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PREFACE 

The argument, a discussion of the influence of landoWners' 

attitudes on railway alignment in nineteenth century EDgland, is 

presented in what might be termed a 'legal' framework. Firstly the 

initial proposition is put forward, that the landowners exerted an 

influence upcm the alignment of the railways of EDgland. The existing 

state of Jalowledge is then reviewed which places landed influence in 

the context of alignment theory in general. HaVing eatabliahed the 

conventional wisdom a background i8 then presel1ted which di.cusse8 the 

main aspect. of the 'characters' of the two protagoni8ts, 1.e. of the 

railway interest and of landed society. Th1s is coq.>leaented by a 

br1ef appra1sal of the mechanics of the interact1en. i.e. of the 

nineteenth century Parliamentary system within wh1ch auch 1nfluel1ce 

was exercised. The main body of ev1dence is then put forward. 

Thia is div1ded into four aeparate aections, split chronologically 

as justified in Chapter Three. The whole is then drawn together in 

a final chapter which 8U111Bri.es the _in argument. and body of 

ev1dence to reach a conclusion as to the validity of the initial 

premiae. 

It is conceded that this study may be criticised as laCking depth 

as a d1rect cCDSequence of the elllPloyment of a broad approach. Thi8 

point was quickly recognised and thus an assessment of the aerits of 

a more detailed approach was made w1 th an in-dopth study of one 

particular exaq,le. (1) It became rap1dly apparent that th18 approach 

(1) J. Hepple: Abingdon and the Great Western Ra1lway: or why the 

Oxford line ai8sed the town. Journal of Transport Hi8tory N.S. 

vol.II no.3 (Feb. 1974) pp.155-66. 



although personally satisfying, was extremely narrow and thus, tak1Dg 

into consideration the aDtunt of time and ftnance available, it was 

preterred to utili.e a broad vi_ rather than research fflll exauples in 

couprehenaive detail. Thill hall therefore militated against a close 

examination into the financial involvement of landed society, of the 

shares held, of the capital invested, all this material ill not deposited 

centrally. As a consequence ot the detailed 8tudy of AbiDgdon's 

relationll with the Great Welltern Railway it was found that the local 

sources, the newspaperll, e8tate papers et al. _rely colllpl_ented and 

confirmed the evidence tound in the M1Dutes ot Evidence of the Select 
• 

Commt tteell of the Houlles of Parliament. The research haa therefore 

leaned heavily upon theae Minutell ot Evidence all a pri_ry source but 

research hall been undertaken into DOre local Daterial a. and when 

necessary. 

The cODstraints of t1me and finance have a180 deanded that the 

research be l1mi ted to a study of the aligDJIent of the railways of 

Eniland rather than ot BritaiD. In teras ot mileage the English 

railway network wall at least two-thirds ot the total cCllllltructed and 

contained exalllPles of every variety of liDe. As the railways of 

Scotland and Wales were pro_ted and aligned iD a lIia1lar anner, all 

the ParliaJleDtary proce8a of authoriaati_ ot a railwa1 COllpaDy wall 

identical, and a. _y of the engiDeerll eaployed iD la&l&Dd were also 

elllPloyed in beth Scotland and Wales, it ill telt that the conclullions 

reached iD thia piece ot work are not iDvalid if extended to both 

Scotland and Wales, although aome lIOcl1ficatiQD8 .y have to be _de 

to allow for local cenditionll. 
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CBAPl'ER am. INTR(J)tJCTION 

There are a aUilber of poillt. whlch caB u.efully d1acus.ed ia this 

iIltroductory chapter &ad it i. therefore divided lato four _ill sectien.: 

(A) A .tat __ t of the field of study allied to a brief de.criptlO11 

and ~ry of the cOIlteat of the illdivldual chapter •• 

(B) A discu •• 101l of the .. urce. u.ed and the way. 1a which thelr 

characteri.tic. have 1RflueDced the approach utilised. 

(C) The po.ition of thi. the.is 1n relation to other wort ia the .... 

field and ill the wider context of Hi.torical &ad 'l'ran8port Geography. 

and Rallwa, Hi.tory. 

(D) A co .... t _ the illustratlve _terial used. 

(A) The Fleld of Study 

The subject of .tudy 1. the a1llP1MDt of certaia railway. of 

Baelud. The tera 'certaia' i. used adVi.edly 1Bas-.ach a. tho.e 

railway all~t. which have beeD discu •• ed in the .. ill body of the 

evidence haYe been clraWD fro. a ride rang1ne ezaa1Datl. of the railways , 

of &leland and are tnt_ded to illu.trate pOints which are eeaerally 

applicable. The purpO.e of the wort i. to ellall1Jle the role of the 

laadowner a. aD 1afluellce upon the alilDlleDt of a railway. how thi. 

process operated and what were it. result •• lJl a broador cootext 1t. 

purpos. 1. to a ••••• wheth~r the traditional _rpholoeical appreach to 

al1~t .tudies is eIlouch to aplaia the locati. of the .laele route 

and whether tho.e llltlu.ace. curreatly cOIl.idered a. detera1n1ac the 

alipllelDt of a routeway have talcea the 'hUlaD' 1ntlueDce. aufficleat1y 

into account. 
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The approach used has beeD relatively silllPle in that a cOllPreheDsive 

study of docuaentary material has been undertaken to discover whether the 

landed society of BD.gland played a significant r le in influ_cing the 

aliguaent of railways. Because fd. the nature of the source _terial 

eJII)loyed, which is discussed bel .. , it was :found to be iq:)o.a1ble to 

utilise a aupling appr_ch on a random basis. eon.equctly it was 

decided to con.ul t a larse nWlber of .econdary source. to discover ezalllPle. 

o:f any such 1nflueDce. Once a suitable quantity of broad exaIIPles in 

both spatial and chroaoloSical term. were di.covered further detailed study 

was undertaken of pri-.ry sources which either colIIPleaented and confirmed 

the .econdary source. Dr, in a nUJlber of ca.es, contradicted these sources. 

A. the author becIme faailiar with the.e pri_ry .. urce., _re eepecially 

the Minutes of Evidence of the Parl1alleDtary Select c.~ ttee., further 

exa.ples of 1nflueDce were discovered. 

As the study progres.ed it was :found that certain geaeral principles 

were quickly established which were applicable throughout the nineteenth 

century. This account. for the apparent eaphaa1s upon the earlier, 

fo~tive years of the railway systell and the discussion of the features 

of the years 1850-1900 is .ore CGDcerned with pOints that aro.e specifically 

during these decades, and with .od1:fication. to the ba.ic principle. rather 

thaD a reiteration of the principles themaelve •• 

Al thouSh the fr&lleWork of the thesis has beeI1 discus.ed in the 

Preface it is felt that a su.ary of the contct of the various chapters 

.. y preTe of use. 

Chapter Two reviews the various concepts which have eeaa1dered the factors 

that deterJl1De the alipaeat of the single route. This is intended to 

pre •• t curr.t thinking in this :field and al.o to illPlicitly illustrate 

how little illportance has been attached in the past to the iJlpact of the 

'hu.an' factor in 1ntlueDcing alignaeDt. 
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Chapter Three briefly discu •• e. the major feature. of the evolution of the 

English railway aystlll in both spatial and chronological teras. 

