　would

have　wiped　out　Inore　than　fifty　separate　trusts．　Although　it　passed　its　second

reading，　it　ran　into　opposition　from　the　trusts　and　without　Government　sup－

port，　it　was　narrowly　defeated　by　a　vote　of　72　to　71、　The　narrow　defeat　must

have　ellcouraged　the　ref（）rmers　as　the　issue　of　collsolidation　was　soon　taken　up

by　another　supPorter　of入IcAdarn’s，　Viscount　Lowther、1・1．P．（1787－1872）・

　　In　l824，　the　renewal　of　the　Keilsii）gton　and　Hyde　Park　Turnpike　Act　had

revealed　a　significant　degree　of　corruption　within　the　trust．　In　1825、　Lowther

moved　f（）r　a　committee　to　inquire　into　the　managennent　of　the　metropolitan

trusts．　He　cited　the　situation　of　the　Kenslngton　and　Hyde　Park　Trust　and　the

Stamf（）rd　Hill　Trust。　Concerning　the　latter，　he　found　a　large　amount　had　been

charged　fbr　annuities．　Further　investigation　had　shown　that　the　trustees　had

been　borrowing　money　from　each　other　at　the　rate　of　ten　per　cent，　to　be　paid

by　annuity．　Lowther　also　mentioned　the　Bishopsgate　Street　Gate　that　had　been

established　just　to　provide　funds　for　the　ordinary　expenses　of　the　parish．　He
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fしlrther　g．　tated、‘that　very　great　abuses　existed　under　the　present　system、　and　it

invariably　hapPened、　that　where　the　largest　sullls　were　received　fron】tolls・there

the　worst　managemellt　prevailed’．22　He　also　claiined　that，　since　the　begilming

ofthe　century，　traffic　had　increased　to　such　all　extend　that£200’000　a　year　was

paid　in　tolls　within　a　ten　niile　radius　of　St．　PauFs、　but　that　nlisInallageInent　and

servicing　the　funded　debt　absorbed　seven－tenths　ofthis　sum．23

　　The　committee　was　headed　bv　Lowther，　and　McAdam　was　the　chiefwitness．
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　イ

Not　surprisingly、　the　committee’s　recommendations　repeated　previous　commit－

tee’s　findillq．sand　restated．N　icAdam’s　ideas．　It　concluded、

that　a　consolidatioll　of　all　the　trusts　adioining　London　is　the　only　effectual

inethod　of　introducing　a　proper　andしiniforni　systeln　of　111allagelllellt　ill　the

roads、　ecollom＞－in　the　funds、　and　of　relieving．　the　public　froiii　the　present

in（：ollvellitint　sitしlations　and　obnoxious　multiphcity　of　turnpike　gates，　with

which　the　inhabitants　are　Ilo“r　faced　in　everv　direction．24

　　It　was　Lowther’s　contention　that　consolidation　was　essentia1，　due　to　the

poor　state　of　the　roads　and　the　mismanag．emellt　and　corruption　of　trustees．

Although，　it　is　difficult　to　gauge　the　real　condition　of　the　roads，　Albert　in　his

book　The　7】〃・〃♪ike　Road　S），∫telil　ill　England，　has　exanlined　the　accounts　of　the

countv　of　N【iddlesex　where　Illost　of　the　London　trusts　were　located，　There　were

in　total　20　trusts　with　l58　miles　ofroads．　By　excluding　three　small　trusts，　which

controlled　only　nine　miles　of　roads　and　held　a　disproportionate　g．　hare　of　debt　and

arrears，　he　was　able　to　show　a　clearer　picture　ofthe　London　trusts．　He　states、

Interest　charges　accounted　for　a　small，　nianagcable　percentage　ofexpenditure

al〕d　coinpared　extrenlely　favourably　with　the　average　for　all　trusts・　OIll｝’in

Essex　did　the　trusts　pay　out　a　smaller　proportion　of　their　funds　ill　interest

charges．　The　arrears　of　interest　were　negligible，　alld　twelve　ofthe　seventeen

trusts　had　no　arrears　at　all．　Finally，　the　illcollle　and　expenditure　per　mile　of

the　London　trusts　was　higher　than　in　any　other　part　of　the　coumtry　and　a1－

niost　tcn　times　the　national　average、　while　the　debt　per　mile　was（mly　double

that　aN’el’llLge．　This　meant　that　the　London　trusts　were　able　to　spcnd　the　great－

・・tp・・t・fthei・fu・d・di・ectly　for　r・・d・ep・i・．25

　　Although　the　trusts　that　mana．ged　the　London　roads　may　llot　have　been　the

best　ill　the　coulltry　they　do　seenコto　have　been　doillg　an　adequate　job・　It　is　llot

sllrprising　the｝・opposed　consolidation．】㌧icAdam’s　damning　criticism　must　there－

fore　be　looked　at　ill　a　different　light：the　desire　to　see　his　beliefs　implemented

198 14



Thご．x　let］’opolis　Road　C〈）mnlission　l826－187ユ　（T“，ILLEI’）

1．｛cl｝｝聖1｝｜e1－s｝｝litll　Te！i－GCI！e

mav　have　made　him　overstate　his　case．　The　tide，　however、　was　against　the
　　　　

ぼ

London　trusts，　and　another　attempt　at　forcing　consolidation　was　made　in　l825・

This　time、　the　number　of　trusts　to　be　consolidated　was　reduced：instead　ofcon－

sol｛dating　all　the　trusts　north　and　south　of　the　Thames・which　encompassed

277niiles，　the　Ilew　bill　covered　only　14　trusts　north　of　the　river　controlling　l33

niiles．　Excluded　were　31arge　and　in刊uential　trusts　which　consequently　reduced

oPPosition　to　the　bill，　Critics　also　claimed　that　the　bill　was　rushed　through

Parliament．　The　trustees　of　the　Brentf（）rd　Road　Trust　certainly　thought　so，　al－

though　they　were　one　of　the　trusts　due　to　be　consolidated　under　the］MRC　Act．

They　wrote　to　The　Tinies　req．arding．　the　pas．　sing　of　the　act，

　　　　Under　the　plea　that　the　session、、・as　nearly　at　an　end，　and　the　pしiblic　illter－

　　　　est　was　sufferin9、　those　who　solicited，　or、　as　it　is　techllicall｝’called　in　Inodern

　　　　language，‘worked　the　billl　used　the　greatest　activity　to　fbrward　it　through

　　　　the　different　stages，　It　was　read　a　first　tillle　when　there　were　hardly　more　than

　　　　l8　melnbers　present，　and　alInost　as　s．　ooll　as　the　usual　forms　would　adniit・a

　　　　second　tilne　in　nearlv　as　thin　a　hollse、　、Vhel1、　as　the　trustees　learnt　what、vas

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　’
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going　forward，　the｝’solidted　to　be　heard，　that　the　calumnies　that　had　beell

heaped　upOII　thenl　n】ight　be　refuted，　the　only　favour　they　could　obtain　was

that　the　bi11should　be　sent　to　a　committee　upstairs，　but　they　were　informed＿．

that　it　was　too　late　to　say　anything　against　the　principle　ofthe　bi11，　as　that　had

been　established　by　the　second　reading．26

　　It　had　been　hoped　that　the　successful　consolidation　of　the　London　trusts

would　spur　other　consolidations　but　with　a　few　minor　exceptions　this　was　not

to　be　the　case．　Although　Parliament　cited　the　success　of　the　Metropolis　Roads

Commission　ill　l833、　as　the　only　way　forward　for　trusts　ill　difficulty，　no　plans

were　ever　introduced．　Also，　by　the　late　l830’s，　the、Vhig　government’s　majority

had　declined，　and　the　unrest　spreading　throughout　the　coullty　from　l836，　con－

tributed　to　the　governnユent’s　lack　ofwill　to　promote　further　consolidations．

The　Metropolis　Road　Commission

yVhell　the　Metropolis　Road　Act　was　passed　in　l826，　the　Commissiol1、、ra、　s　made

responsible　fヒ）r　amalgamating　fourteen　separate　turnpike　trusts　under　one　au－

thority．　In　totaL　the　MRC　controlled　l33　miles　of　road，　upoll　which　were　f6rty－

seven　turnpike　gates，　fbrty－fbur　side　bars，　and　seventeen　weighing　machines．

Below，　isachart　ofthe　different　trusts．

，．No．　　　　N、1・｝c・rT1’1‘5f　　　l　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　「

Le｝lgth　i｝l　i）1ilcs

一．II・1・W・・th 5．o

2． Brent五）rd 12．0
1！　　3．．

KensingtOI1 　　　　　　　　｜
16．4　　　　1　　　　　　　　，

4－U・b・idg・　　　　　｛　　16．5

、

　　　　‘　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　‘

’

　　Harrow　　　　　　　　　　　　　l lo．1

6． Kilburn lLO
7
，

Nlarv［ebOIle　　　’

4．7

　　　：

8，　Camden　Flbwn 3．0

9．　　Highgate＆Hampstead 17．4

10，　1（：itv　Road　　　　　　　’

1．4

11．　iOld　Street　Road 1．4

12．　　Stamford　Hill＆Green　Lane 21．0

il3． Hacknev　　　　　　’
6．4

14， Lea　Bridge 4．0
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Commissioners　and　Officers

As　was　commoll　with　every　turnpike　act，　the　names　of　the　Commissioners

were　listed　in　the　Metropolis　Road　AcL　In　all，37　persons（see：Appendix　l）

were　named　along　with　the　members　of　Parliament　fbr　the　City　of　Londoll，　the

County　of　Middlesex　and　the　City　of　Westminster．　Many　of　the　Inembers　of

Parliament　had　supported　refbrm　of　the　roads．　All　the　Commissioners　would

have　been　men　of　property　as　the　l822　Act　required　trustees　to　have　estates

worth£1000r　be　heir　to　one　of£200．　Iustices　of　the　Peace，　who　had　aしlthority

over　areas　through　which　the　roads　ofthe　Commission　ran，　were　not　allowed　to

become　trustees．　This　was　probably　to　avoid　any　conflict　of　interest　as　justices

did　have　some　authority　over　trusts，　being　able　to　compel　them　to　pay　fines，　or

acting　as　mediators　ofdisputes．

　　Trustees　were　required　to　send　an　annual　report　to　Parliament　in　April，　and

to　have　regular　meetings．　The　date　ofthe　first　meetillg　to　be　held　was　stated，

but　little　else　was　stipulated，　and　as　there　was　no　supervisory　body　above　them、

they　had　great　freedom　to　do　as　they　wished．　Parliament　required　only　three

trustees　to　act　as　a　quorum．　According　to　Albert、　this　was　necessary　as‘meet－

ings　were　usually　badly　attended’．27　1n　the　case　of　the　MRC　this　was　not　so，

many　Commissioners　attended　regularly　and　quite　a　fesv　attended　nearly　all　the

meetings．　Asτhe　Time∬tated　when　the　MRC　bill　was　passed，

The　members　of　London，　Westlninster　and　N．liddlesex，　are　the　only　gentle－

men　who　may　always　presume　to　be　within　convenient　call　for　forming

aboard；and　their　attendance　is　so　little　secured　bv　the　Act，　we　should　not
‘

ever　suspect　that　Lord　Lowther　would　travel丘om　Westmoreland，　where　he

may　have　roads　to　superintend，　and　poachers　to　prosecute，　to　examine　the

qualifications　of　a　road　surveyor，　or　settle　the　conditions　of　a　Tt’rnpike／ea∫e

in　London，　did　we　not　know　that、　as　father　of　the　bilL　his　parental　affection

has　hitherto　led　him　to、、・atch　its　progress，　and　to　apPoint　its　guardians．28

　　Lord　Lowther，　was　elected　chairman　of　the　Commission，　he　is　described　ill

the　Dictionary　of　National　Biography’as‘a　good　business　man（who）took　no

real　initiative　in　politics’．29　The　Webbs，　take　a　more　positive　view　in　describing

his　role　at　the　MRC；‘He　undertook　the　chairmanship　in　I826，　and，　with　the

greatest　assiduity，　presided　fbr　no　less　than　fbrty－six　years’、30

　　Between　l826－1836、　the　Commission　held　198　meetings，　the　majority　held　in

the　early　years；in　1827，　there　were　38　meetings　while　Iater，　ill　l835，　there　were
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ollly　l4，　Initially，　attelldance　at　the　Ineetings　was　also　high；in　I826　the　aver－