Chapter Four briefly discusses the main characteristics of the landed 

society of England during the nineteenth century, their numbers, their 

distributioo, their ecODo~c interest., their political power, their 

involv.-ent in the industrialiaation process, and their interest in 

'lIIPar klleDt. 

Chapter Five discu8IJe. the mechanics of the interaction between the landed 

and railway interests. It coaments upon the PBrliUU!Dtary process by 

which a railway Bill was authorised and discusse. how landed influence 

could be exerci.ed. It al.o teuche. upan the co.t of land a. a part of 

railway CODstructional costs. 

Chapter. Six to Nine discuss the influence of landowners on railway 

alisn-ent drawing upen a nuaber of exaaples to illu.trate various points. 

Chapter Ten is a ~ry of all that has gODe before and also contains a 

conclusion which discu.se. the problem in both a lIPec1fic and general context. 

Appendix 1 is a list of those matters discussed by a Parliamentary Select 

Cema1ttee. 

AppeDdix 2 i. a table of landOlrDers subscribing t. the Midland Countie. 

Railway of 1836. 

(B) Source. used 

Three basic type. of source aterial have been used and .y be classUied 

thus:-

(a) ContelllPorary/Praary 

(b) Physical 

(c) SecQDdary 
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(a) Conte!l!l?orary/Pr1marx 

Five main categories ot this material have been utilised. 

1. Minutes of Evidence of Parliamentary Select Coaaittees. 

These have been of paraJIIIDunt iJIIportance as a source of me. terial 

tor this study. The breadth ot verbatim evidence prescted can be 

assessed by refercce to Appendix 1 which lists those points which 

had to be discussed before auch a eo.1ttee. The procedure was such 

that before the Colmld.ttee heard the arguments ot the opposit1cm it waa 

the duty ot the railway c lIPany' s counael to preve all the requ18i te 

points and thia necessity happily _couraSed the providOD of 

velu.1Doua a.aunts ot evidence, each witnesa beins cress-examined 

by the OPPOllct'S lawyers. Thus, in cases ot CODtl1ct, there exiats 

a great wealth ot detailed .vidcce cOllceminl the orilins of the 

railway cCllllpany, its intentions, and its prospects. 

This is only tound it the petition to ParliaJDeDt, atating 

tlPPosi tion to the proposala ot the railway c~, was acted UPal. 

It occasionally happened that Deptiatials between the two parties 

ensued befere the bill c&IIe before a Select Co..t ttee which thus 

relDVed the necessity tor a lengthy hearins. In such instances 

the evidence ot the Deed and aer1t fd the line ia at beat cursory, 

at worst nOD-existent. 

Apart tr_ a nUllber of volumes ot lI1Dutes ot £Vid_ce of the 

House ot c.~s destroyed 111 the great tire ot October 18M, there 

are DO physical constraints on access to this _terial. the Beue of 

Lords Record Oft ice having a full set of hanclwri tt_ evidence for 

the ,.ears 1825-1900. The data it.elt can vary in quality and 

usefulness, eften accordinl to the counsel enpled in the presentatiCl1 

of a case; for exa.ple it occaaiaaally happen. that the full texts 

ot agreemeats, contracts, and letters have be_ introduced as 
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evidence and are incorporated into the M1nutes. It Dlst be 

CQIlceded that the lI1nutea are rather poer OIl f1D&ncial _tters, for 

exaaple counsel univeraally argued that they could not reveal the 

prices paid for pieces of land as they feared that other landowners 

OIl the __ line of railway would draw invidious cOlllJariao.ns and thus 

negotia t1G1ls would be jeopardised. 

2. The lettera, aiDutea, and notea of the railway engineers, promoters, 

and of the landowner a theuelves. The former _terial is to be found 

.atly at the B.T.H.R.O. at Padd1ngtOD, the latter in local Record 

Offices and Estate Offices throughout EDgland. These add useful 

bacqround _terial to the .re fonal evideace et the Parl1allelDtary 

Co..ttteea and often help to explain motives and intentions otherwiae 

obscure. 

3. Pa..,hlets and Articl.s published at the tt.e. The fonaer can be 

found in both the B.T.H.R.O. and in the Briti8h Muaeum, the latter 

in the .-mthly literary .. pzines of the nineteenth celltury. Both 

suffer, threugh their very nature, f1'Olll a biased and etten dogat1.c 

interpretati_ of the cctlllllPorary .i tuatiao but provide a good 

illuatration of the points of vi_ of the varins interested partie a 

and can prove _.t useful if used with care. 

4. Cooteaporary Local N_spapers. The finest collection is to be 

fOlDld in the British Museum Library at Colindale. These are of great 

value in their reporting of speeches and re .. lutiODs .. de at public 

meetings held in the locality whell a railway was proP.sed to be 

ccmatructed. They alse contain the advertisellOllts f intent required 

by a ParlialDODtary Standing Order in order that the local populace 

could be 1D:foraed of the railway collpany' a propo.ls. 

~. other Sources. 
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(a) Bansard. These volumes are of particular use in reporting 

Parlia..mtary debates concern1l1g railway legi.laU_ in general and 

also those .,ecific railway bill. which stillUlatecl such interest that 

they were debe ted in ene er both House •• 

(b) The Minute. ef Evidence of the Parliaaentary Select Co.adttees 

which discussed railway legislatiOll, and related topics, in a .,re 

general ccmtext. These have beeD published in full by the Irish 

1lnivera1 ty Pre •• UDder the general heading of Transport and need no 

further comwmt. 

(b) PhYsical 

1. Ordnance SUrvey Map., notably the one inch First Bd1tiOD aeriea which 

was closely studied to examine the relationships betweeD the railway allgn­

MDts (where added) and the boundaries of the parks, whlch are quite clearly 

.rked GIl thls ed1UCIID. The 1:25,000 .erles was also used to analyse the 

alipmeota in tenu of the general topography. 

2. Ceoteaporary Mapa. The.e are e .. entlally those aps deposited by the 

railway coq>an1es as ooe of the requir8lUl1ts of the Parlla.mtary standing 

Order.. As amy COIIpaIlie. prevlded a one inch fir.t edt tlen _p with thelr 

proposed allgD1M1lt wperlJ111)oaed UPOll it, theae proved .invaluable and can be 

found in both the Bouse of Lords Record Office and in local Record Offices 

throughout England. 

3. Fleld Work. Thia waa undertaken to as.e •• the relatlaoshlps discu.sed 

in the doCWlODts and t. evaluate the arguJleDts preseDted by coUDsel before 

the Select eo-1ttees. Its prl_ry a1. was to eatablish in the a1Dd of 

the author an lage of the area under diacuasiOll thus adding an extra 

diaeDsi_ to the ~tary and cartographic evidence previoualy exaa1Ded. 

(c) Secondary Sevce, 

This field of hiatorlcal geography baa long beeD papular and ba., in 

receDt years, enjoyed a strong upsurge of intereat. Much uae haa bolD 
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_de of railway histones delJl)ite the fact that they tend to concentrate 

more OIl the chronological alPeets of the railway co.pany and often pay 

little regard to the relationships between the line of railway and the 

local topography. However the series of boolal which have appeared under 

the general title of the 'Regic:aoal History of the Railways of Great Britain' 

have proved IDOst uaetul. as have those railway coapany histories published 

in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The author IIIUst 

agree, however, with J.R. ltellett's rather dalllD1ng critici .. of many of the 

worlal in this field of transport history.(l) On the whole the quality of 

scholarship is not all that it tight be and these sources have theretore 

been used both selectively and With care, reliance having beeo placed 

firmly OIl original documentary aaterial. 