・g・wa・19　members、　thi・g・ad・・lly　d・・pP・d　t・8members　i・th・1830・・Albert

states　that、　Despite　generally　indifferent　participation　there　was　relatively　high－

er　attendance　at　the　initial　lneetings　possibly　due　to　a　greater　illterest　in　the　pol－

icv　decisions　made　at　these　meetings’．31　This　is　true　fbr　the　MRC，　as　the　l820s
　　　　ン

were　extremely　busy　fbr　the　Commission、　as　it、、’as　trying　to　merge　fourteen

turnpike　trusts　into　one　admillistratlve　entlty．

　　There　was　a　core　group　of　members、　who　attended　I〕ユore　than　fi　fty　per　cent

of　the　meetings　throughout　the　first　ten　years；Ashton（57％）、　Austin（87％），

Carpenter　（67％）、　Jones　（70％），　Lowther　（78％）and　Nlildred　（57％）・　Most

other　members　attended　periodicall｝㌃　There　were，　however・seventeen　who

attended　less　than　ten　times　throughout　the　ten－year　period．　Nlally　in　this

9…p，b・1・ng・d　t・th・pee・age　a・d　incl・d・d・L・・d　Vi・c・u・t　B・lg・a・「e・th・E・・l

of　Essex，　Sir　Iohn　Selbright　and　Sir　Henr｝・PamelL　Persons　of　note　were　of－

ten　included　in　the　list　of　trustees　of　turnpikes　so　as　to‘facilitate　the　passage

of　the　act　through　Par［iament、　and　once　it　had　passed　to　serve　as　an　assurance

of　the　trusts’credit、、，orthiness’．32　Also、　they　may　have　wished　to　be　seel1，　to

be　contributing　to　the　common　good，　by　attaching　their　names　to　a　piece　of

high－profile　legislation・

　　The　first　meeting　ofthe　Commission　was　held　on　31’［Iune　l826，　at　the　British

Coffee　House　in　Cockspur　Street．　Durillg　the　eighteenth　celltury　the　coffee

house　had　become　a　popular　place　to　hold　meetings　and　debate　ideas　and　early

meetillgs　of　the　Commission　were　held　there．　Although　the　Commission　did

not　conie　into　effect　until　1827，　carly　meetings　xvere　held　to　deal　with　the　f（）llow－

i・9・ha・d・ve・・fb・・i・ess　f・・m　th・v・・i・u・t・u・t…xaminati・n・fthe　c・nditi・・

of　the　roads　alld　appointment　of　staff　to　the　Comlnission．　In　October、　perma－

nellt　premises　were　f（）und　at　22，　Whitehall　Place．　After　tlle　Commlsslollers

took　their　oaths　of　office，　they　considered　selectioll　ofthe　senior　administrative

staf£Iohn　Witt　Lyon　was　appointed　solicitor　t〔）the　Commission．

　　　Iohn　Leach　Panter，　who　although　named　as　a　Commissioner　ill　the　Act，

resigned，　He　took　the　position　of　chief　clerk　to　the　Commission．　He　was

P・id£400・yea・，・ft・・tgi・i・9・ecu・ity　t・the　am・u・t・f£5・000’・33　Ri・h・・d

Robertson　was　apPointed　accountant　and　a9．　sistant　to　Panter　at　a　salary　of£200

with　a　security　deposit　of£2，000；Henry　Browse　was　made　inspector　at　an　an－

nual　salary　of£200；McAdam’s　son，　James、　was　appointed　chief　surveyor　at　a

・a1・・y・f£500　pl・・a£200・ll・wan・e　f・・t・a・・1・xpense・up・n　a・ecurity　d・p・・it
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of£5，000．　Probably　to　ensure　he　did　llot　work　with　other　tl’ustS　as　his　father

had（ione・the　Cominissioners　inserted　the　followiiig　clause　illto　his　contract，

‘who　shall　give　up　the　whole　ofhis　time　to　the　duties　ofthe　Trust’．34

　　One　of　the丘rst　major　responsibilities　of　the　Commission　was　to　prepare　the

almual　report　to　be　presented　hl　Apri1．　It　illvolved　so　much、、rork　that　the　Board

voted　to　each　member　ofthe　Fillance　Committee　a　quarter　ofhis　salary　as　they

had　beeパlaboriously　employed　froni　the　8th　Oct．　to　the　31st　Dec．1827（a　Inis－

take　in　the　minutes．　It　should　be　l826，）in　examining　the　accounts　of　the　late

trustees　and　preparing　Books，　Estimates　and　Plans　fbr　the　commencement　on

the　Estab［ishment　on　the　lst　Ian．1827　the　period　named　fbr　the　whole　of　the

roads　being　Placed　under　the　control　of　the　present　Commissioners’．35　They

also　granted　all　the　sub－surveyors　a　quarter　oftheir　salarハ㌧

　　The　accountant・Robertson・must　have　borne　a　heavy　respollsibiIity，　as　in　l828，

he　asked　fbr　compensation　fbr　working　l2－14　hour　days．　The　Cornlnissioners

voted　hinユ£100・halfhis　yearly　salar｝・，　in　recog　nition　ofhis　eff（〕rts．

　　Another　Comlnission　employee　who　seemed　to　work　beyond　the　norm　was

Henry　Browse．　Every∫anuary，　he　was　grante（i　a　gratuity　of£50．　But　it　was　not

until　l835，　when‘the　General　Surveyor　pointed　out　the　extraordinary　expens－

es］＼lr・Browse　is　subject　to　in　the　execution　of　his　duties’，36　that　his　salarv　was
’

raised　to£300、　alld　he　was　given　a　gratuity　of£100．

　　～Vhell　the　Commission　took　over，　aH　clerks，　officers，　and　collectors　of　tolls

employed　by　the　f（）rmer　trusts　were　discharged；subsequently　the　foilowing　were

apPointed　as　sub－surveyors，

　　Thomas　Onians－Marylebone＆Harrow　Roads

　　James　Treherne－UTxbridge　Road

　　Thomas　Challdler－Brentworth　8（Is［eworth　Roads

　　William　Mortlock－Highgate＆Haml）stead　Roads

　　Alexander　Chandler－Kilburn　8くEdgeware　Roads

　　Pankhurst（his　first　name　is　not　recorded．）－Hackney＆Lea　Bridge　Roads

　　Three　posts　were　not　filled，　and　it　was　decided　to　look　among　the　fbrmer　sur－

veyors　to　find　ally　suitable　candidates．　The　fbllowing　three　rnen　filled　these　po－

Sltlons：

　　Simon　Mortlock（possibly　a　relative　of　“Tilliam）－Stalnfbrd　Road

　　William　Newmall－Kensington　Road

　　Blea（again，　the　first　nalne　is　not　recorded）－Citv　Road
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　’
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　　入lost　of　the　sub－surveyors　performed　their　duties　without　illcident・the　ex－

ception　being　Pankhurst．　Within　his　first　year　of　employnient，　McAdaln　sub－

Initted　a　report　to　the　Cornlnissioners　’detailing　several　fratlds　agaillst　the

public’3フperpetrated　by　Pankhurst・The　Commission　decided　to　take　legal　ac－

tion，　and　a　warrant　was　issued　for　Pankhurst’s　arresし　Unfortunately，　he　was

not　to　be　fbund，　so　the　Commission　turlled　to　Pankhurst’s　g．　uarantor，　John

Gardener，　who　agreed　to　pay，　but　asked　the　Commission　to　accept　payment　m

instalments．

　　Rather　quickly、　Simon　Mortlock’s　duties　were　expanded、　as　in　l82スthe

Stanlfbrd　Hill　tolls　were　unlet．　The　Board’s　practice　was　to　admillister　any　un－

let　roads　until　the　next　letting；Mortlock、vas　given　the　responsibilit｝㌧　By　1828・

the　Board　recognised　he　could　not　give　his　full　attention　to　the　roads，　and　man－

age　the　tolls　as　welL　Iピstrongly　recommendeぱthat　another　stlb－surveyor　be

employed，　and　that　Mortock　be　a　full－time　manager　of　tolls．　Ioseph　Manuel

was　appointed　as　sub－surveyor　of　the　Stanlfbrd　Hill　Roads　at　a　salary　of£150．

Mortlock　must　not　have　been　so　hapPy　with　his　Ilew　P（）sition・becauseJn　l829・

he　petitioned　the　Board　fbr　compensation‘on　accoullt　of　losses　sustailled　by

him　in　consequence　ofhis　situatioll　as　Sしiperintendent　ofTblls’・38

　　Manuel　seems　to　have　impressed　the　Commissioners，　in　l832，　they　report－

ed　on　the　good　state　of　the　Stamford　Roads　and　paid　him£10’in　testimony

of　their　apPreciation’．3g　Four　months　later，　perhaps　hoping　to　trade　on　the

Comlnissioners’ good　opinion　ofhis　effbrts，　he　asked　for　a　pay　rise．　His　request

was　refused，　after　which　he　resigned．　Iohn　Hardlng　took　the　position　at　the　same

basic　salary－£150　per　year－the　Commission　paid　to　all　sub－surve｝’ors・

　　The　Commission　occasionally　awarded£10　ill　compensation　to　employees

it　felt　had　perfbrlned　extra　duties．　Onians　and　Chandler，　both　sub－surveyors，

received　that　alnount　in　l829；Newlnan、　in　1832　also　received£10　in　recogni－

tion　of‘prosecuting　to　conviction　the　party　who　stole　sonle　road　n〕aterials

from　that　district　and　also　his　exertions　in　fbrming　the　broken　stone　road　at

BromptOn’．40

　　The　Comrnission　was　also　generous　to　one　of　its　oldest　sub－9・　urveyors，　Janles

Treherne．　In　consideration　of　his　age　and　the　condition　of　the　road　it　recon1－

mended　a　new　sub－surveyor　be　employed．　George　Gibson　was　employed　at

the　salary　of£150，　but　the　Commissioners　stipulated£500f　his　salary　was　to

9・t・T・eherne‘・・1・ng・・h・・h・11　be　abl・t・・tter・d　t・hi・d・・ies・n　th…）ad’・41

The　fbllowing　May，　Gibson　petitioned　to　be　paid　the　full£150　and　as　the
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Commission　had　received‘a　very　favourable　account’of　his　perfbrrnance，　it　ac－

cepted　his　requesc42　No　mention　was　made　ofTreherne；it　is　possible　his　death

could　have　prompted　Gibson　to　ask　fbr　the　full　salary．

　　Although　the　Commission　seems　to　have　treated　its　own　employees、・ery

well，　it　fOund　difficulty　dealing　with　the　enlployees　ofthe　fbrn〕er　trusts．、Vhen

the　MRC　Act　came　into　R）rce，　all　employees　of　the　fbrmer　trusts　were　removed

廿om　their　positiolls．　This　probably　caused　hardship　to　some，　particularly，　the

older　ones　with　little　chance　of　finding　new　enlployment．　There　was　no　provi－

sion　in　the　Act　fbr　a　redress　of　grievances．　Two　fbrmer　elderly　employees　did

face　hardship　and　appealed　to　the　Commission　fbr　aid，　Mr．　Battery　and，N・1　r．

Bhzard、　fbrmerly　of　the　Kensington　Trusts．　Battery，　a　fbrmer　clerk，　petitioned

the　Commissioll　in　January　l826，　to　grant　him　an　annuity　or　pension．　It　was

refused．43　He　repeated　the　request　inApril　as　well　as　the　fbllowing　year　in　Iune．

In　Ianuary　1828，　he　‘solicited　the　Board　to　make　some　provision　for　him　during

the　remainder　of　hls　life＞．44

　　The　Commission　responded　that　there　was　no　provision　in　the　MRC　Act　fbr

such　a　situation；however、　in　l832，0ne　of　the　Commissioners　seemed　to　have

taken　up　his　case．　Ashtoll　put　forward　a　claim　by　Battery　fbr£50，　fbr　serv－

ices　done　befbre　the　M　RC　Act　came　into　effect．　He　recommended　Battery　be

granted　a　portion　of　that　amount，　as　he　was　destitute．　The　Commission　gave

him£25．45　The　amount　of£l　a　month　was　paid　to　hiln；however，　by　November

1833，Ashton　again　petitiolled　the　Commission　on　Battery’s　behalfto　grant　him

the　further£25　as‘he　was　still　in　a　state　ofgreat　destitution　and　in　very　precari－

ous　health　fbr　age　and　infirment’．46　Battery、、・as　given　the£25　and　there　is　no

further　reference　to　him　ill　the　minutes．　It　is　interesting　that　Ashton　took　up

his　case．　It　is　likely　he　was　a　fbrmer　trustee　of　the　Kensington　Trust　and　as　a

clerk　Battery　was　known　to　him．　According　to　the　minutes　of　December　1826，

Ashton‘on　the　part　of　the　Trustees　of　the　Kensington　Road’47　had　to　arrange

fbr　a　loan　of£1，000　to　be　paid　off　Cleary　he　had　a　connection　to　that　particular

trust．

　　Willlam　Blizard　was　also　a　f（）rmer　employee　in　need．　He　had　been　a　sur－

veyor　fbr　thirty－three　years，　and－like　Battery－requested　a　pension　from　the

Conlmission　but　was　refUsed．48　He　petitioned　again　a　year　later，‘ praying　the

Board　would　make　provision　fbr　him　during　the　remainder　of　his　life’．49　The

Commission　responded　that　there　was　no　such　provision　in　the　Act．　Two　weeks

later、　Blizard’s　son，　Jonathan，‘applied　fbr　a　situation　to　enable　him　to　support
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his　father’．50　The　Commissioners　informed　him　no　positions　were　vacallt．　In

January　l829　and　later　in　December，　Blizard　agaill，　unsuccessfully　applied　fbr

assistance；he　was‘soliciting　for　a　gratuity　in　consequence　of　his　great　age　and

P・・t・e・vice・as　surv・yr・・t・th・1・t・K・n・i・gt・n　T・ustee・’il　H・wi，　s　referred　t・

the　Board’s　former　decision．　After　this　date，　there　is　no　further　reference　to　him

in　the　minutes．

Services

The　Turnpike　Trusts　pro、・ided　a　number　of　services　beyo1“］road　nlailltellallCe．

These　included　waterillg，1igllting　alld　the　watching　of　the　roads．　XVhen　the

MRC　took　over　those　duties，　a　great　deal　of　confusion　ensued　as　each　Trust

had　its　own　systenl，　alld　had　contracts　with　various　service　pr〈）vlders　at　vary－

irlg　rates．　In　its　first　annual　report　to　Parlianient・the　Colnmission　expressed　its

concerll　about　the　lightillg，　watchil19，　watering　and　repair　of　f（）otpaths・as　the

funds　f（）r　these　came　from　different　sources，　and　the　managemellt　was　under

different　authorities．　Its　goal　was　to　unify　the　system．　However，　as　ill　other　ar－

eas　of　administration　the　Colnlnission　kept　the　finances　ofeach　road　separately・

so　that　each　road　received　only　the　level　ofservice　it　cou［d　financially　bear・

　　Befbre　lookillg　at　the　details　of　the　services　the　MRC　providedJt　is　worth

explaining．　the　administration　bodies．　that　the　Commission　had　to　deal　with　ill

perfbrming　that　dut｝r．　Ulltil　the　late　nineteenth　celltury，　London　had　no　central

authoritv．　Porter、　describes　Londoll　as　a　city　where　its‘ govermnent　was　a　frag－

mented　historical　relic，　divided　between　hundreds　ofbodies、　mutually　dig．　trus　t－