Use has also beeo _de of any worts in the field of local history 

and these have provided a useful bacqreund to the eBsentially local 

conflicts. Again the quality tends to vary but those published during 

the Ddd and late nineteeoth century have frequently recognised the con-

.iderable sign1ticance of the coming of the railway to their ~te 

locality and have often written at swae length of the circuiaatances of its 

arrival. 

Frequent refereoce has also been made to the adllirable articles which 

have appeared over the past two decades in the Journal of TraDaport History, 

Tranaport History, and in the Transactions of the Iastitute of British 

Geographers. A nUllber of theses have also been consulted and have proved 

of value. Special IIfJIltion .st be made of G. ottley's IDImUJIeDtal 

blbliography of railway history whlch has proved IIOSt useful in locating 

see_clary sources. 

(1) J.R. Kellett: 'Wr1t1ng on Victorian Railways: An Essay in 

Nostalgia' Victorian Studies vol.13 no.l (Sept 1969) 
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(C) Perspective 

As J .H. Appleton has so succinctly argued in his paper 'A 

Morphological Approach to the Geography of Transport', there is an urgent 

need to recognise the important contribution of morphological studies in 

any understanding of Transport Geography. Al though the author subscribes 

to this basic philosophy he feels that even this my not go far enough. 

Thus far the debate over the factors that determine alignment has concerned 

itself largely with assessing the relative merit. of the 'econolDic' and 

'physical' influences. Within recent years it has been calceded that it 

i. the 'total eavirGDJllel1t' which influeDces the location of a routeway. 

Once this broader influence is acmow1ec:laed it i. felt that the e.sentially 

retrospective .ode of analysis curreatly favoured by geographers, the close 

elE2llDination of the final alignment as it appears on the mp, precludes a 

study of the many alternative alignments that were proposed and seriously 

considered at the time of construction and further, does not allow any 

conclusions to be drawn a. to why this particular line was preferred to any 

other. It is argued that if the reasODS for preference are to be tully 

understood a reorientation of the methodology currently practised will have 

to occur, which will necessitate a more detailed analysis of documentary 

evidence pertaining to the decision making proce.s. 

In a broader context the fundaIReIlta1 importance of the railway as an 

agent of change, in both abstract and physical teras, cannot be denied. 

Its vital significance in the rapid economic expansiOll ot the natiOll has 

been ridely acmowledged and yet the study of the aligDJDeDt. of the railways 

themselves, .bich surely governed the extent ot change through their very 

absence or presence, has not been given the attention it deserves. To 

take a lIPec1fic 8Xaaple, it has often heeo argued that the avoidance of a 

town by a .. in line of railway seriously hindered, if not totally impaired, 

the growth of that town during the crucial year. of the mid nineteenth 
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century. !bus an enhanced understanding of those factors which determined 

the alignment can but assist in the overall understanding of the process 

of economic and social change which occurred dur1ng the nineteenth century. 

It might also be argued that an appreciation of the priorities considered 

iq)ortant during the last century in teras of railway alignment have some 

relevance in the pre.ent decade in any discussion of motorway and by-pass 

alignment. (1) 

The author also hape. that this work coaplements that of the tnewt 

school of railway historians, as typified by J .R. ltellett'. tThe IJII)act ~ 

Railways on Victorian Citiest and H. Parris' tGcwel"lllleDt and the Railways 

in Nineteenth Century Britain t, in studying a theme COllllClll to all railways 

rather than discussing the growth of a network within a apec1tic geographical 

area or under the .-nagelleDt of a s1ngle cOlltlany. 

(DO Illustratlve Material 

This is prllllarily in the form of aps whlch illustrate the aligaments 

under discu."ion and their iJlportance is therefore parau.>UDt. In a n\Dlber 

of instances 1t has been possible to lnclude those other a11gnments also 

consldered which rill help to demaastrate the wide range of feasible 

alternat1ves available to the promoters and engineers rellP •• lble for the 

final declsiOD. AD atteapt has also been _de to include as Jany parks 

as po.slble an these ...,S in order that an lJ11)resslG11 Jlight be gained of 

the dens1ty of the1r distribut1on. 

A _11 number of plates have also been included. Theae are merely 

to give an iq)resa1011 of the sett1ng of the various types of resideaces and 

their grounds threatened by ra1lway canstructian. 

(1) And alsO new railways - vide Sunday Time. no.788l June 30 1974 p.19 

tThis Britaint which discusses propo.l. of alternatiVe alilPlJl8l1ts 

for a new line of railway between Croydan and Edcbridge. 
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CBAPrER TWO 

There are IIBDY factors which deteraine the a1ipment of a railway and 

thus, before an understanding of the significance of the 1andowner!s role 

in railway a1i~t can evolve, it is iDportant to discuss these factors 

and therefore place the landOlrllert s iDpact in a context. 

The nineteeoth CeDtury saw a number of authors atteapt to describe the 

opti-.ul .ode of railway cOillstruction. Their worlal were of an essentially 

practical nature, written in the light o:t the authorts 8lIPerience, and tended 

to describe the various difficul tie. that llight be eIlcountered by aD ea.gineer 

rather thaD theoretical COIIlCepts and are therefore beat di8cuased in the min 

(1) 
body of the argument. The theoretical approach to railway location stems 

largely fro. the work of A.M. Well1Dgtcm which sellerated what llisht be called 

an t ..,irical t achool of thoupt With caoclusiCllla dra1m froa atudies at 

particular raU-neta and apecUic a1ipil8llts. lD nCeDt yeara a ~ 

abatract approach baa evolved, cClllcomi taDt With the revolutiClll in the study 

of geography, being baaed, prUarily, CIIl network analys1.. The.e approaches 

have beeD fundalleDtal17 different ad it is therefore proposed to firatly 

c •• icler the work of the ellllP1ricistatJ aDd subaequently that of the .tttheoristst. 

(2) • 
Well1ngtcm t a arplleDta were baaed' UPCll aper1ence drawn froa the 

plaamillg and ccm.structiGll of railroac1a in IIex1co and the 1lDi ted states in 

the latter halt of the niaeteenth CeDtur7'~ His 1nita1 arguJllllt stated 

that there were three ...,or categories o:t railway; those bu1lt purely 

f~ profit; those built for the senera1 beDefit that would accrue to the 

locality throuah which they raDJ and those that were built for ~irreaulu-! 