ful　and　antagonistic’．52

　　The　central　area　of　London，　defined　by　its　historic　l）oundary　walls・was

kl“）wn　as’the　City’．　Its　nlultilayered　gox’ernment　involved　guilds・wards　and

parishes、　creating　entwined　Ioyalties　alld　a　strc）ng，　indepelldent　identity．　The

Corporation　of　I．ondon　was　an　elltity　unto　itself・at　the　apex　stood　the　Lord

Mavor　and　the　Court　of　Aldermen．　The　alderlnen　held　office　fbr　life　and
ご

wielded　great　power，　serving　as　lしlstices，　responsible　fbr　order　in　their　wards・

issuing　licences　and　frequently　serving　as　Nlembers　of　Parliainent、　The　City

opposed　interference　from　Parliament　alld　presented　itself　as　the　de飴nder　of

Londol1’s　rights．　It　was，　however，1nore　often　protectillg　its　own　privileges・and

accordillg　to　Porter，‘its　refusal　to　take　responsibility　fbr　the　rest　ofthe　towll　was
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reactionary．　By　l800，　nine－tenths　ofLondollers　were　living　outside　the　City，　but

the　Corporation　persisted　ill　regarding　itselfas　Londolゴs　sole　authorit｝㌧offering

pig－headed　resistance　to　refbrn〕s’．53

　　0utside　the　City，　over　three　hundred　bodies　（illcluding　Parish　vestries，

∫ustices　of　the　Peace　and　Improvement　Commissions）administered　London．

These　latter　commissions　were　Parlialnellt’s　response　to　local　pressures；it　creat－

ed　special　agencies　with　the　power　to　raise　rates　or　tolls　to　carry　out　specific　lo－

cal　tasks．　One　of　the　nlost白nlous　ofthese　was　the　turllpike　trust．］Vlany　other

commiss｛ons　were　created　to　pay　fbr　such　public　services　as　lighting，　draining，

paving　or　watching　the　streets．　However，　despite　the　increasing　demands　fbr

improvement　commissions，　the　main　burden　of　local　administration　rested　on

the　seventy－eight　parish　vestries　outside　the　Cit｝r．

　　Parishes　had　the　authority　to　set　poor　rates，　the　church　rate，　and　apPoint　of－

ficials；however，　how　thev　did　this－and　how　effective　thev、、℃re－differed

great1｝㌃Some　districts，　such　as　Chelsea　and　Kensington，　which　were　stlll　rather

rural，　had　opell　vestry　meetings　and　permitted　all　local　ratepa｝・ers　to　partici－

pate．　An　executive　vestry　coexisted　with　open　parish　meetings　in　Hackney．

Unfbrtunately，　the　rise　in　the　population　bcgan　to　overwhelln　this　system．　In

St．　Pancras，　where　the　population　rose　from　600　in　l776，　to　31，779　in　l801、54　the

parish　admillistration　fell　into　chaos．　In　St．　N．iary［ebone，　a　group　of　aristocrats

nlanaged　to　wrestle　control　of　the　vestry　fronl　the　tradesn〕en　who　had，　up　until

then　rull　it；it　restrlcted　selection　to　the　vestry　to　lO30f　the　parish’s　wealthi－

est　men．　The　parishes　also　differed　greatly　ill　slze：some　numbering　only　a　few

thousand　while　St．　George’s，　Hanover　Square，　had　over　60、000　residents．55　The

MRC　had　dealings　with　all　the　vestries　mentioned　above．

Watching　and　Lighting

Since　the　Middle　Ages，　the　responsibility　of　lightillg　in　London　had　been　with

the　householder；he　had　to　hght　and　clean　the　street　outside　his　house．　This

continued　until　the　late　seventeenth　celltury，　when　a　group　of　householders

combined　to　hire　a　lighting　contractor，　to　take　over　their　respol〕sibility；alld，

in　1694，　the　City　authorities　gave　the　Convex　Lights　Company　a　mollopoly　lbr

all　similar　deals　within　the　Citv　for　an　annual　fee　of£600．　From　l694，　the　Citv
甫　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　‘

was　lit　from　6　pm．　till　midnight丘）r　l　l7　nights　a　year．　In　l736，　an　Act　creating

一 一 23 207



comrnullal　lighting　allowed　the　City　to　raise　a　special　lighting　rate　to　pay　fbr　all－

year，　all－night　hghting．　This　gave　the　City　around　4、000　hours　of　lighting　a　year．

Parishes　quickly　recognised　street　lighting　as　a　deterrent　to　crime・and　many

sought　local　Acts　ofParliament　to　raise　a　compulsory　rate，　as　the　City　had　done．

By　the　middle　ofthe　eighteenth　century，　the　lamp　lighter　had　become　a　familiar

figure　on　London’s　streets．　Although　London　was　well　lit　compared　to　other

European　capitals，　the　oil　lamps　did　not　produce　much　light；and　it　was　not　un－

til　the　early　nilleteenth　century－when　gas　lighting　was　introduced－that　the

streets　were　clearlv　illuminated．
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　

イ

　　V㌧アith　its　dark　Ilarrow　streets，　London　was　regarded　as　a　dangerous　city．　Of

course，　compared　to　other　parts　of　the　country，　London　had　unique　problems．

It　was　a　thriving　metropolis　wlth　a　relatively　young　population．　Many　of　these

new　Londoners，　who　had　left　thelr　fa　ni　ilies　in　the　countryside，　fbしlnd　it　hard　to

find　steady　employment．　With　no　support　to　fall　back　on，　some　f（）und　theirway

into　petty　crime．　Pamphleteers　sensationalised　the　exploits　of　a　fei、・notorious

crimlnals　and　writers．　In　the　l770s，　such　notables　as　the　Prime　Minister，　the

Prince　of　Wales、　the　Duke　of　YOrk，　the　Lord　Mayor，　and　countless　other　lesser

personages　were　all　threatened　and　robbed　in　or　around　London．　Even　King

George　II，　while　walking　alone　in　Kensington　Gardens，　was　robbed；anlan　who

lumped　over　a　fence，　asked　the　King　fbr　his　money，　his　watch　and　the　btlckles

ill　his　shoes．56　All　seen〕ed　to　confirm　to　the　average　citizen　that　London　was　a

dangerous　place　to　live・

　　Contemporar▲es　were　also　concerned　about　the　criminal　gangs’high　level

of　organization．　One　reason　crin〕inals　were　able　to　thr｛ve　was　the　failure　of

the　policing　system．　Like　lighting，　watching　was　done　as　an　unpaid　comnlu－

nal　dut）㌧And　by　the　seventeenth　century，　householders　were　paying　others　to

do　this　duty　fbr　them；however，　as　was　generally　said，　they　relied　on　the　cheap

labour　of　old、　dishonest　and　simpleminded　Inen．　In　the　eighteenth　century，

as　with　lighting，　parishes　began　to　introduce　a　nユore　effective　systen⊃：Arate－

funded　body　ofnight　watchmen，　who　were　paid，　replaced　comnlunal　dutics．　Its

effectiveness　depended　on　parishes　emp｝oyillg　suitable　men　such　as　young　ex－

soldiers（the　case　in　Marylebolle，　StJames　and　St．　George’s　Hanover　Square）．

The　contemporary　view　ofthe、、・atchmen，　however，　was　that　they　were‘drunken

and　cowardlv　buffbons’．57
　　　　　　　　　　ン
　　In　l796，　a　magistrate，　Patrick　Colquhoun，　published　a‘Treatise　on　the

Policing　of　the　Nletropolis’，　stating　that　the　problenl　of　crinle　in　the　city　was
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much　worse　than　had　been　realised，　and　that　l　15，000　Londoners　hved　whollv
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ン
or　part［y　from　crime，　The　Government　response、、・as　to　establish　a　new　Thames

Police　Office　fbr　crimes　along　the　River　Thames．　Later，　the　Bow　Street　Foot

Patrols　were　introduced；however，　these　took　place　at　night　as　this　Ns・as　felt　to

be　the　most　dangerous　time．　The　first　daytime　patrols　were　not　established

until　1822，　and　an　organized　metropolitan　police　f（）rce　under　Government

controL　was　not　set　up　until　l829．　The　establishment　of　the　police　fbrce　did

impact　the　MRC，　as　it、、ras　then　able　to　cede　responsibility　to　it．　When　in　l829、

Hackney　Parish　wanted　to　take　over　control　of　the　watching　and　lighting，　the

Commissioners　suggested　it　waiピuntil　the　fate　of　Mr．　Peel’s　Police　Bill　noNs・　ill

progress　through　the　House　of　Lords　is　ascented’，58

　　The　MRC　was　responsible　for　lighting　and　watching　most　of　the　main　roads

within　the　Trust」t　was　not　a　duty　the　Commissioners　felt　should　be　theirs．　IIl

their　Third　Almual　Report　to　Parliament　in　1829、　they　stated　that　certain　par－

ishes‘claim’the　Commission　should　watch　and　light　the　roads，　and　that　the

Commission　had　f（）IIowed　the　directive　of　the　Select　Committee　of　the　House

of　Commons　to　continue　the　practice　but　not　extend　it　They　agreed　with　the

Select　Committee’s　conclusioパthat　those　matters　more　directly　belong　to　the
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several　parishes、　and　ought　Ilot　to　be　levied　upon　the　public　at　large　ill　the　shape

ofTolls’．59

　　Gellerally，　the　minutes　dealing　with　watching　and　lighting　fall　into　three　cat－

・g・・i…req…t・f…ni・・e　l・mp・・n　a　p…icしllar　r・・d・f・・g・・lighti・g　t・・eplace

oil　lan〕ps，　and　fbr　the　lightillg　on　a　road　to　be　extended・　Nlostly・the　coM111is－

sion　refused　these　requests　citing　the　poor　financial　situation　or　the　limits　of

their　legal　obligations・

　　The　Highgate　and　Hampstead　Road　and　the　Stamfbrd　Hill　Road　caused　the

MRC　the　most　problems，　Initially，　the　Board　had　trouble　findiiig　a　contrac－

t。・wilh・g　t・light　th・Highg・te　and　H・mP・tead…d・Whe・th・MRC　t・・k

over，　the　existing　lighting　contractor，　Mr．　Spratleyパnfbrmed　it　of　his　desire　to

give・p　the　c・・t・act…fl・t　J・nu・・y　l82ア6°1－li・deci・i・・wa・・ccept・d・・nd　th・

Board　advertised　fbr　tenders　but　to　llo　avail．　They　had　no　optioll　but　to　request

M，．Sp・a・1・y　t・・…i皿・hi・c・n・・ac・…il・・eplaceme・・…ld　b・f・u・d・61

Fortunatelv，　a　contractor　on　another　road、　Nlr．　Slnith，　offered　to　take　over　the

　　　　　　　　　ン

contract　at　the　salne　rate．

　　There　must　have　been　some　additional　problems　with　the　lighting　as　in

A・g・・t・」・・t・ix　m・nth・aft・・NI・，　Smith　had　t・ke・・vc・the　c・・t・act・th・

Commission　decided　to　give　up　the　duty　of　lig．　hting　and　watching．　on　that　road，

1・A・g・・t，it　i・f・・med　the　P・・i・h・f　St　P・nc・a・・f　it・deci・i…A・menti・ned

ea・li・・，　lighti・9・nd・・at・hi・g　we・e・f・lt・b｝’th・C・mmissi・ners　t・be　a・e・vice

they　provided　ollly　because　former　trしlstees　had　done　so，　that　it　was　a　duty　they

did　not　wallt　to　be　burdened　with．　The　Vestry　of　St．　Pancras　was　llot　hapPy　to

be　handed　back　this　responsibility，　as　it　in　f（）rlned　the（］olllll）ission・the　vestry

had　I）o　authority　t（）watch　or　light　any　portion　of　the　parish．　Also，　that‘there

are　21　trusts　with　powers五）r　lighting　the　different　portions　of　the　Parish　of　St・

Pancras，　and　that　the　portions　ofthe　Highgate　and　Hampstead　roads　lighted　by

the　Colnrnission　were　not　w｛thin　the　jurisdiction　of　any　of　the　Trusts’．62　The

Directors　of　the　Poor　of　St，　Pancras　also　wrote　requesting　the　Conlnlission　not

gi…pits　re・p・nsibiliti・・b・t　we・e・eferred・b・・k　t・th…gume・t・i・th…igi－

nal　letter　of　Aug．6th．　　　　　　　　　．

　　　Th・・e・p・nse・f　SL　Panc・as　P・・i・h　wa・t・t・k・1・g・l　acti・・il・　ea・1y　l・nu・・y

　l828．　Its　lawyer，　Mr，　Scadding，　in長）rnled　the　Commissioll，　the　parish　had　tak－

en　measures　to　compel　the　Commission　to　continue　its　duties．　Sorne　discus－

　sion　about　the　situation　took　place　ill　June，　as　Nlr．　Scadding　and　Mr．　Panter，

　solicitor　to　the　Comlnission，　attended　that　month’s　Board　meetinq．；howcver・a
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reso1しltion　was　not　reached，　alld　the　court　case　went　ahea（i．　The　verdict　found

in　favour　ofthe　parish．　By　October，　Nlr．　Scadding　inforlned　the　Colnmission

ofthe　decision　ofthe　Court　ofKhlg’s　Bench　alld　the　Comniission’s　dutyto　c（m－

tinue　to　light　the　road．

　　　The　Commission　also　had　to　deal　w｛th　complaints　about　the［ack　ofadequate

lighting，　from　the　inhabitants　along　the　Highgate　and　Hampstead　road、　In　Iune

1831，Mr．　Hodsol　and　sixty　others、vrote　asking　fbr　a　rate　to　be　levied　on　them，

in　order　to　pay　for　lighting　the　road　with　gas．63　As　mentioned　earlier，　requests

made　to　the　Commlssion　tk）r　improvemellts　in　lighting，　usually　assumed　the

Commission　would　bear　the　cost．　Inthis　case，　the　residents　were　willing　to　pay，

and　after　solne　consideration　the　Commission　agreed　to　their　request．

　　Lord　N．ielboしlrne，（Prime　Minister　l834＆　1835－1841）fbrwarded　an　apPli－

cation　f（）r　more　lighting丘om　the　Kentish　T（）wn　ComInission　f（）r　Paving　and

Lighting（正（entish’Town　being　part　of　the　Highgate　and　Hampstead　Road）．　The

General　Surveyor　was　appointed　to　consider　the　situation，　and　he　reported　to

the　Board　that　there　were　t、、・elve　oiHamps〈）n　the　soし1theast　side　ofthe　road　un－

der　the　jurisdiction　of　the　Lighting　and　Paving　Commissioll　and　one　gas　lamp

on　the　northwest　side．　In　his　opinion　it　was‘not　expedient　to　complゾ64　with

the　request．　The　Commissioners　accepted　his　recommendation　and　rejected

Kentish　Town’s　request．　Refusing　to　accept　the　decision，　Kentish　Town　se部a

deputation　to　the　next　Board　meeting　ill　August　to　restate　their　argument．　It　is

unlikely　the　Comm▲ssioners　changed　their　decision．

　　The　Stamford　Hill　Road　was　also　a　cause　of　much　trouble　to　the　Commission．

It　was　an　important　road，　described　by　McAdam　‘as　one　of　the　greatest　thorough－

fares　under　the　Commission’．65　Unlike　other　roads，　the　Commissioners　were　re－

sponsible　fbr　selecting　the　watchmen，　and、　apart　from　horses　the　Commission

had　to　provide　the　necessary　equipment．　After　reviewing　the　sitし1ation　in　l827，

the　Commission　decided　that　the　five　existing　horse　patrols　were　too　many；it

cut　the　number　to　two，　keeping　Thomas］rebivoth　and、yアillialn　Clarkson．　Nir．

Hobson，　one　of　the　Comrnissioners，　illtervened　on　behalfof　the　nlen　let　go、　stat－

ing　that　the　dislnissal’without　ally　previous　notice　apPears　to　hini　to　be　a　case　of

particular　hardship　and　that　as　they　had　been　at　the　Expense　ofprocuring　horses

and　accoutrements　he　considered　they　were　deserving　of　some　remuneration’．66

1n　response　to　this　plea，　the　Commission　granted　each　man£10．

　　Every　year、　a　committee　appointed　froni　the　Commission　would　meet

to　select　the　watchmen　f（）r　the　StamR）rd　Road，　It　must　have　felt　the　road　was

27 211



becoming　sa　fer；il口829，　the　committee　recommellded　the　watch　boxes　be

removed　and　the　swords　ofthe　watchmen　be　takell　awa｝r．67　The　fbllowillg　year　it

decided‘the　pistols　to　be　umnecessary　apPendages（and）had　resolved　that　they

should　not　be　given　to　the　men　in　futureAlbert’．681t　was，　no　doubt，　hoping　that

the　newly　formed　police　f（）rce　would　take　over　this　duty．

　　The　main　problem　the　Colnmission　fhced　with　the　Stam丘）rd　HiU　Road－

more　than　with　any　other　road－was　the　failure　of　its　inhabitants　to　pay　their

rates　fbr　watching　and　lighting．　As　early　as　1829，　Iames　Sandfbrd，　the　collector

for　the　Commission　recommended　summoning　all　persons　who　refUsed　to　pay

their　rates．691t　Inust　have　done　this，　as　the　Commission　received　a　petitlon，

just　a　month　later，　from　‘sundry　persons’　appealing　against　the　rate　levied．　The

Board　was　unable　to　consider　the　petition　when　it　was　presented　to　the　meetin9・

until　there　was　a・fuller　attendance　of　the　Colnmission’；70　as，　rather　unusually・

there　were　only　six　Colnnユissioners　present．　In　l830・Sandfbrd　again　called‘for

aPetty　Sessions　on　the　defaulters　appearing　in　the　Book　of　the　Stamfbrd　Hill

、．Vatching＆Lighting　rates’，71　and　the　Commission　agreed・

　　The　Parish　of　Hackne｝㍉responsible　f（）r　part　ofthe　Stamfbrd　Hill　Road，　want－

ed　to　take　over　the　duties　ofwatchillg　and　lighting．　It　probably　thought　it　could

do　it　more　cheapl｝㌧　In　1829，　Mr．　C．　H．　Pulley　on　behalf　of　the　parish，　wrote

that　it　wished’to　light　and　water　certain　roads　on　condition　of　being　relieved

from　payillg　the　present　rates’．72 　The　Commission　responded　that　it　would

consider　the　matter；however，　only　fburteen　days　later，　Pulley　infbrmed　it　that

adeputation　froln　the　Parish　of　Hackney　Trustees　fbr　Watch｛llg　and　Lighting

was　readv　to　visit　the　Commission．　The　Commissioners　suggested　that，　as　the
　　　　　　　　　イ

Police　Bill　would　impact　any　decision、　they　should　wait　until　it　had　made　its

way　through　the　Lords．　This　they　did，　and，　ill　the　Commission’s　Fifth　Annual

R・p・・tt・P・・li・m・・t　il・1831，　it　was　st・t・d　th・t　p・・ti・n・・fth・llth　Di・t・i・t・th・

Stamfbrd　Hill　Road，　were　under　the　responsibility　of　the　iMetropolitan　Police．

The　Commission　was　therefore，　partly　relieved　from　night　watching；it　ex－

pressed　the　hope　that　it　would　be　able　to　give　up　this　duty　on　all　the　roads　ill　the

future．

　　As　the　Commission　had　givell　up　night　watching，　it　had　to　change　the

rate　charged．　For　houses　in　the　back　streets，　the　Commission　decided　not　to

make　any　charge；and　fbr　those　houses　in　the　main　street　of　Stamfbrd　Hill　on

Hackney　Road，　halfthe　regular　rate　would　be　charged．731n　1830，£150　was　re－

funded　to　Hackney　Parish　for　lighting　and　watching，74
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　　In　I831，there　was　a　dispute　about　the　amount　levied　fbr　Stamfbrd　Hil1．　The

Commissioners　conferred　with　the　solicitor　as　to　the　rate　charged　and　minuted，

‘that　as　only　one　amount　fbr　Lighting＆、．y「atching　can　be［egall｝・made　a　4d　rate

be　charged　throughout　but　that　in　all　cases　ofthe　Inhabitants　ofthe　Back　Street

the　collector　be　illstructed　to　enfbrce　only　3d　in　the　pound’15

　　By　an　Act　of　l833，（3＆4　William　4th　Cap．90）the　Cornmission　was　able　to

give　up　its　task　of　watching　and　lighting　ifaparish　requested　to　take　on　those

duties．　Hackney　Parish　did　not　wish　to　take　over　the　Iighting　responsibility，　and

E4r・Pulley　proposed　the　Comm｛ssion　fbrgo　the　change　fbr　Iighting　lamps　on

the　inhabitants　of　Hackney　ifthe　Trustees　ofHackney　would　pay　a　sum　towards

the　lighting．　The　Commission’s　response、～・as　that　it　would　fbrgo　collection　of

the　last　hghting　rate；there　would　be　no　further　assessn〕ent‘upon　condition　that

the　Parlsh　pays　this　Commission　fbr　lighting　such　lamps£250　per　annum　at

Midsummer　every　year’76　A　month　later，　Mr．　Pulley　inf（）rmed　the　Commission

that　the　Parish　declined　the　offer，　but　requested　a　meeting　to　reach　an　agree－

ment　He　attended　a　Board　meetillg　and　agreed　to　the　conditions　discussed．

This，　in　effect　meant　that　the　parish　took　over　the　whole　cost　fbr　lighting．　As

the　minutes　state，　theどharge　for　lighting　the　lamps　from　23「d　March　last　to　be

transferred　by　the　Gas　Company　to　the　Hackney　Trustees’．77

　　0ther　parishes　of　the　Stamf（）rd　Hill　Road　were　less　reluctant　than　Hacknev
i

to　take　over　responsib▲1ity．　Sooll　after　the　Act　came　into　fbrce，　the　Commission

received　requests　from　the　parishes　of　T（）ttenham　and　Edmonton，　through

which　part　of　the　Stamfbrd　Hill　Road　ran．　The　Commission　proposed　the　rate

of4d　in　the　poulld　on　parishes　watche（l　by　the　Metropolitan　Police　and　lighted

8くwatched　by　the　MRC　and　6d　in　the　pound　to　be　charged　to　Tottenham　and

Edmonton　Parishes　allowing　a　2d　deduction　ifthey　adopted　the　Act、

　　T（）ttenham　Parish　fbund　itselfunable　to　take　over　the　watch．　Iohn　Cock，　on

behalf　of　the　vestry，　infbrmed　the　Commlssion，‘owing　to　continuolls　opposi－

tion　the　Parish　ofTottenham　has　not　been　able　to　organise　a　fbrce　to　watch　their

…d・’・78Th・C・mmissi・n・e・p・nd・d　by　ag・eei・9・・t・k・back　th・d・・y，　a・d

continued　to　select　and　apPoint　the　watchmen．
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Water　8c　Watering　the　Roads

The　CoMMisSiOII　was　responsible　f（）r　wateriIlg　the　roads　fronl　N｛arch　through

to　the　end　of　summer．　This　service　was　pr（）vided‘to　keep　dowll　the　durst　and

deaden　the　rlunbling　of　the　carriages　and　the　step　of　the　horses＞・7g　Olle　nlajor

problem、vas　securing　enough　water　fbr　this　service・Sonle　sources　were　natural

or　man－made　ponds，　wells　and　springs　or　from　rivers　such　as　the　Thames　and

the　Lea；however，　this　was　often　not　enough．　Former　trustees　had　been　forced

to　contract　with　various　private　water　companies　fbr　a　reliable　supPl｝㌧When

the　MRC　took　over，　it　inherited　lO2　water　carts　valued　at£1，398．80　The　carts

had　previously　been　used　by　some　of　the　Trusts’who　had　supPlied　their　own

labourers　to　water　parts　of　the　roads．　The　Commission　contacted　the　various

companies，　who　had　contracted　to、vater　other　parts　of　the　roads，　ellquiring　as

to　the　terms　and　conditions　of　their　existing　contracts，　as　well　as‘inquiring　the

terrns　upon　which　they　would　ellgage　to　supPly　water　fbr　the　whole　ofthe　roads

through　which　their　mains　respectively　pass’．81　A　quick　reply　was　received　from

Mr．1．　G．　Lyllde　of　the　Chelsea、．Vater　Company、　who　agreed　to　continue　water－

ing　the　Knightsbridge　road　fbr　the　same　amount　of£48　per　mile　a　season－the

same　as　under　the　former　Trustees．

　　An　initial　survey　by　the　General　Surveyor　revealed　that　the　iMarylebone　Road

had　llo　pumps．　The　Commission　agreed　that　spring　wells　should　be　located

as　the　source　of　water　fbr　the　road．　Also，　all　approach　should　be　nlade　to　the

～Vest　Middlesex　XIN’ater　Company，　for　an　estimate　to　water　that　road・Mr・M・K・

Kllight　replied　oIl　behalf　of　the　company　and　offered　to　water　the　road　f（）r£75

per　mile　per　season、　which　was　accepted　by　the　Commission；consequently，　no

wells　needed　to　be　dug．

　　By　l828、　the　Colnmission　sought　to　ratiollalize　the　waterhlg　systelll・by　ad－

、℃rtising　fbr　tenders　fbr　one　year　and　accepting　the　lowest　bids，（see：appendix

2）．　iMost　tenders　were　offered　by　individuals　who、　with　a　fesv　exceptions，　o仁

fered　to　water　onlv（）ne　road．　The　Commissioll　accepted　each　of　the　lowest　te11－
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　

ders　with　one　exception－the　one　of£1，500　for　the　Islington　road　made　by　Mr．

Lavcock．　The　Commission　collsidered｛ピexorbitant’，　and　reiected　his　further
　　　　ン

offer　of£1250　as‘too　high’，82　and　decided　to　advertise　again．　A　lower　tender

must　have　been　found，　as　no　further　mention　ofit　is　made　in　the　minutes．

　　Although　the　Commissiorl　had　quickly　established　a　system丘）r　getting　the

roads　watered，　it　received　Inally　compiaints　froni　the　public・These　fell　int（）two
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1nain　categories；firstly，　the　inadequate　amoullt　of、、・ater　beill．g　used　to　water　the

roads；and　secondly、　the　quality　of　the　water　itse1£　hl　this　period　there　was　an

increasing　demand　fbr　water　brought　aboしlt　by　the　large　growth　in　the　popula－

tion．　This　was　coupled　with　the　increase　ill　the　mlml）er　of　households　illstalling

their　own　water　cistern　and　indoor　water　closets．　Those　wealthy　enough　bought

their　water　fronl　collll／Xlllies　such　as　the　Ne、v　River　Company（1606－1902）、　the

most　successful　and　longest　lasting　of　the　Lolldon’s　water　companies・By　l822・

it　was　supplying　4　million　gallons　a　day　to　lO，000　customers　through　lts　leaky，

wooded　pipes．83　Those　not　wealthy　ellough　to　buy　a　water　supPly　used　public

standpipes．　One　pipe　commonly　served　as　many　as　sixteen　houses　and　it　was

turned　on　fbr　onlv　a　few　millutes　ollce　a　week．84

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　イ

　　The　Commission　frequently　received　complaints　about　the　inadequate

amount　of　water　us．　ed　on　the　roads；one　such　typical　petition　was　sent　b｝・Mr．

“，r．　A．　Garratt　and　twenty－seven　residents　of　Hampstead、、・ho　complained　about

the‘neglectful　mallner　of　watering　the　roads’．85　The　Commission　responded

that，　as　the　wells　on　the　road　were　dry　alld、、・ater　had　to　be　brought　ill　from

Kentish　Town，　it　would　do　its　best　to　procure　a　larger　suppl｝㌧　Additionally，

allother　petitioll　from　W．　H．　Cotton　and　others，　requesting　the　road　at　Clapton

be　watered　more　effectivel｝㌧and　that　the、、・atering　rates　be　lowered．　The

Commission　replied　that　tlle　Inoney　from　the　rates　was　used　to　water　as　far　as

the　supPly　ofwater　would　pernlit；there　would　be　no　lowering　ofthe　rates．86

　　Leading　newspapers　also　published　complaints，　such　asτ／le　Ti〃le∫，　which　pub－

lished　the　followin．g　in　l826：ヘへ．Te　should　be　glad　to　learn　why　the　Kensington

Road　from　Grosvenor　Place　to　the　New　Turnpike　is　left　ullwatered．　This　is　a

great　inconvenience　to　the　passengers　who　are　inundated　with　dust・and　is　ruin－

ous　to　the　furniture，　etc．，　ill　the　adjacellt　houses．　The　salne　section　ofthe　road，