(1) for nJLII)le: p. Lecount: A Practical Treatise .. Rai1"7. (1839) 

(2) A.II. We11aston: BcoaOllic Theon of th, Locatiaa of Rail",s: 

(2DcI Bd~ 1887) 
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purposes, for eXILlIPle 'block lines' or those built for sale to a rival 

coapany. (1) He suggested, however, that deepi te the varying reallOlDa for 

CODatructiaa the ...., geDeral law applied '. • • it is the plain intereat 

of the caaatructor., in all caaea, to obtain .. COOd a road aa they can 

for the lIDIley and to build it OIl bUllineaa principlea'. (2) 

WelliDgton arped that the alilDJl8Dt of a railway .... the result of 

a two-atage process, •••• the firat, and by very Imch the .,at iq)ortant, 

ia the aeleetiOll of the eeneral raut. betweell the two •• tablished termini 

or, a. very often haPPeDS, the selectiCll of OIle or both tend.Jai as well', (3) 

aDd this decisiOl1 wa. to be the sole reapODsibili ty cat the proIIOters~ (4) 

lfItving decided UPOll a 'e_eral' route the .econd .tage thea bec&lle applicable 

8.Dd waa t ' ••• the adaptatiOll of . .:the line in detail to the topographical 

cOlld1tiClll8 which exist alGll8 the route selected'. (5) TbS.. was to be the 

sole province of the atgineer. (6) 

He .trellstheaed thi. argulleDt by augeatiDe that there were '.jor' 

aDd 'll1Dor' factor. that 1Dflueaced aD aliSDJI8IDt. The t_jor' factors 

were CCIlsidered to be the SeDeraticxa of reveDue. (7) the probable vo1u. 

of tr~fic, (8) and the operatiDa upeases, (9) the 'a1Dort factors belDc 

the actual l_eth of the lille, it. curvature and the triae aad fall' 

(the latter beiDa d11fereDt to the ruling grade).(lO) Be justified thi. 

(1) ibid. PP .13-14 

(2) ibid. p.14 

(3) ibid. p.21 

(4) ibid. pp.15-16 

(5) ibid~ p.21 

(6) ibid~ p.17 

(7) ibid. pp.48-74 

(8) ibid. pp.75-105 

(9) ibid. pp.l06-184 

(10) ibid. p.185 
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categorisation by quoting C.B. Vignole., the noted &1gliah rail ... y 

engineer, who had argued that .aIe three-fourth. of exp •• e. were in-

depeDdeDt of gradieDt. and curves aad thus illproveDellts ill the.e faceta 

(1) 
of alipmeot could cau.e oal), marginal reductiGD. ill operat1Da expeDdl ture. 

Wellington .... streal)' crltlcal of the ld_ that the opti_l aliSDJDel1t of 

a ral1way was to be a straight line bew .. two tend.Dl (2) but CQllceded 

that the CCIDCept appeared to be ' ••• ~ly abaurd.l)' overe.tu-ted 

eYeD ill the II1Dd. of the _aineer'. (3) 

Wellinaton cOllcluded that it was OCOIlOJl1c factors that were of pr1me 

ll11PortaDce ill deteJ'llSnilla allan-t and that ph),.leal influ_ce. were of 

.ianlfieanee merely ill a local ecm.text. AlthGUSh it has beeo sald that 

the va1ue of Wellington'. work '. • • lies not ill it. absolute findin,. 

so IlUch as in it. 111ustratlon of the k1Dd of loeatiaaal probl ... faced in 

(4) 
route construction', his idea. appear to have held cODsiderable ... y 

until recent years. 

Work dur1Da the latter year. of the 1930s was .,re CODcemed with 

the &Dalysls of patterna of railnet. rather than the .tud)' of the e_ct 

alla:n-ot of thelr cOll.tl tuat parts (5) although UllaD, ill hl. atudy of the 

railroad pattern of the United State., did ate .... pa •• iIlg reference to 

the factor. controlling aligDllel1t. He sugge.ted that railway. were 

(1) lbld. pp.186-193 

(2) lbld. p.186 

(3) lbld. p.237 

(4) P. Baggett: Locatloul Analysi. ill H~ Geoslaphl (1965) p.63 

(5) for eDJIIPle: S.B. Beaver: 'The Railway. of Great Citle.' Geosraphy 

vol.XXII (1931) pp.116-l2O; A.C. O'Dell: 'A GeoP'&phleal Rzaw1na tlCl11 

of the Development of Scottlsh Ral1way.': Scottish Geosraphleal 

llapzine: vol.55 no.S (1939) pp.129-148; C.A. Fisher: 'Evolutlon 

of the- Irish Railway S:yat.' Economic Geosraphy: vol.17 no.3 

(1941) pp.262-274 



extremely sensitive to grades, (1) and that valley al1plU!ll1ts, OIl a national 

scale, were 'discernible in many places'. (2) He c01l~luded 'sensitive 

thou8h railroads are to gradea, the predominating locating factor seems 

to be traffic ••• although relief strongly affects the local or site 

al1gD1Mmts . ' . • productiaa ad traffic appear as more 1IIportaDt detet­

IdnaDts of their rea1cnal arrana __ t and locaticm'. (3) Thua, conced1ng_ 
---

the fact that the author .... essentially d1acussing pattern, the pre-

domiDaDce of the economic 1nrlueDces were reiterated and reatfirwed. 

Railway aligDllellt, in the context of pattern &Dalysis, was discussed 

briefly by O'Dell who eaployed an extremely broad approach and, aa a 

(4) 
result, hi. work becaae de.criptive rather than aaalytical. The book 

was revised by P .S. Richard. (5) and in a brief discu •• iOll of the various 

criteria that could influence the location of a railway pa.siDe reference 

... s _de to those principles utili.ed by George and Robert Stephenaon, in 

their choice of route for the IAmdOD and B1rII1nghaJI Railway of 1831. (6) 

Despite this the coacept was neither elaborated nor pursued. 

The study of factors determining aliSDl*lt took a considerable leap 

forward with the work of J .B. Appleton during the 19Ws and 1960s. The 

first tentative .teps were tabla in 1951 with the pub1icatiClft of a brief 

paper discu.sing the relatiOD8h1p of railways and phy.ical geography.(7) 

The argwaent wa. based em the a88UJ11)tiCll that the opti_l route between 

(1) B.L. tJllJan: 'The Railroad Pattern of the United states': 

Geographical Review: vol.39 (1949) pp~au.-256. p.256 

(2) ibid. p.256 

(3) ibid. p.256 

(4) A.C. O'Dell: Railways and Geosrapht (1956) 

(5) A.C. O'Dell aDd p.S. Richards: Railway! and Geoirraeh1 (1971) 

(8) ibid. p.44, see al.o below PP. 

(7) J.B. Appletcm: ·Railway. ad Physical Geography' Railway lIamine: 

June 1951 pp.409-1l 
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two terll1D1 was a stra1pt lbe aDd that any dev1at1_a were therefore 

wbopt1 .. 1. Be als. put forward the interesttDg arlUJleBt that 1a the 

i_ediate vicinity of a traffic focus the degree of flexibUity was Dlch 

reduced: CClDsequeotly physical obataclea could no lonler be avoided by 

deviaticm.a but llUat be .vercoae by eastneering worb. Be then d1scu88ed 

various ~lea of the ~1Daace of the phya1cal laud.cape aa a factor in 

1Dtluenc1Dg the fhal al1plleDt but did cClDcede that th1s was only OIle of 

.any factor. that detera1Ded the route of a ra1lway. 