which　is　now　left　without　water　was　a　short　t｛nle　back　Ieft　without　llght’．87

　　Not　everyone　was　dissatisfied　with　the　poor　ser、rice．　Very　tollgue　in　cheek，

The　Times，　a　year　earlier，　published　the　following　item　of　interest；‘A　notice　is

affixed　in　the　shop　willdow　of　Mr．　Lockyer，　of　Kensington，　cheinist　and　drug－

gist，　to　the　fbllowing　effect：“7フie　Mud　and　Dust　Companゾbeg　leave　to　re加rn

their　best　thanks　to　all　those　who　have　the　care　of　the　roads　about　London，　fbr

the　advantageous　manner，　as　fa・ras　the　interests　ofthe　Colnpany　are　concerned・

inwhich　thev　have　attended　to　the　said　roads’．88
　　　　　　　　　　イ

　　There　were　those　who　sought　to　iIIcrease　the　frequency　ofthe　service．　Raikes

Cume　Esq．　requested‘1eave　on　behalfof　himself　and　other　inhabitallts　ofHyde
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Park　Terrace　to　water　the　Uxbridge　Road　colltigious　to　their　houses　during　dry

xs・eather　during　the　cessation　of　the　Commission’s　contracts’，89　the　Commission

agreed，　but　would　not　extelld　the　scope　of　the　area　watered．　Iames　Small　and

seventy－five　inhabital〕ts　of　Canlbridge　Road　Bethnal　Green　requested　that　road

be　watered．　His　request　was　refused　by　the　Commission　who　suggested　the　resi－

dellts　could　water　it　at　their　o、、・n　expense．90

　　The　other　main　category　of　complalnts　about　the　water　received　by　the　NIRC

was　in　regard　to　its　quality．　There　was　very　Iittle　difference　betweell　drains

and　sewers　at　this　time．　The　word‘sewer’meant　a　channel　fbr　the　relnoval　of

surface　water．、Vhat　had　been　all　adequate　systenl　established　in　London　in　the

sixteenth　and　seventeellth　centuries　f（）r　a　selni－rural　population　was　unable　to

cope　with　a　growing　urban　population．　Alth皿gh　there　was　a　Comlnission　of

Sewers　that　had　administered　the　drainage　of　the　London　area　since　the　six－

teenth　century，　it　was　widely　perceived　to　be　corrupt　and　had　done　little　to　inl－

prove　or　protect　the　sハ・stem．　This　had　resulted　in　the　drains　carrying　sewage

alld　the　refuse　ofslaughterhouses，　as　well　as　rainwater　and　draining　mainly　illto

the　rivers　Thames　and　Lea、　which　were　also　the　source　of　much　of　London’s

drillking　water．　ShepPard　quotes　a　nineteenth　celltur＞・contenlporary　as　ob－

servillg，　many　Londoners　were‘made　to　collsume、　in　some　f（）rm　or　other，　a

portion　of　their　own　excremenピ．91　At　least　140　sewers　discharged　their　coll－

tents　into　the　Thames　in　1828．　There　was　however、　a　growillg　awareness　of　the

health　risks　posed　by　dirty　water．　In　l832，0ver　5、000　Londoners　died，　in　the

first　of　fbur　outbreaks　of　cholera，　which　had　infected　the　water　supPly．　Edwin

Chadwick，　the　maill　campaigner　to　improve　the　health　ofthe　population，　inves－

tigated　an　outbreak　of　typhus　in　East　London．　He　suggested　that　many　of　the

℃auses　of　Fever　ill　the　Metropolis＿might　be　remo、・ed　by　proper　sallitary［sic］

N｛easures，　the　chief　of　which　were　to　be　the　construction　of　drains　or　sewers

to　all　houses　and　the　provision　of　a　plentifui　supPly　of　water　to　carry　away　the

　　　　　・92
se“7age・

　　This　growing　awareness　by　the　P〈）pulous　of　the　dangers　of　unfiltered　wa－

ter　was　no　doubt　one　reason　the　Commission　receiving　nunlerous　comp｝aints

about　the　‘offensiveness　of　the　water　used’93　and　the　Director　of　the　Poor　for

St．　Pancras　Parish　requested　that　part　of　the　Hampstead　and　Highgate　Roads

‘may　not　be　watered　by　the　filthy　water　now　used’．94　The　Commission　respond－

ed　to　the　latter　complaint　by　inf（）rming　the　Director　that　the　roads　would　not

‘bear　the　charge　of　watering　through　the　medium　of　a　watering　company’95

216 32



The　Metropolis　Read　Commissiol11826－1872　（TwlLLEY）

but　that　if　the　inhabitants　would　pay　halfthe　cost，　the　Board　w皿ld　make　a

contract．

　　It　is　clear　from　the　numerous　complaints　that　contractors　were　using　sewer

water　to　water　the　roads．　The　Commission　fbr　Sewers　fbr　Westminster　wrote

objecting　to　the　damming　of　the　sewer　at　Kilburn　fbr　watering　the　roads．96

Moreover，　the　inhabitants　ofKilburn　Road　were　so　concerned　about　the　quality

of　the　water　that　their　petition　included　a　medical　certificate　about　the　dangers

to　their　health丘om　the‘fected　water’．97

　　The　Commission　approached　the　XNiest　Middlesex、～「ater　Company　to　wa－

ter　the　Kilburn　road，　but　the　conditions　submitted　by　the　Company　were　ini－

tially　unacceptable．　However，　a　contract　must　have　reached丘）r　in　1833，　the

West　Middlesex～～」ater　Company　agreed　to　provide“water　for　watering　the　road

through　Kilburn（fbr　the　same　rate　as　charged　Iast　year）and　fbr　the　road　to

Kilburn　and　that　a　man，　horse　and　a　cart　be　employed．98　The　inhabitants　ofthe

road　must　have　been　satis丘ed，　as　in　l833　the　Commission　received　a　petition

丘om　Rev．　George　Hancock　and　62　inhabitants　of　the　Kilburn　Road　requesting

that　the　road　be　watered　the　same　as　the　previous　year．　The　Commission　re－

sponded　that，　bef（）re　a　decision　could　be　made、　it　needed　to　ask　the　Commission

fbr　Sewers　fbr　WestIninster　if　it　would　permit、vater　to　be　taken缶om　the

Bayswater　Stream．991t　was　probably　hoping　to　find　a　cheaper　source　of　wa－

ter　rather　than　having　to　rely　on　a　private　company．　Unfbrtunate正y．　the　Sewers

Commission　refused　the　request．　The　Commission　had　to　inf（）rm　the　inhabit－

ants　of　Kilburn　that　it　would　only　be　able　to　water　the　road　if　it　could　find　a

supply　of　water　on　the　same　terms　as　on　other　roads．　As　mentioned　earlier，　the

Commission　was　able　to　continue　the　contract　with　the～～「est　Middlesex　Water

Company．
　　The　poor　quality　of　the　water　also　became　an　issue　in　Camden］F（）wn　as

well　as　on　the　Highgate　and　Hampstead　roads．　The　minutes　of　lanuary　1831

report　that　the　inhabitants　of　these　areas　had　made‘numerous’applications

‘upon　which　the　water　from　sewers　has　been　used’．100　The　complaints　about

thピputrid　water　used　fbr　watering　the　Cambridge　Heath　end　of　the　Hackney

road’lol　also　included　a　letter　from　the　Central　Board　of　Health，　which　resulted

in　all　watering　being　stopped　in　those　areas．　A　few　years　later，　in　May　l834，

the　Colnmission　received　a　memorial　from　the　Duke　of　St．　Albans　and　other

inhabitants　of　Highgate　Hill，　requesting　that　watering　be　recommenced．　The

Commission　responded　that，　watering　would　only　begin　when　the　Hampstead
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、、Tater　Company　could　guarantee　an　adequate　supply．　Two　mollths　later、　a　con－

tract　was　signed　with　the　company　to　water　Highgate　Hill　fbr£60　per　mile　fbr

the　seasOn．

　　Many　complaints　were　received　about　the　smell　emanating　from　the　water．

II11832，　froln　April　to　September，　the　Commission　received、　on　average，　one

letter　a　Inonth　about　the　toffensive　smelF　and　the‘stagnant　water’near　resi－

dents’houses．

　　In　l833，　the　Commission　wrote　to　several　water　companies　to　request　the

same　amount　of　water　under　the　same　conditions　as　the　previous　year．　It

also　sought　tenders　fbr、vatering　the　roads．　About　a　month　later，　in　response

to　the　Inany　colnP｝aints　fron〕the　public　they　had　received・the　Commission

decided　to　insert　a　new　penalty　clause　into　the　conditions　fbr　waterillg　and

cartage．　However，　at　the　next　meeting　the　Comlnission　was‘now　informed

that　the　Contractors　having　tendered　upon　the　usual　conditions、　they　would　all

th・・w・p　th・i・c・nt・act・，　if・ny　P・n・1・1・u・e・were　n・w　i・t・・d・ced　th・・ei・’・1°2

Consequently，　no　amendments　were　made　to　the　contracts．

　　The　Commission　did　acknowledge　the　severity　of　the　problem　of　sewer　water

being　used　on　the　roads，　mentioning　in　the　l833　Annual　Report　to　Parliament

that　it　had　received　many　complaints　on　the　matter，　and　had　taken　corrective

measures．
　　By　l833，　the　problenls　regarding　the　amount　of　water　used　on　the　roads　as

well　as　the　quality　of　that　water　seem　to　have　been　sorted　out．　There　were　no

further　complaints　on　these　issues；the　complaints　by　the　public　were　mainly

regarding　areas　that　were　not　watered．　Between　l833－1836，　the　Commissiorl　re－

ceived　seventeen　petitions　requesting，　either　watering　of　roads　to　be　done　more

frequently，　or　that　the　area　watered　be　extended．　The　Commission　usually　re－

sponded　by　having　the　Gelleral　Surveyor　review　each　situation，　which　generally

resulted　ill　the　Con〕rnission　refusing　the　requests，　citing　a　lack　of　funding　or　an

insufficient　supPly　ofwater・

　　Complaints　and　petitions　from　the　public　comprised　most　of　the　refer－

ences　to　watering　in　the　minutes．　There　were　also　references　to　dealing　with

water　supply　companies．　A　number　of　companies　supplied　water　to　Londo11，

but　the　Commission　mainly　dealt　with］Y｛r．　M．　K　Knight　on　behalf　of　the

West　Middlesex　Water　Company．　The　compally　was　a　supplier　of　water　to　the

Commission，　but　in　their　dealings，　the　relationship　was　sonletimes　testy．　In

November　1830，　it　was　reported　that　Mr．　Knight　was　t persisting　in　the　claim
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of　the　West　Middlesex　Water　Company　to　the　expense　of　lowering　the　nlaill

in　the　Kensington　Road’．lo3　The　Commission　refused　the　claim．　In　l833，　Mr．

Knight　complained　about　the　high　rate　charged　f（）r　reinstating　the　road　after

opening　to　lay　pipes．　The　Commissioll　in　f（）rmed　hiln　that　the　standard　rate

of　l／9　per　square　yard　was　charged　in　all　cases，　and　cas　no　profit　had　accrued　to

the　Commissioll　from　the　adoption　ofthat　rate　it　could　not　be　reduced’．104　Mr．

Knight　responded　a　month　lateピurgillg　further　objections　to　the　cost’．lo5

　　The　West　Middlesex、Vater　Company，　however，　sought　the　Colnmission’s

support　when　it　wanted　to　stop　the　London　Gas　Company　from　laying　pipes

at　Knightsbridge、　as　it　felt　those　pipes　were　to（）close　to　their　water　pipes，　thus

contravening　the　Kensington　Paving　Act．　The　Commission　referred　the　matter

to　their　Solicitor　fbr　review．106

　　、Vith　the　growing　demand　fbr　water，　water　cornpallies　were　expanding　and

laying　more　pipes，　replacing　the　old　wooden　one　with　iron．　The　Chelsea、Vater

、Vorks　Compallylo7　and　the　Grand　Junction、Vater　Works　Company，108　seeking
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supPort　fbr　bills　they　Planned　to　present　to　Parl｛arnent・丘rst　sent　their　plans　to

the　Commission．　In　both　cases，　the　Commission　felt　the　plans　would　interfere

with　the　roads　too　much　and　decided　to　oppose　both　bills．　A　compromise　was

reached　when　clauses　protecting　the　roads　were　illserted　into　both　bills．109

Footpaths＆Paving

By　the　late　eighteenth　century　many　of　London’s　new　streets　were　paved，　but

there　were　still　many　that　were　little　more　than　tracks．　Trying　to　improve　the

situatioll，　some　householders　or　shopkeepers　placed　round　stones，　or　cobbles，

outside　front　doors．　Walking　the　streets　without　becoming　bemired　or　injured

was　almost　impossible．　Dr．　Iohnson　remarked　there、vere　two　types　ofpeople　in

London：those　who　gave　the　wall　and　those　who　took　ic　Despite　the　recognised

rule　of　keeping　to　the　right，　many　refused　to　give　way．　Although　some　protec－

tion　was　affbrded　by　the　rows　of　posts　marking　out　the　fbotways丘om　the　car－

riageways，　pedestrians　were　often　fbrced　out　into　the　road．　Chairmen　carrying

sedan　chairs，　were　meant　to　keep　to　the　middle　of　the　road；however，　they　often

went　onto　the　fbotpaths　pushing　pedestrians　out　of　the　wa｝㌃　Sir　Richard　Steel

wittillg　in　The　Ta　tler　put　fbrward　the　pedestriall’s　complaint，

In　spite　of　all　order，　lustice，　and　decorum，、、・e　the　greater　number　of　the

queen’s　loyal　subjects、　fbr　llo　reason　in　the　world　that　because　we　want　mon－

ey，　do　not　share　alike　ill　the　division　of　her　majesty’s　high　road．　The　horses

and　slaves　of　the　rich　take　up　the　whole　street；while　we　peripatetics　are、’ery

glad　to　watch　an　opPortunity　to　whisk　across　a　passage・very　thankful　that　we

are　not　run　over　fbr　interrupting　t｝1e　machine，　that　carries　in　it　a　persoll　nei－

ther　more　handsome，　wise，　or　valiant　than出e　meanest　ofus．　For　this　reason，

were　I　to　propose　a　tax，　it　should　certainly　be　upon　coaches　and　chairs：fbr　llo

man　livingcan　assign　a　reasoll　why　one　man　should　have　halfastreet　to　carry

himat　his　ease，　alld　perhaps　only　in　pursuit　ofpleasures，　when　as　good　a　man

as　himselfwants　room　f（）r　his　own　person　to　pass　upon　the　most　necessary

and　urgent　occas三〇n－…

It　is　to　nle　most　miraculous，　so　unreasonable　an　usurpation　as　this　I　am

speaking　of，　should　so　long　have　been　tolerated・　、へ’e　hang　a　poor　fellow　fbr

taking　any　triHe　from　us　on　the　road，　and　bearwith　the　rich　fbr　robbing　us　of

the　road　itsel£110

　　Footpaths，　f（）r　the　MRC　werピa　frequent　subject　of　complaint’．　Iames

McAdam，　the　General　Surveyor，　summed　up　the　Commission’s　position　il1
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the　5th　Annual　Report　to　Parliament　in　l831，‘The　management　of　these　paths

is　in　a　most　anomalous　condition，　belonging　in　some　districts，　to　the　parishes

through　which　they　run，　and　in　others　to　the　Commission；and　while　the　ex－

pense　of　keeping　them　in　good　repair　would　be　very　considerable　there　is　no

provision　made　fbr　their　charge　in　any　Act　of　Parliament．　This　subject　appears

to　me　highly　worthy　ofthe　consideration　ofthe　Commissioners’．111

　　1ust　prior　to　the　report’s　submission　to　Parliament，　the　Commission　had　been

brought　to　Court　fbr　the　poor　condition　of　some　fbotpaths　under　its　control；

this　may　have　been　a　partial　cause　of　McAdam＞s　dissatisfaction．　In　the　min－

utes、　the　Solicitor　reported　to　the　Commissioパpresentments　had　been　made

by　the　Grand　Iury　in　the　Court　of　King’s　Bench　on　their　own　view　against　the

Commission　fbr　not　repairing　the　fbotway　in　Church　Lane　in　Kensington，　the

High　Road　and　the　Uxbridge　Road’．112　The　Commission　was　therefbre，　duty

bound　to　repair　these　f〈）otpaths．

　　The　condition　of　the　fbotpaths　along　the　Kensington　Road　generated　a　lot

of　correspondencejust　a　month　after　the　Commission　received　notice　of　the

presentment，　a　Mr．　Gri伍ths　also　complained　about　the　poor　state　of　the　fbot－

path．113　Later、　that　same　year，　the　Superintendent　of　Police，1．　Bishop，　even

wrote　about　the‘broken　state　ofthe　road　pavement　in　Church　Lane，　Chelsea’．114

Although　the　Commission　referred　the　matter　to　McAdam，　not　much　was　ap－

parently　done，　as　lust　eight　months　Iater　in　August　1832、　Lord　Holland　and

other　inhabitants　of　Kensington　Parish　submitted　their　complaint　about　the

丘）otways．　The　Commission　requested　McAdam　to　immediately　Iook　into　the

Sltuatlon．

　　Fortunately，　two　of　the　parishes　along　the　road，　the　joint　vestries　of　St．

Marylebone　and　StJohns，　initiated　plans　fbr　paving　fbotways；and　infbrmed

the　Commission　ofits　intention　to　pave　part　ofKnightsbridge．115

　　The　Commission　felt　it　should　not　bear　the　complete　cost　of　the　repairing

and　paving　of　fbotpaths，　and　generally　sought　to　share　the　cost　with　the　vari－

ous　parishes．　As　the　first　footway　noted　in　the　minutes，　the　fbotway　on　the　City

Road　must　have　been　in　bad　repair．　Although　the　smallest（just　over　a　mile　in

Iength）of　the　roads　administered　by　the　Commission，　the　City　Road、、・as　the

cause　ofmuch　correspondence．　In　I830，　McAdam　reported　to　the　Commission

on　the　cost　of　repairing　it．　His　estimate：£2498．10．03　fbr　paving　the　fbotpath

to　a　depth　of　three　inches；and£56．08．00　annually　fbr　upkeep　on　the　unpaved

section．　The　Commission　was　willing　to　give£300　to　the　parishes　concerned，
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upon　condition　that　the　roads　be　paved　and　kept　ill　repair　by　those　parishes．116

No　responses　were　received　uiitil，　Inore　than　a　year　laterJason　Wall、011　behalf

of　St。　Lukes　Parish，　requested　a　contributioll　towards‘layillg　a　foot　pavemenピ

on　the　City　Road．　The　Comnlission－ill　apParent　colltradiction　of　its　earlier

decis｛on－stated　they、、rere　not　’empowered　to　make　contributions’．ll7

　　An　interesting　re企rence　was　made　a　month　later　isaletter　from　a　Iames　WalL

（who　may　have　been　a　relative　of　Jason～へ「all，　although、Vall　is　a　coMmOII！lanle）

asking　permission　to　lay　a　paved‘ootway　ill　the　City　Road．　He　also　requested　a

colltribution　towards　the　cost；the　Commission　granted　pennissioll　but　gave　no

contribution．

　　Three　nlollths　after　his　initial　apPlication，　Iason　VVall　tried　again　and　was

nlore　sllccessfしll．　The　Commissioll　was、、rilling　to　give£400　‘provided　the

Parishes　of　St．　Lukes　and　St．　Leonards　Shoreditch　will　lend　their　aid　to　the

same，　in　such　malmer　as　shall　be　approved　by　three　members　ofthis　Board；Mr．

Hobson，　Jones　and　Carpenter’．118

　　After　three　more　months，　another　reference　to　the　City　Road　occurred　in　re－

sponse　to　a　letter　from　Mr．　Charles　Davis．　The　ColllllliSsiOll　replied　by　allo－

cating£300　to　N正cAdam．　It　was　likely　part　of　the£400　initially　earmarked　for

the　road；there　fc）re，　all　the　parishes　must　have　fulfilled　their　obligatiol1．　As　was

common　practice、、・ith　the　COIIIIIIiSSiOll，　McAdaln　was　sent　to　check　the　quality

of　the　work　bef（）re　releasin．u．　the　Commission’s　contribution．

　　The　Commission　did　receive　one　further　request　in　regard　to　the　City　Road．

、．Villiam　Shirt　asked　for　60　yards　of　fbotpath　to　be　paved　on　Baldwill　Street，　a

street　which　rall　offthe　Inaill　City　Road，　The　Commission　replied　it　had　recently

spent　a　lot　on　fc）otpaths　in　that　road　but　woし11d　consider　the　rnatter．119

　　As　McAdam　stated　in　the　5【h　Annual　Report，　responsibility　for　the　repairand

Inailltenance　ofR）otways　wasし111clear，　belollging　with　the　parishes　ln　sonle　cas＿

es　and　with　the　Commission　in　others，　Improvements，　however，　were　made　in

one　other　way　as、vell：by　the　residents　tllemselves．　Improvemellt　Commissions

（similar　to　those　fior　lightin9、　watchhlg　and　watering）could　be　formed　to　pave

五x）tpaths．

　　（］enerally，　these　Impro、1elllellt　ColllnlissiOllS　NVere　tk）rmed　due　to　local　pres－

sure．　Although　very　popular，　they　were　not　always　as　successful　as　those　who

campaigned　f（）r　them　hoped．　St．　Pancras，　fbr　installce，　had　sixteen　Paving

Boards　actillg　under　t、venty－11ille　Acts　of　Parliament；the　bad　paving　ill　the　par－

ish　was］iotorious．i20　The　Commission　had　dealillgs　with　a　mlmber　of　these
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groups．　　It　received　£539．3．3　froln　the　Paving　Commission　of　Sし　Georges・

Hanover　Sq．　in　l832．121　The　Commission　probably　carried皿t　the　work　on

behalf　of　the　paving　conmlission．　The　Hamlet　of　Hammersmith　asked　the

Commission　to　fbrgo£21　due　fbr　statute　duty，　as　it　had‘heavy　expense　illcurred

fbr　repairing　fbotpaths’．1221n　l834，　Thomas　Hackman，　on　behalf　of　the　resi－

dents　of　the　Parish　of　Fulham，　asked　fbr　a　contribution　to　help　pave　the　town；

he　was　granted£500n　condition　McAdam　check　the　work．123 　1n　l836，　the

Commission　recelve　a　request　from　George　Lambert　and　230ther　inhabitants

residing　near　the　beginning　of　the　Uxbridge　Road　fbr　a　contribution　to　improve

the　fbotpath　there．　The　Commission’s　initial1｝・response　was　that　it　had　already

spent　a　lot　of　money　on　that　road　but，　eventually　contributed£25　to　the　total

cost　of£150．124

　　The　Commission　appeared　happy　to　work　with　the　parishes　or　inlprove－

ment　commissions，　thereby　sharing　the　cost，　however，　it　appeared　unwilling　to

give　up　total　controL　After　all、　any　changes　to　the　fbotpath　could　impact　the

road．　A　case　in　point：The　Commission　refused　permission　when　the　inhabit－

ants　of　Kentish　Town　wanted　to　fbrm　a　fbot　pavement　in　front　of　their　houses，

which　would　mean　narrowing　the　road．125　Also，　when　Henry　Stratton、　of　the

Commission　fbr　Paving　the　Parish　ofBethnal　Green，　infbrmed　the　Commission

the　parish　would　stoP　Paying　its　annual£35，　the　matter　was　referred　to　the

solicitor．126

　　1n　the　area　of　road　mailltenance，　the　Commission　was　rarely　involved　with

individuals．　However，　with　fbotpaths　some　individuals　wrote　directly　to　the

Commission　seekillg　permission　to　improve　the　road　they　lived　on．　A　nunlber

of　householders　were　obviously　neither　willing　to　wait　until　the　Commission

got　around　to　improving　their　fbot▲）ath　nor　f（）r　their　neighbours　to　organise　an

improvement　commission．　Ofcourse，　being　able　to　step　out　ofone’s　house　onto

apaved　fbotway　was　a　great　convenience　to　any　householdeL

　　Lord】Morley　was　one　of　the　first　individuals　to　propose　paving　the　fbotpath

outside　his　house　in　Kensington，　at　his　own　expense．127　The　Commission

agreed，　as　it　did　when　Lt．　CoL　Phillot　requested　permission　to　repair　the　fbot－

path　outside　his　house　at　Kensington　Gore　at　his　own　expense．　This　time，　how－

ever，　it　granted　permission　only　on　condition　that　McAdam　check　the　work

done．128

　　1ndividual　Commissioners　also　made　improvements．　CoL　CIitherow　noted

the　narrowness　of　Boston　Lane，　stating　that　iftwo　wagons　go　across　any‘ person
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on　the　path　is　in　danger’．12g　Since　he　owned　the　adjoining　land、　he　suggested

the　Commission　take　as　muCh　as　was　neceSSary　to　make　the　fbotpath　Safe，　as

long　as　the　Commission　bore　the　cost，、、・hich　it　agreed　to　do。

Encroachments

Another　area　of　concern　fbr　the　Commission：the　number　of　encroachments

made　upon　the　fbotways　and　sides　of　the　road．　The　Commission’s　duty　was　to

make　the　pathways　as　convenient　fbr　use　as　possible；it　had　hoped　to　achieve

this　by　encouraging　Paving　and　the　setting　of　boundaries・　But　it　also　had　to

remove　any　obstructions．　Encroachments　were　often　made　upon　the　sides　of

the　road　by　people　who　believed　the　land　belonged　to　them　or　by　those　who

hoped　it　would　not　be　noticed．　However，　the　sub－surveyors　of　the　roads　often

reported　these　encroachments，　as　did　members　of　the　public　who　were　incon－

venienced　bv　them．　Often　the　encroachment　was　a　small　matter，　a　fence　or　wall
　　　　　　　　　イ
that　could　easily　be　removed　but　it　could　also　be　a　building　the　Commission