AppletOG I. 1deaa _ railway geosraPby were refined durin I the 1950a 

(1) 
w1th hi. II.Se. theda of 1956, h1. paper di.cu •• tns the pattern of the 

(2) (3) 
railway network of South Yorksh1re, his Ph.D. thesis of 1963, and 

culminated in the publ1catiGD of "The Geo8raphy of eo-Jn1catiClill. in Great 

Britain I in 1962. (4) Appleton approached the problea in a different aumer 

to Wellington in that he co_enced by diacuaainl the 11111taticma of the 

specttic _de of traaapert 1t .. lf, the railway, &Dd, OAce apin, arsued 

that lidea11y a railway should be pertect1y level and perfectly .traisht l .(5) 

He then stated that ra1lway lradiant. had been decided upon .ore by local 

exPediency than any fuadaa_tal ph11osophy and felt that this was equally 

true for the a111DJ18Dt of curve. 111 that, atter the 1Il1t1a1 exPer1meDta of 

the 1820. and 1830., opt1M were quickly asreed upon which chanced little 

dur1llg the re_1ader of the nineteenth century. Be did, howeVer, cOllcede 

tbat the I ••• lill1tat1.a [Of railways] vary With the requireMDt. of 

(1) J.B. Appleton: The m.torica1 Geosraphy of Railway. in Yorkshire 

(Durhaa M.Se. theaia 1956) 

(2) J.B. Applet.: tRai1way Retwork of Southern Yorksh1re': In.t. of Brit. 

GseoJrapher.: Tran •• and Ilapera Do.22 (l9S6) pp.l59-l89 

(3) J.R. Appleton: The MorpholoCica1 Study of IDland Co-.n1cat1ODa: 

(Bull Ph.D. thesis 1983) 

(4) J .B. App1etOD: The Gw08£!ph1 of Co-.m1cat1OD, in Great Sri ta:1D: (1982) 

(5) ib1d. p.10 
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difterent kind.ot trattic'. 
(1) 

He then diacu.8ed the aecaod tactor, the 

land surtace itselt. Be argued that as coJIIIUDications are usually built 

to liDk towns, and as .ost s.ttlements are located ill valleys, theretore 

(2) 
.,st railways will b. cODcerned with linld.ng one valley 8i te with another. 

He .uggested that there are various ditticulties tnherent in the utili&-

ation ot a valley but tee1s that those valleys UJlsuitable tor settlement 

(3) 
and industry were also unsuitable for co~icatiOD.s. Be further 

refined hi8 ideas cODcemine the iDtluence of physical teatures OIl align­

.. t (4) and CGllceded that whilst 'physical features oft_ exert a stroag 

influence OIl the location .f c-.mications', and that they are in fact 

t ••• permissive or prohibitive, ••• lines ot c~icatiOD w1ll Dot 

be built unless there is eo_ 8C01l0ll1c ~d for thea ••• ,(S) Be 

theD restated the basic qual1tica tiOll that'. • • 1iDes of co.aunica tim 

••• 1.avariab1y ret1ect in their shape, arrangeaeat and pattern, the 

purpo.e tor which they were made,.(6) 

Although he introduced &R 'evolutionary tactor,(7) the overall 

illlP1icatiOll would appear te be that physical iDtluence. playa far IIOre 

silDificaat role ill detera1ll1nl a1i~t thaD We1liDgtOD et a1 had been 

prepared t. concede. AppletClll accepted that ec_oaic tactor. were an 

1n:t1uence of iJll)ortance but felt that the extent of this influence should 

be reduced. Perhaps the tund.uaellta1 1.JIportance ot Appleton's work wa. 

the recoenition that there are a 8Ultiplicity ot tactors that can intlueDce 

(1) ibid. p.l7 

(2) ibid. p.21 

(3) ibid. p.32 

(4) ibid. pp.S2-l11 

(S) ibid. p.112 

(6) ibid. p.ll2 

(7) ibid. Cbap.6 pp.137-162 
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(1) 
aliSDJHlllt. Hi. idea. were further ref1Ded 1D a paper of 1966 which 

incorporated work by Dorschel, Me1Dig, and Vance that had appeared during 

the fir.t half of the decade. To under.tand Appleton'. revised approach 

.oae reference to this work i. nece.sary. 

Dor.chel arped that there was a general relationship betweell a 

railway and the total eDviroaaent, the l1D1eofuhrUDg which could be divided 

into a Gro .... linieDfuhruDg, thia be1Ds the general aliplleDt in relation to 

(2) 
fixed topop-aphical feature. and econoll1c focii. Be llU&aested that the 

relative aigD1ficance of theae factors was deterained, to a certain extent, 

by the fUllctiCID of the railway i taelt • Secondly there .... a ne1Dl1nieo-

fuhrung. thi. beiDa the exact ali8DMDt iD relation to the a1Dor feature. 

ot relief. A1thoU&h Der.chel's idea. were l~ted to e •• eatially physical 

cOD.traiDts, .te=r'na laraely tro. the fact that the .tudy .... of rail ... y. 

ot the Harz IIoUlltaiD., he ccmceded that the entire eavir-.ent 1Dtluenced, 

both at a large and _11 scale, the IDOrphology of a liBe ot rail ... y. 

Whil.t Dor.ch.l provided DMt clas.ification. for the tactors that 

1DtlUeDced ali~t hi •• tudy threw little light CD the identiflcation 

and relatiye ll1Portance of _ch .eparate factor. Hi. wgestion the t 1 t 

... s the _tire envirOllMDt that influenced the rout .. y 1. ano.atlc. 

The probl_ whlch d..anded analysis waa the exact cont.t of the environ-

Vance arped that it .... terra1Jl doll1Dation, (i.e. phy.ical iDtluences) 

whlch was of priae lIrportance and nage.ted that it .... Decesaary for 

'hu.an' iDtluerllce. to be 'excluded' fro. .tudies of tranlllPortat1e. (3) 

(1) J .B. Appletoa: 'A. IIorpholoaical Approach to the Geoaraphy of Tran.,ort': 

University of Bull Occa.ional Paper(l960) 

(2) W. Dorschel: 'Uber dell B1Dtlus. der OberflacheaaestaltUD8 aut die 

L1Dien.fuhrulla der BisenbahDstrec:ke Weraiarode - BrocbD': 

GeOEaphische Berichte: 22 Heft 1 (1962) 48-68 

(3) J .B. Vance: 'The Oregon Tral1 and Union Pacitic Bailroad: A contra. 

in purpose': ~ Vol.Ol (1961) pp.367-379 
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Be further stated' ••• of greater iq)ort are the exactions of geography 

(1) 
in the provision and coat of transportation'. Thia poat of vi_ waa 

strongly challenged by MeiniS whose .tudy of the evolution of the Columbia 

RailDet demonatrated the aigDificance of human influencea in determining 

the alipileDt of a railway. Be argued that his atudy had revealed 

• • • the extent t. which there were alternative routes toward 

any seneral objective. The necessarily int1-.te relationship 

of railroad lines with terrain variatioDs .. tes lt 1nsld1eusly 

_ay to inter that the partlcular route chosen was al.Jaost 

inevltable. Nothing ia mre devastating te this Idnd ot 

correlative reasoning than to see a ap of the possible rout ... 

actually considered by those makins the dec1sions(2) 

1Ih1lst arguing that allowances should therefore be _de for thu.m influences' 

he ottered a stroDI wambg 

This is Dot to .y that _e _st peaetrate to the ulti_te 

reasODs for each decision tor, taken literally, such a path 1a 

litely to leave one .traaded in the thickets ot the decisi_ 

-k:lns process • • • 1 t does IIe&D the t, at the a1nll1U1l, one 

aust recODstruct as carefully aa possible the i_graphical 

coatext of each decla1cm, that COIlstellatlcm of sltuatlona, 

objectivea ... d p.ssibilltles With whlch the 'decialon _kers' 

were taced. In short it we are to understaad their result .. 

(3) 
we auat understand thelr leocraPhlcal via10ns ••• 

The _jor contribution ot MeinlS's paper was the cOlIPlete refutation 

(1) ibid. p.S74 

(2) D.W. Me1D1s: 'A eo.parative Historlcal Geography of Two RallDeta: 

Coluabia Baain and South Australia'. MAG vol.52 (1962) pp.394-413, -
p.412 

(3) ibid. p.412 
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of Vance's plea, that the hu.n context should be ignored, and its moci1fic-

ation by a doctrine that inferred loeational studies would prove totally 

inadequate without recopiticm of the iqlortance of the 'huan' influences. 

Appleton's paper of 1965 developed the themes propounded in his earlier 

work and also recognised the 8ipificance of Dorschel' s and Meinig' 8 papers. 

Al thouall hi. argwlellt was e •• eotial1y a plea for a return to a .,rpho1ogical 

(1) 
approach to the study of co..micatiCQs geography, he refined his ideas 

in discussing the factors that influenced alignment. 

Appleton argued that any alipaent IllUst be considered in an 'environ-

aenta1 context' which could be broken down into its con.titueDt parts, fer 

ua..,le a physical context, an economic context, and IUl historical cmtext. (2) 

Hi. explanation of the various facet. of a 'physical context' conformed 

closely to his ideas of 1962, with the _11 addition of a climatic 

factor. (3) Be argued that the 'economic context' was an influence at 

a large scale and had little t.pact on the detailed alisnmeot • (4) 

Be theD introduced what JI1ght be termed an 'hWl8!l context' initially 

discussing the impact of poll tical boUDdariea, conceding that their 

influence on alipaent was at an extremely large scale. (5) Be suggested 

that there was an 'historical context' which could include for eXUlPle, 

changes in technology or change. in the perception of the eDvironmeot 

itself which were of obvious iEPortance in determining alignment.(a) He 

concluded '. • • in exaa1ning any ane tranaport system, however, to obtain 

a balanced vi. one aust consider all the facets of the eDvironaent which 

(1) Generated to a large degree by the appearance of ran.ky's work 

in canada - see below p. 23 

(2) J.H. Appleton: (1965) op.cit. p.14 

(3) ibid. pp.l7-19 

(4) ibid. p.19 

(5) ibid. pp.22-23 

(6) ibid. pp.26-30 
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are relevant,.(l) The paper presented a more balanc.d a •••• sment of the 

factor. that deteraine alignment and significantly, in the light of Me1nig's 

work, began to inter that the 'huma.n context' was of far greater iuportance 

than had been conced.d in the pa.t. 

Appleton'. work was co..,leaeoted by J.H. Farrington in hi. 

'Morphological Studies of EDgli sh Canals'. (2) Farrington t s stated aim 

was ' ••• to examine the r.lationships which exist between these routes 

and their 'environ.meot', cogpri.ing .uch factors as are of relevance in 

(3) 
their 1n!luence OIl the routes.' He then li.ted those factors that he 

felt exerted an 1Dfluence on alignment ' ••• they include factors which 

operated during the pro.,tion and construction of the canals; these-.y 

be loosely categorised a8 economiC, engineering, hydrological, topographical 

and financial and l.ss taneibl. influenc.s such as int.r COlIIPany rivalry 

and cooperation, opposition froa vested intere.ts, and the igpact of 

(4) 
peraonali ti.s t • Parr1Dgton then analy •• d the morphology of el.ven 

of the trunk canals ~ Bbgland, firstly di.cussinc the gen.ral 8COIlom1c 

1n!luenc •• from an hi.toriesl viewpoint and then _king a quantJ.tative 

a •••• ameDt of the relationship of the canal aliglUleDt and the physical 

topography. He conclud.d that 

• • • eeonOll1.c factor. determined the broad route of the 

canal - the termini and the lDportant indu.trial or agri-

eul tural areas to b. s.ned b.tweeD their tera1Di. 

Phy.iographic factors, acting through engin.er1Dc ability, 

moulded the route into a practicabl. lin. with a specific 

(1) ibid. p.30 

(2) J.R. Farrington: 'Iiorpholoc1eal Studies of BIlglish canal.': 

(Rull Ph.D. thesis 1969) 

(3) ibid. p.l 

(4) ibid. p.a 



IDOrphology. The degree to which the route waa deviated by 

these factors depended on the cost of overcoming physical 

(1) 
obstacles, and on the engineering ability to do eo. 
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He then suggested that 'the eftect of veated interests was to produce 

m1Dor alterations in the physiographically and econoaically optillWll 

route'. (2) 

He also created a hypothetical D)del of route location Clf a canal 

which conaiated of niDe separate atages, (3) auggesting that the second 

and third were concerned with the general eeonODd.c al1p.MDt, the fourth 

and titth the IM)re detailed aligDlleDt. with the s1xth staee being the 

accomaodat1on of rival aad coapleaentary navigation interesta. There 

was a sevcth stage. the 'acco~dation ot landowners, and llillowners, 

cau8inC only m1Dor deviatiCll.'. (4) The implication was that the 'hUJlllm 

ccmtext' was relat1vely in.ignificant aDd that it was eeaDOII1c influences 

and a 'theoretical desire line' that was ot priM, Iceral importance with 

the physiographic 1Dtluencea modifying this economic desire line to fit 

the topography. The rather loose category ot 'vested intereats' was 

recognised .s being of significance but relegated to a very aiDor role. 

ParriDeton argued in a sillilar fashion in hi. study ot the aliCDJI8Dt of 

(6) 
the Leeds and Liverpool Canal. He accepted that there were a variety 

ot tactors that influenced alignment and telt these to be ' ••• the 

topography ot the country to be traversed, the availability of water 

supplies, potential traffic flows and the oppos1tion ot vested interests 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(~) 

ibid. pp .427-428 

ibid. p.428 

ibid. pp.428-427 

1bid. p.428 

J .B. Farrington: 'The Leeds and Liverpool Canal: a study in route 

.election': Trantport History: vol.3 (1970): pp.52-79 
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• • • routes reflected to a large extent the location. ot Dew or deVeloping 

industrial areast.(l) 

In hi. paper ot 1972 Farrington pursued a rather d.1ttereat approach, 

fro. elllPirical analysi., toward quantitative measure-

Once apin he GUJlerated those factor. that he felt influenced 

alignment, these being ' ••• economic, engineerin;, hydrological, and 

topo;raphic. Al.ao included are less tangible intlueDces such as inter-

COJiP&D7 rivalry and cooperation, oppoai tion frGJll ve.ted intere.ts and the 

iJllP&ct ot perscmall ties' • (3) It might be argued that the increasingly 

sophisticated appreciation ot the 'hw.n context' was a flickering 

roco;nition of its iaportance desPite the fact that his CODclu.ion stated 

that OCODoJl1C factor. 1ntlueDced the broad route, phy810graphic factors 

, 
• • • lIOulded the route into a practicable line with a lIPecitic IIOrphol-

ocy', and 'the effect of vested interest. was usual17 to produce only 

JDiDor alteratiODs in the opti.ua coaproadse phy.iographic/econoadc Ltne 

, (4) 
• • • 

The significance of Farrington'. work in _rphological studies ot 

rout .... y alignJDellt cannot be underestimated. The delineation and 

evaluatioo ot the relevant tactors is ot value and the foraulation ot 

quantitative technique. to Masure dearees of variance is a great advance. 