could　insist　be　demolished．

　　The　first　encroachment　the　Commission　noted　was　by　iMr．　Elmore，　who　had

dug　a　ditch　outside　his　house．　The　Commission　in丘）rmed　him　about　his　en－

croachment，　but　he　stated　the　land、、・as　his．　After　proving　the　land　belonged

to　the　MRC，　the　Commission　requested　McAdam　to　supervise　the　filling　in　of

the　ditch．　It　called　on　Elmore　to　pay　the　cost．　Although　Elmore　complied　with

the　Commission’s　decision，　his　neighbours　also　had　problems　with　him．　Mr．

Reynolds　wrote　to　the　Commission　about　a　wall　built　on　the　public　road　and

his　property　by　Elmore．　Unfbrtunately，　the　Commission　was　unable　to　help

hirn，　as　the　wall　was　fbund　not　to　be　on　the　pubhc　road．

　　Usually　a　letter　from　the　Commission’s　solicitor　stating　that　an　encroach－

ment　had　been　noted　with　a　request　to　take　down　the　obstruction　was　sufficient．

However，　in　some　cases，　the　Commission　took　legal　action　aga輌nst　the　offend－

ers，　particular｝y　ifbuildings　or　extensions　were　in　the　process　of　being　erected

or　newiy　built．　It　inherited　an　ongoing　prosecution　against　David　Napier丘om

the　Trustees　of　the　Marylebone　Road．　Having　heard　the　facts，　it　suspended　the

prosecution，　trusting　that‘Mr．　Napier　will　discontinue　his　present　building、　but

if　he　persevere　the　Board　deem　the　building　so　indisputably　a　nuisance　that　in

justice　to　the　Pu｜）lic　the　prosecution　should　be　continued’．130

224
一

40



The　Metropolis　Road　Commissloll　I826－1872　（Tw［LLEY）

　　　In　I829，　the　solicltor　served　notice　to　Iohn　Dearle，　a　builder　that　he　had　to

・em・ve　th・h…e・h・h・d　been・・ecti・g・1311・1833，　it・eceived・n・pPlicati・n

臼・ml・h・Smith　t・・t・y　th・p・・ceedi・g・ag・i・・t　him・・f・…em…1・f・p・・－

jecti・n　i・th・City　R・・d・132　Alth・ugh　th・C・mmissi・n・・n・id・・ed　hi・p・titi。n

it　decid・d　t…ntinu・the　ca・e・Smith，　h・we・・e・，・h・・e　t・ig…eth・、・，，di、t；

th…li・it・…d・・i・g　him　th・ee　tim・・t・・em・v・th・nui・ance，・nd　it　wa…ly

with　th・th・eat・ft・ki・g　fu・th・・1・g・l　acti・n　th・t・Smith・fi・・lly　P・ll・d　d。。・n　th，

building．

　　　In　the　first　year　of　the　Commission，　the　number　of　encroachments　on　the

New　Road　was　greater　than　on　any　other　road．　The　Commission　noted　that　the

projection　of　the　houses　on　that　road　caused　considerable　inconvenience．　TWo

further　encroachments　were　noted，　and　a　committee　was　established　to　review

the　sit・・ti・n・nd・end・ut　l・tters　ab・ut　th・m・tt・・Th・C・mmissi・n　t・・k　1・g・l

acti…decidi・g　t・・nf・・ce　th・v・・di・t・g・i・・t・h・p　h・lders，　M・．　S・1・m・n　L・・y

・nd　M・1・h・・…Th…li・it・・1・t・・i・f・・m・d　th・C・mmissi・n　th・t　L・・y　h、d

・・n飴・m・dt・th・j・dg・m・nt・fthe　c・・rt　by　rem…i・g　th・wh・1・・fth・b・ildi・g

except　the　extended　wall．　Levy　petitioned　the　Commission　to　allow　him　to　re－

・P・nhis　sh・P・丘・・the　ch・ng・・h・d　been　m・d・．　It・epli・d　it　h・d‘・・P・we・t。

accede　to］しlr，　Levy’s　request’．133

　　Shop　holders，　taking　more　space　to　show　off　their　wares，　were　often　the

w・rst・ffe・ders・1・1828・d・・t・th・numb…f・n…achment・at　A・g・1　Place，

Pentonville，　the　Commission　had　to　infbrm　the　shop　holders　to‘set　back　the

丘・nt・・fth・ir　se…al・b・ildi・g　t・th…igi・・l　li・・’．134　Alth・ugh　it・eceived　p・ti．

tions　from　them，　the　Commission　refused　to　change　its　decision．　One　of　the

・h・ph・lders　1・t・・c・mpl・i・・d・b・ut　hi・n・ighb・u・’・twelve－f・・t・wni・g、　whi・h

‘9・eatly・n・・y・d　him　i・hi・b・・iness’．’35　Th・C・mmissi…e・p・nd・d，　it　h、d。。

power　to　prevent　the　erection　ofthe　awning．

　　By　the　early　I830s，　the　majority　of　complaints　were　about　encroachments　on

th・City　R・・d・A・m・nti・n・d　ea・li・・，　thi・p・・ti・ular　r・・d，・lth・ugh　th・・h。，t．

est　ofthe　roads　administered　by　the　MRC，　generated　a　disproportional　number

・fp・・bl・m・・1・1830・M・Bleay・th・・ub－s・・v・y・・f・・th・City　R・・d，・・ep・，t。d

‘ce・t・i・b・ildi・g・b・i・g・・ect・d　i・丘・nt・f　h・u・e・’．136　L・t・・1・th・t　yea，，　M，．

Ch・・chill・・mpl・i・・d・b・ut　th・・P・n　p・・ti・・th・t　hi・n・ighb・u・，　M・．　T・yl・・，

h・d・・ect・d・・nd　th・m・tt・・was　referred　t・the　s・lidt・・T・yl・・，　i・・e・p・・、e，

petiti・n・d　th・C・mmissi・n　t・be　all・wed　t・keep　th・p・・ti・・．　It・g・eed，・・1・・9

・・th・・e　w・・n・f・・ther　en・・…hm・nt・Ch・・chill，・・d・ubt　w・・deri・g　why　th，
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portico　had　not　beell　removed，　wrote　agaill　to　the　Commission．　He　was　m－

f（）rIned　of　its　decision，　and　advised　that　ifhe、vished　to　take　the　matter　further，

that　the　law　was　open　to　him．

　　Between　1832－1833　apProxilnately　five　further　encroachments　on　the　City

Road　were　dealt　with　and　after　this　time　there　were　no　further　illcidents　of　en－

croachments　on　allハ・ofthe　MRC　roads．

Roads　Over　Bridges

The　maintenance　of　the　roads　over　br｛dges、、ras　one　of　the　first　duties　the

MRC　gave　up．　In　l780，　tトe　responsibility　fbr　bridges　was　laid　directly　with　the

County，　clfalllall　build　a　bridge、　and　it　becolnes　useful　to　the　Coしlntry　in　gen－

eral’，　said　the　Court，‘the　County　shall　repair　iピ．137　Up　until　that　tilne，　the　re－

・p・nsibility　h・d　beel・undea・，・t　times　re・ti・g　with　the　act・・l　b・idg・b・ild・…

turnpike　trust，　the　parish，　a　bridge　authority　or　the　count｝「・

　　According　to　the　Webbs，　after　this　ruling，　the　Turnpike　Trusts‘shifted

shamelessly　the　charge　of　those（bridges）which　they　thenlselves　constructed　to

reap　their　tolls’．138　The　MRC　was　indeed　quick　to　give　up　the　duty　of　repairing

the　bridges．　It　informed　the　Clerk　of　the　Peace　fbr　the　County　of　Middlesex

the　Commissiolゴs　intention　of‘relinquishing　the　charge　of　mailltailling　the

roads　over　coullty　bridges　after　lst　Iune　nexピ・139　The　response　was　quick・Mr・

E．Allen　in　f（）rmed　the　Commission　that　the　nnagistrates　could　not　consent　to

the　ConlInission　giving　up　this　dut｝r．　It　replied　by　referring　the　nlatter　to　the

solicitor．140　The　county　magistrates　did　not　give　up　so　easily；in　August　1828，

adeputation　of　count｝r　nlagistrates　requested　a　co11飴rellce　abollt　the　situation・

At　this　time、　Mr．　Knight　of　the　Bridge　Co．　also　requested　a　111eetillg．　He　was，

no　doubt，　concerned　about　added　costs，　as　the　Hamlnersmith　Bridge　had　only

been　opened　in　l827．

　　D・・pit・meeti・9　with　the　m・gi・t・・t・・，…ha・9・wa・m・d・t・th・C・mmis－

siol鯖s　decision，　which　it　formally　restated，‘Re｝）airs　of　all　county　bridges　be　dis－

continued　fbr　the　future　and　that　posts　be　erected　at　each　side　of　all　such　bridges

denoting　the　Bridges　boundaries’・141

　　After　having　succeeded　in　giving　up　the　respomsibility，　the　Conlmission　ac－

cept・d　lt　back・ne　yc・・1・…．lt・g・eed　t・a’R…1・ti・n　f・・the　M・9i・t・at…f

the　Court　of　Middlesex　offerin9£300　per　year　to　the　Collllllission　to　nlaln一
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The　NletroPolis　R《）ad（：orllllliS．　siOn　1826－1872　〔TwlLLF．Y）

tain　the　roads　over　bridges’．142　The　minutes　of允r　no　intormation　as　to　whv　the

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　
チ

Commission　did　not　initially　negotiate　with　the　C皿nty　fbr　an　annual飴e．　It　is，

h・w・v…lik・ly　th・C・unty五・・nd　th・・e・p・n・ibilitゆr・・d・ep・i・t・・g・eat，

a・d－lacki・g・xperti・e－f・und・it・xp・di・nt　t・P・ハ・th・C・mmissi・n　t・P・・f・・m

this　dutv．
i

　　Although　the　County　had　agreed　to　pay　the　Comrnission　to　take　the　re－

spollsibility　fbr　the　roads　over　bridges，　pa｝・ment　became　a　problem、　In　l833，

th…1i・it・r　rep・・t・d　a　c・・t・f£34・10・2　f・・a・il・di・tme・t・g・i・・t　th・C・unty・f

Middlesex　regarding　the　repair　ofroads　over　bridges．143

Sewers

As　menti・n・d　ea・li・…apid　p・P・1・ti・n　g・・wth　i・the　ea・ly・i・・teenth　cent・・y

put　huge　strains　oll　public　services．　London　had　a　piecemeal　system　of　se、、・－

ers・whi・h　d・t・d　t・th・・i・teenth　cent・・y，・nd　it　h・d　n・t　k・pt・p　with　g・・w－

i・gd・mand・A・1・t・a・1844・th・・e　wa・n・und・・g・・und　d・ai・・g・i・Cheap・id，．

Generally～sewage　collected　in　cesspools　and　was　collected　bプnight－soil’co｝lec－

tors・Yet・even　this　old　system　ofnight－soil　collectioll　was　breaking　down　under

the　growing　demand．　The　ineffective　and　corrupt　Commissioncrs　of　Sewers

did　little　to　protect　or　improve　the　system．　As　lnwood　comments，

Wh・n　C・mmissi・ne・・a・d　th・i・・ffici・1・we・e・・k・d　why　larg・p・・t・。f

Lolldoll　were　without　maill　sewers，　but　relied　oll　cesspools　and　open　ditches

to　take　their　household　wastc，　they　generally　clailued　that　their　task　was　o1】1v
　　　　　　コ　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ゆ　　　　ふ　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　

to　malntaln　exlstlng　sewers　and　drain　off　surface　water．　Do　vou　consider　it
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ノyour　duty　to　alter　a　sewer，　or　carry　up　a　sewer，　with　re　fe　rence　to　the　health　of

the　illhabitants2－Certainly　llot，’was　a　fairly　typical　exchange．’144

　　As　the　installation　ofwater　closets　and　cisterns　became　more　popular、　house－

holders　took　it　upon　thelnselves　to　lay　sewers．　This　trend　can　be　seen　clearlv

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　
ゴ

in　the　MRC’s　minutes．　To　break　the　road，　the　MRC　had　to　give　pernlissioll，

and　any　work　carried　out　had　to　be　verified　to　be　of　a　satisfactorv　stalldard　bv
．　　．　　　　　　．　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　〆　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　イ

M・Ad・m・The　c・…f・einst・ti・g　th・…dwas　set・t　th・・at・・f　l／9　per　sq…e

yard．　In　the　first飴w　years　ofthe　Commission，　several　such　requests　were　made．

The　Commission　reviewed　each　one　and　generally　grallted　permission．

　　Quite　a　few　references　to　people　who　had　gone　ahead　with　the　work　with＿

out　seeking　Permission、vere　made，　The　Colnmission　colnme1〕ted　nlost　sternlv

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　〆
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about　a　Nlr．．N　larriott‘haviiig　c（）mmenced　operatioll　befbre　he　Inake　his　said

・pPlicati・n　a・d　th・t・u・h　p・・ceedi・9・we・e　q・ite　u・」・・tifi・bl・al・d　wil1・・t　b・

・g・i・・…1・・k・d’．145　lt・1・・t・・k・・t・・ng　li・・with　th・C・mmissi・・f・・S・wers

for　Tower　Hamlets　which　als（）broke　up　the　road　to　la｝・sewers，　referring　the

case　to　the　solicitor．　It　is　likely　no　legal　actioll　was　taken　as’lbwer　Hamlets’

Commissioner　rcsponded　that、　in　future，　he　would‘inf（）rm　the　Commission　if

they　deem　it　necessary　to　open　the　road’．146 　Generally，　once　the　offence　had

been　acknc）wledged，　the（］ollll）lisSiOII　would　remit　the　fine　ifthe　road　was　rein－

stated　to　McAdam’s　satisfaction　and　the　offender　paid　the　usual　fee　f（〕r　making

the　road　good．

　　Solne　however、　refUsed　to　pay　fbr　breaking　up　the　road・and　the　solicitor　was

・・signed　t・en　fo・・e　p・｝’me・t・f・fil・e・Th・・e　must　h・v・been　m・・e　d・fa・lters

than　usual　ill　l829，　as　the　f6110wing　list　of　names　and　amoullts　was　noted　in　the

mlllutes：

£34，17，1

£8．6．8．

£12．4．0

£15．0．0

£18．0．0

£3i4．0

East　I．ondon、、「ater、Vorks　Co．

w．Robinson
given　up　by　thc　Collllllissioll　ofSewers　of

X、▼estlllillster　60r　roads　aiid　sewers　i111825．

against　Nlr・NortOn

agaillst　Nlr・Casterton

・q．・1・il・s・　C・L　G・evill・H・w・・d・・he　cl・in・ed・’47

Alth・・gh　it　w・s　n・t　th・C・lnmissi・n’s　re・p・nsibility　t・P・・）m・t・the　b・ild－

ing　of　sewers，　it　did　contribute　oll　three　separate　occasions　to　their　installation

when　it　was　deemed　beneficial　to　the　road．　”IXsro　individua！s，　Iames　Bonnin

and　John　Silllpkins，　asked　for　contributions・　Bonnill　requested　conlpensa－

tion　for　the　benefit　offered　to　the　Fulham　Road　froln　the　sewer　built　at　h｛s　ex－

pense　at　B・・1・pt・n・th・C・mn・issi・・9・al・t・d　hin・£100・148　Sinipkins・　h・・i・g

bullt　a　350ft，　sewer　at　Nottillg　HilL　asked　f（）r£140　towards　the　expense．　Having

j・dg・d・it・b・nefi・i・1　fo・th・…d，・th・C・mn・issi・・9・v・him£100・’4g　Ag・i・i・

the　Flllham　Road，　Mr．1．　Houg．　enian　on　behalf　of　he　Coni　niiss　ion　f（）r　Sewers　f（）r