Bi. conclusions are ot crucial iJll)ortance in any evaluation of the 

relative .ignificance ot the variOUI factors. The increasing awareness 

ot the 'hUED context' i. DOted, despite the tact that little, it any, 

att8q)t was _de to a •• e •• its iq)act upon c&D&1 aliillJleDt. 

(1) ibid. p.S2 

(2) J.B. Parrington: 'Uorpholo;1cal Studies ot &lcliah Canals': 

Univer.ity of Bull Occa.ional Paper in Geography DO.20:(1972) 

(3) ibid. p.ix 

(4) ibid. p.e3 
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The bulk o~ the t ellPirical t "ork has evolved fro. a geographical view-

pOint. However J. SilDOllS, aa econoa1c h1.storian, has al •• created a 

hypothetical _del tor the study of railway aliilllla1t, tiercely elllPirical 

in that it is ba.ed tiraly up_ hi. "ide-ranPng .tudies of the history at 

British railways. 

two set. ot tactor.: 

Be ausse.ted that there ' ••• aay be said to be • 

(1) 
historical and physical' and ari\1ed that the 

• • 

or1gin ot any ra1lway reuto ..... to be found With the dec1siCID ot the 

proaotors that a line mould be built tro. A. te B and that having tound 

sufticient capital t ••• it beea.e necessary to sott1e the bost route 

tor the line to ~oll .. ; and that was determined in tho tlrst place by 

(2) 
the physlca1 ceAtiguration o~ the land it had to cro .. '. Be canceded 

that there "ere .my other tactors •••• the attitude o~ landcnmers, for 

exa1llP10, "bose property the line YOuld cro.s; the desirability ot _Jd.ng 

detour. to servo othor tDlrll. en route'. (3) Be &rped that the liDe could 

be altered during the parliaa.ltary process and al.o after having gaiDed 

authorisatlon in reapODse to engineering diff1cultie •• 

• • • A. piece of railway • • • is therefore the produc~ of a 

1emg series .f deci.loas reached en many dittereut IJ'OUDds at 

ditf erent t1Jle. • • • net .. rely tho physical, aeoll'&Phica1 

tactors ••• they iDflu_ced but never could alone doteraine 

the decisions taken; .or yet the historical torces by the .. e1ves, 

tor the railway had always to be laid out and operated OIl the 

ground, and that necessarily produced proble .. of its 0WIl. (4) 

S1.-Ils concluded' ••• the ta.k that ccmfrQllted the OIlcineer. was to lay 

out the best line posslble, tatial all the artiticia1, man-aade factors 

(1) J. S~s: The Railways of BrltaiD: (1961) P.D2 

(2) ibid. p.62 

(3) ibid. pp.52-63 

(4) ibid. P.~ 
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into account'. 
(1) 

Although the analysis ... y be regarded as no .ore than an introduction 

t. the proble118 of alignment the recognition of the colIIPlexi ty of factors 

and, mere especially, the acceptance of the 1q)ortance of the 'human 

context' is of great significance. 

The 1960s and 1970s have Been a fundamental revision in the approach 

to the study of geographical phenomena. The study of the geography of 

co-.mieatlons, now .ore usually termed network analysla, has adVanced 

dra_tically aDd, as a spin-off from this, there has bHll a revival of 

interest in the theoretlcal apprCMI.cb to the explanation of factors deter-

mining the locatiGD of the single route. Ooe of the earliest practitioners 

of the craft of network analysis was ICans~, a Kerth Aaerican ieographer, 

(2) 
whose research paper of 1963 was basically concerned with the structure 

of networks rather than an uplanation of their constituent parts and, 

despite the formulation of an equation for 'circuity' 1.e. deviation away 

(3) 
fro. an optimum route within a network, ita main i.portance lay in the 

strong illlPetul it gave to network theory. Haggett capitalised upon this 

work aDd presented a brief synthesis of thought pertaining to network 

analysis in hi. 'Locational Analysi. in Huan Geography' 110118 two years 

later. (4) He sugiested that 'route theory is one of the least developed 

parts of locatian theory' and tm.ed1ately canfir.ed this by resorting to 

Wellington's idea •• (S) 

Haggett felt that there were 'positive' deviations (as dellcribed ' by 

(1) ibid. p.M 

(2) K.J. ICanllq 'The Structure of Transportation Hetworka': DepartJDent 

of Geography: Rellearch Paper Do.S4: University of Chicago: (1963) 

(3) ibid. p.3l 

(4) P. Haggett (1965) op.clt. pp.6l-S 

(S) ibid. p.6l 
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Wellington) i.e. those lIOVeJI8J1ta away from a straight line constructed in 

order to capture increaaed revenue, and 'negative' deviations, i.e. thoae 

moveaents away fro. a atraight line which were deaigned to avoid physical 

(1) 
barriers or ainill1ae the diatance travelled throulh an area of high COst. 

(2) 
The latter idea waa baaed upon a concept developed by A.. Loach who bad 

utiliaed the laws of RefractiQll of Light, which therefore allowed the use 

of _the_tical fonmlae in the explanation of large-acale deviations away 

fro. a atraight line. Hacgett did concede that ' ••• ellPirical studies 

of individual routea ••• shew that in no caae was the location ever as 

(3) 
ailllPle aa Losch' a ceoaetry suneata'. 

Baaett's idea_ were further developed during the latter half of the 

1980s and in his tNetwork Models in Geography' (4) he argued, rather 

curiously, that ' ••• the simplest cC!Jllponea.t of a geographical network, 

the siDgle line or path, would appear to pose ffllt problema or provide much 

(5) 
scope for worthwhile analysis'. Thia waa either juatifyiDg the CGq)lete 

absence of viable theory at thia level or attempting to argue that the only 

worthwhile approach waa at the aecood atage, the network level. Even 

IIOre curiously he then CGDceded ' ••• both the lecat1. and the fora at -
the aingle nute are surpr1aingly d1fficul t to exp1a1n' (6) and concluded 

that there was atill DO rule fOr the location of the aiD.gle route and 

deviations away frOll a deaire line. (7) 

(1) ibid. pp.6a-64 

(2) A.. Loach: The Bcooomca of IAcation (1964) p.184 

(3) P. Hagcett: (1965) op.cit. p.65 

(4) P. Baaett: Network Modela 1n Geography: 1n Integrated Models 1n 

Geosraphl: (1967): pp.609-668 

(5) ib1d. p.609 

(6) ibid. pp.6lQ-6ll 

(7) ibid. p .614: aee alsO •• L. Garri8Ol1 and D.F. Marble: The Structure 

of Tran!J)ort Networks: (1962): p .65 
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III hia 'Network Analya1a in Geography' he introduced the COIlcept of 

the 'geodeaic path'. (1) It was argued that elllil)1rical studies show that 

in the ujority of cases deviations from a at:raight line do occur and that 

'if we are to treat such iIldirect paths as - in ag~regate - ratianal, then 

we IIlU8t assume that they represent SOlIe fora of geodesiC, or at least 

(2) 
effort path'. The authors further aucgested that the;y had discovered 

'nG difficulty' ill prOYiding explanatiaul for the devioua routea fGllowed 

although they did accept that there were 'intricacies' in the problem. (3) 

Losch' a ideas of Refraction were extended by a Canadian Geographer, 

Werner who c~ted a _del that was essentially '. • • a _thod of 

ident1f1catioo of the tr&llaportatiOll route that m.n1ll1sea total coat wheD 

the regiGll CODtaillin~ the two teraina1 pOillta i. partitioned into any 

nuaber of polygonal subregion a that are homogeneous in tho.e factors that 

(4) 
deter.1De coat' and the whole model waa baaed upon this cost factor. 