Westmillster、　asked　for　a　contribution　to　a　planned　sewcr　of　L200　ft．　According

to　NlcAdam，　it　would　be　bf　much　advantage’150　so　a　rather　modest　contribution

ot£50　was　glven・
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Thc　Nlctropolis　Road　Com［nission　l8こ6－187ユ　（T、、『［LLEY）

Tottenliam　（Joifrt　Turnpike

Gas

The　Conlmission　received　much　of　its　correspondence　regarding　gas　froni　the

companies　providin99as　lightilユg　along　the　roads（see　Lightin9＆、～’atchin9）．

Similar　to　water　and　sewers，　the　layillg　ofgas　pipes　to　provide　these　utilities　di－

rectly　impacted　the　roads；Consequelltly，　gas　companies　had　to　seek　pernlission

from　the　Commission　to　open　the　roads，　and　pay　the　standard　fee　of　l19　per

square　yard　to　reinstate　them．　The　level　ofthe　fee　prompted　two　gas　companies

to　complain．　In　l828，　Alex　Henry，　on　behalfofthe　Imperial　Gas　Co．，　requested

thc　rate　be　lowered　as　it　had　a　considerable　number　of　pipes　to　Iay　on　the　New

Road．　The　Commission　responded　that、　the　amount　charged　was　the　standard

rate，　but　it　N・vOしlld　consider　the　situation　if　the　conlpally　submitted　the　extent

of　their　plans．151　Two　years　Iater，　the　Brenttbrd　Gas　Company　also　asked　fbr　a

dedしlctioll　in　the　rate　charged，　but　was　refused．　It、vas，　however、　more　success－

ful　in　1836，　when　it　requested　a　deduction　in　the　rate　after　opening　the　footpath
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to　lav　mains　at　Twickellham．　The　Commission　stated　the　total　fee　would　be
↓

£240．14．3；the£191．39五）r　opening　the　fbotpath　would　be　reduced　to£150・152

　　Two　gas　companies　sought　to　involve　the　Commission　in　their　dispute．　The

London　Gas　Co．　requested　permission　to　open　the　road　from　Knightsbridge　to

Kensington　to　lay　gas　pipes．　The　Commission　acquiesced　with　the　usual　condi－

tions．　Thev　then　received　a　letter　from　Alexander　Henry　of　the　Imperial　Gas
　　　　　　　　　グ
Co．、‘that　the　Commission　will　not　perlnit　the　London　Gas　Co．　to　open　the

roads　to　lay　their　mains　f（）r　certain　reasons　alleged　No　detail　was　noted　ab皿t

the‘reasons　alleged　The　Commission　responded　that　it‘cannot　consent　to

refuse　the　application　from　the　London　Gas　Co．　or　to　inter企re　with　the　com－

petition　of　rival　companies’．153　The　West　Nliddlesex　Water　Co．　then　entered　the

fray，　asklng　the　Commission　to　try　to　prevent　the　laying　of　the　pipes　as　it　con－

sidered　them　too　close　to　their　water　pipes．　The　Commission　stated　that　would

be輌n　contravention　of　the　Kensington　Paving　Act，　re企rring　the　matter　to　the

solicitor．154

　　The　work　must　have　gone　ahead，　as　some　time　later．　the　Commission　referred

to£1，0280wed　to　it　fbr　work　done　by　the　London　Gas　Co．　Unfbrtunately，　it　had

trouble　collecting；according　to　the　minutes，　the　Commission　asked　f（）r　pay－

ment　many　times　but　rece｛ved　no　answer．　They　re飴rred　the　matter　to　the　so－

licitor．155　A　few　months　later　it　received　a　reply：The　London　Gas　Co　asked五）r

areduction　in　the　standard　fee　for　opening　the　roads　and　to　allow　the　amount

to　be　settled　by　accruing　rents　for　the　gas　lights．　The　Commission　directed　the

solicitor　to　close　the　accounts．156

Railways

The　establishment　of　a　national　railway　network　was　one　of　the　key　factors　in

the　demise　of　the　turnpike　trusts．　Trains　could　take　people　and　freight　to　their

destination白ster，　cheaper　and　rnore　com｛brtably；moreover，　much　of　the　mon－

ey　that　had　been　invested　in　turnpikes　trusts　was　now　poured　into　the‘railway

mania’which　marked　this　period　ofthe　Victorian　era．

　　The　f］rst　passcnger　train　was　not　in　London　but　in　the　north　of　England

in　1825．　It　was　not　until　l836，　that　London　had　its　first　passenger　train，　the

London　to　Greenwich　line．　However，　by　the　l850s，　the　framework　of　a　national

system　had　been　very　quickly　built．
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The　．X　letr・P・lis　lミ・しld　C・mmissi（）n　lg，　26－1872〔TWILLE、つ

　　The　early　developme1コt　of　the　train　system　saw　a　patterll　of　illdividual，　iso－

1ated　lines　with　no　links　between　them．　Bil［s　to　perlllit　a　railway　lille　were　sub－

mitted　to　Parliamellt　oll　a　case－by－case　basis，　much　as　the　turnpike　system，

itsel£had　started・The　promoters　of　the　Londoll　to　Birmingham　Bill　were　the

first　to　contact　the　Commissioli．　Mr．　Richard　Cread，　on　behalf　of　the　company，

sent　plans　of　the　proposed　route　in　March　l832．　The　Commission　responded

by　requesting　more　detailed　plans　alld　information　on　how　the　railway　would

effect　the　several　roads　of　the　MRC　that　the　route　would　cross，　and　asked　that

the　engineer　attend　the　ilext　meetilコg　to　explain　the　plans．　At　that　meeting，　a

deputation丘01n　the　company　attended，　but　the　solicitor　noted　in　their　plans

that　there　were，‘various　provisiolts　interfering　with　the　roads　under　the　charge

of　the　Commission’．157　The　Commission　decided　to　watch　the　progress　of　the

bill．　The　solicitor　and　the　engineer　of　the　railway　company　attended　a　further

meeting　in　March　1834，　and　agreed　to　inf（）rm　the　Commission　on　any　devia－

tion　from　the　stated　plan．　The　Commission　agreed　that，　as　long　as　there　were

clauses　to　protect　the　roads、　it　wou［d　Ilot　oPPose　the　bill．

　　The　MRC　fbllowed　this　pattern　of　meetings　and　consultation　with　the　three

other　ra▲lway　cornpanies　it　had　dealings　with．、Vith　two　ofthese；the　London　to

Windsor　Railway　Colnpany，　alld　the　Birmingham，　Bristol　and　Thames　Iunction

Railway　Company，　the　collsultation　was　without　incident．　As　the　companies

accepting　clauses　to　protect　the　roads，　the　Commission　did　not　oPPose　the

passage　of　their　Bills　through　Parliament．　Dealings　with　the　Great、～アestern

Railway　Company，　however、　were　allother　matter．

　　The　Great　Western　Rail、、・ay（GWR）was　one　of　the　country’s　Inajor　lines．　Its

engineer，　Marc　lsambard　Brunel，　N、・as　one　of　the　greatest　Victorians　of　the　era，

having　solved　the　historic　problem　of　underwater　tunnelling．　The　terminal，

Paddington　Station　was－and　is　stil1－considered　a　masterpiece　of　Victorian

architecture．　Initiall｝㌦in　Ianuary　l834，　the　GWR　Company　submitted　its　plan

to　the　Commission；however，　the　plans　were　altered　a　few　months　later．　Instead

of　terminating　at　Vauxhall　Bridge　it　wanted　it　to　be　the　Hoop　and　TOy　Public

House　at　Old　Brompton．　The　view　of　the　Commission　was　that　such　a　meas－

ure　would　be　detrimental　to　the　public　and　it　established　a　conlmittee‘with　the

purpose　ofprotecting　the　Public’．158

　　1n　July，　the　solicitor　reported　to　the　Commission　that　the　GWR　Bill　had

passed　the　Committee　stage　in　Parliament，　and　although　certain　clauses　fbr　the

protection　of　MRC　roads　had　been　included，　several　others　had　been　rejected．
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The　Commission’s　rather　strong　respollse　was‘that　if　this　b川pass　the　House

of　Comnlons　the　Solicitor　cause　a　petition　to　be　presented　against　it｛n　the

House　of　Lords　and　oppose　it　by　CounseL　and　by　every　other　means　to　arrest

its　progress’．159　This　it　did，　and　in　December，　the　Solicitor　submitted　a　bill　in

December　fbr£400　f（）r　opposing　the　GWR　BilL

　　Further　alterations　to　the　plans　were　subnlitted　to　the　Commission．　In

Ianuary　1834，　the　GWR　requested　the　Commission　consent　to　the　railway　going

over　the　Uxbridge　road．　It　replied　that，　as　it　was　a‘very　inconvenient　manner

in　which　the　railway　is　proposed　to　cross　the　road，　the　Board　dissent　there－

fbre’．160　1t　further　stipulated　that　any　work　affecting　the　road　had　to　be　car－

ried　out　by　MRC　officers　at　the　expense　of　the　GWR．　Although　the　GWR　did

alter　the　plan、　McAdam‘deemed　it　to　be　perfectly　inadmissible’．161　No　d皿bt，

in　an　effort　to　change　the　Commission’s　decision，　Brunel，　himself，　attended　the

Board，　and　brought　with　him　a　model　of　the　GWR　that　would　cross　the　road

at　Hanwell．　The　Commission，　accepted　the　proposal　with　one　proviso；lt　co11－

sidered‘it　requisite　for　the　safety　of　the　public　that　an　opening　should　be　made

in　the　lateral　walls　to　enable　travellers　to　see　each　other　when　passing　the　roads

where　they　cross’．162　Brunel　accepted　the　proviso．

　　Construction　on　the　line　went　ahead；however　a　year　later　ill　November

1836，the　issue　of　the　terminal　again　became　a　problem．　The　GWR　Companゾs

plan，　to　build　the　terminus　at　Paddington　Ilecessitated、　it　said，　the　raising　of　the

Harrow　road．　The　Commission　decided　to　hear　from　all　parties　affected　before

giving　consent．　It　received　a　petition　from　iMr．　Penny　and　other　inhabitants　of

Westbourne　Grove　and　Picker▲ng　Terrace，　who　requested　the　Commissiolゴto

withhold　their　consent　to　the　proposar．163　The　Colnmission　infbrmed　them　of

｛ts　decision　to　consider　all　aspects　befbre　glving　any　consent・

　　By　this　time、　the　Commission　was　receiving　so　many　requests丘om　proposed

railway　companies　that　it　resolved、

　　　　That　before　the　Board　can　entertaill　all｝’apPlication　for　thelrassent　to　raikvay

　　　　bills　an　undertakillg　be　required　oll　the　part　of　the　railway　compan）’to　pay

　　　　such　reasonable　charges　as　nlay　be　illcurred　in　making　the　required　surveys

　　　　fbr　enabling　the　Board　to　lし1dge　as　to　the　Expediency　of　assenting　to　the　pro－

　　　　posed　measure　and　what　protection　it　may　be　necessary　to　give　to　the　roads；

　　　　and　the　railway　company　nlust　also　engage　to　any　such　law　charges　as　nlay　be

　　　　necessary　in　preparing　and　agreeing　upon　Clauses　to　be　inserted　in　the　Bills

　　　　for　securing　Proper　protection　to　the　Public　Roads　ullder　the　charge　of　the

　　　　Commission．164
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Copies　were　sent　to　all　parties　concerned．

　　The　growing　number　of　requests　the　MRC　received　from　railway　companies

was　noted　in　the　Commissions　10th　Annual　Report　to　Parliament．　The　railways

offered　a　more　comfortable　and　cheaper　alternative　to　coaches，　which　eventu－

ally　were　unable　to　compete　against　them．　The　resultant　decline　in　the　number

of　coaches　also　meant　a　decrease　in　the　toll　revenues　and　fbreshadowed　the　end

ofthe　turnpike　trusts．

Appendix　1

List　of　Commissioners　as　named　in　the　Metropolis　Roads　Commission　Act

（フGeo．IV　c．1421826）

　　Lord　Lowther，　Lord　Viscount　Duncannon，　Lord　Viscount　Belgrave，　Sir

Thomas　Baring　Baronet，　Sir　John　Sebright　Baronet，　Sir　Henry　ParnelI　Baronet，

Nicholson　Calvet　Esquire，　James　Brogden　Esquire，　Davies　Gilbert　Esquire，　Col．

Thomas　Wood，　William　Heygate　Esquire，　George　Holme　Sumner　Esquire，　John

Maberly　Esquire，　John　Hume　Esquire，　Frankland　Lewis　Esquire，　John　Wilson

Croker　Esquire，　William　Holmes　Esquire，　Iohn　Calcraft　Esquire，　Sampson

Hanbury　Esquire，　William　Hobson　Esquire，　John　Leach　Panter　Esquire，　Robert

Ashton　Esquire，　Daniel　Mildred　Esquire　lunior，　Sir　Thomas　Thompson，　Mark

Beaufoy　Esquire，　Capt．　Iames　Deans，　Richard　Lambert　Iones　Esquire，　John

Carrick　Esquire，　Edmund　Freherne　Esquire，　Richard　Henry　Cox　Esquire，　John

Joseph　Austin　Bsquire，　Archibald　Campbell　Esquire，　William　Day　Esquire，

John　Harrison　of　Eaton　Place　Esquire，　Richard　Carpenter　Esquire，　Alexander

Milne　Esquire．
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Appendix　2

Tenders　fbr　watering　the　roads　1828

St，　Pancras H．Thornington £948

Canlden ‘〈

£120

Maryleb（ハne Ino．　Drake £195

‘City William　Lane £98

Old　Street Thomas　Chabot £93，170

Hackney Francis　Rumsey £442

Brentworth Ioseph　IessOP £490

Isleworth Charles　Eley £537．6．0

Stamfbrd Stephen　Reed £686，11．0

ほea　bridge Samuel　Palmer £189．1．0

，Uxbridge 、Villianl　Nicholls £208，19．0

Acton ‘‘ も‘

Hayes Thomas　Kitchen £218．18．0

Hillingdon Giles　Wain £179．2．0

Hamwell William　Humphreys £238，160
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