Despite this the author offered no reaaan. or method. of ascertaining 

why co.ta should vary and, whilst accepting that coat. do differ according -
to the .ode of transportation, he argued that the value of the _del was 

(5) 
its indepeadeace of the .,de itself. In fact he went .. far a8 to 

argue that relief' ••• doea Ilot aufficieotly iIlflueoce the total costa 

ae that it can be diareprded,(6) and, in arguing that various ncm-economic 

CODsideratiOD8 could be an inf1ueace, for ex&JII)le political boundaries or 

(1) R.J. " Chorley and P. Bagaett: 'Network Ana1Ysia in Geosraphy': (1969) 

pp.216-217 

(2) ibid. p.216 

(3) ibid. p.217 

(4) C. Werner: 'law. of RefractiOD in Transp~tian .G~OgraRhy 

Ita 1al1t1variate Ext.sia': CanadilUl geoarapher: vol.12 (1968) 

pp.28-40, p.28 

(5) ibid. p.40 

(8) ibid. p.39 

University 
Library 

Hull 
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land whlch is unavallable, suggested that such restrlcted areas should be 

(1) 
awarded prohibitively high cODstructlon costs. 

The DIOdel would appear to lack cred1bili ty in that 1 t 19nored rel1e! 

and could only sugseat purely arbitrary costs for the 'huan' context. 

Werner arsued that the esti-.tes prepared for various alternatlve routes 

were c1n1cial; it aight be argued that to apply this CClllCept to the con-

struction ot BIlglish railways during the nineteenth century would lead to 

sreat ditflculties in that lt was notorlous tor many engineering estimates 

to be inaccurate. The .adel presupposed that m1ni.ua cOat ot construction 

was the doIIiDaDt factor in detenr1ning al1g1l1lent; this apparently ignored 

the cOAtllct discussed by Well1ngtoo, that of least cost versus max111lU1l 

traffic generatiOD. 

A siJl1lar theory ot even less value was propounded by Cole and King 

in 1968.(2) The authors suggested that railway..aliPllellt could usefully 

be studied through the llediua ot game theory, the basic concept being that 

an area of hexagons, each heDg_ having a certain value, should represent 

a region, in thls instance the Derbyshire Peak District, and that the a1JR 

was to join two tcnrns by the _llest value ot hexagons, 1.e. a geodeslc 

path. This game is open to _y crit1cilllR8, perhaps the _in ODe being 

the completely arbltrary welghting ot each hexagon.(3) 

So .. interestiDg work has .-nated trOll the study of 'route tactors' 

in the plannina of the al1i111181lt of roada. T1abers postulated so_ 

.odes of measuring the variance away from a straight line in teras at 

pure cost:- Cost = Dlrect Distance x Cost per II1le driven x Boute Factor 

whero the route factor was ' ••• the ratio of the road distance to the 

(1) ibid. p.40 

(2) J.P. Cole and C.A .... King: Quantitative G!osraph:r: (1968) p.518 

(3) Allied to this thelr history i8 coapletely incorrect: see below p. 178 
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direct distance·. 
(1) 

However the work was e88eDtially concerned with 

the refinement of techniques rather than applyina it to specific alignments 

(2) 
or offering rea8G1l. for deviation. away from the .traipt line. 

The 1970s have seen the adveot of what might be called 'review' works 

in the field of geography. These have atteq>ted to synthesise the 

draDatic advances _de during the 19608 and offer a coherent and com-

prehensive appraiaal of curreat thought. In the context of route theory 

Morrill argued that deviations away from a straight line were prill&rily 

(3) 
linked to costs and once again leaned heavily upon Wellington's ideas. 

Abler, Adams and Gould l1kerise _de U8e of Wellington t s 1deas (4) but both 

voluaes were far more concerned ri th analysi. of the .econd .tage of the 

.network, the structure and pattern of the network i taelf, rather than the 

paths of the single routea. By 1972 Baggett had decided that Wellington's 

ideas' ••• continue to represeDt a clear .tat-.nt ot the spatial COlD­

prom.e that route location eDtails' (5) and once again used these ideas 

and those ot Losch in his eJEPlanation of aligmaent. 

Lloyd and Dicken offered the clearest analY8i. of the fundaJllental 

probl.. to be faced in any a ttupt to create a theory which MPlained the 

(6) 
location of the single route. They accepted that there were two 

(1) J.A. Timbers: Route Factors in Road Networks: Traff1c &lg1neer1ns 

and Control: vol.9 (1967) p.392 

(2) BlundeD developed this work and also discussed the route factor but 

added little to the original idea: J. Blunden: The land U,e/Transport 

szstem: (1972) pp.146-l47 

(3) R.L. Morrill: The Spatial Organisation of Society (1970) 

(4) R. Abler, J.S. Adams, and p. Gould: Spatial Crepi_tion: The 

~raphical View of the World (1971) 

(5) P. Haggett: Geography: A Modem Synthesis (1972) p.343 

(6) P.E. Lloyd and p. Dicken: Location in Space: A theoretical approach 

to Econoll1c Geography (1972) pp.73-78 
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basic stages in the appraisal of the pattern of a network; an exPlanation 

of the paths of the routes themselves and then subsequent to this an 

analysis of the pattern of the network. In discussing the alignment of 

a routeway they conceded that the impact of physical influences I ••• is 

(1) 
rather less than traditional geography would suggest' and accepted that 

the 'natural routeway' is merely a means not an cd in itself and thus the 

fundamental influence would be d~d and the econollic resPonse. Because 

of the economic orientation of their argument costs becoJDe a prime factor 

and relief was recognised as an iqlortant determinant of costs. The 

authors concluded that through the influeDce and interaction of both 

physical and human factors, routeway alignment and networq 'have a 

complex apatial fora,.(2) 

DesPite the fact that geography has advanced radically during the 

1960s, scarcely any progres8 haa been _de in the real. of routeny theory. 

Authors are .till dependent upon the flawed work of Wellington and the 

rather clUJll8Y approach of 14ach. It is highly aipificant that Lloyd 

and DicteD have conceded that the cOJll)lexitiea in the evaluation of the 

factors that determine aligDllel1t are tar troa being re80lved. 

(1) ibid. p.73 

(2) ibid. p.18 
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CHAPTER THREE 

There has been no major work produced that explains the spatial 

evolution of the English railway system and it is therefore proposed 

to discuss the growth of the railway network of England in order to 

provide a background for the main argument. 

Although there is no explanation of the growth of the national 

network, various authors have discussed the evolution of regional 

systems and a methodology has come into existence. 

J.H. Appleton has expressly attempted to evaluate the merits and 

deficiencies of four disparate methodologies in a study of the railway 

geography of Yorkshire. (1) Prior to this 0'Dell(2) and Fisher(3) 

had attempted to explain the growth of the Scottish and Irish railway 

networks respectively, and had both utilised a specific mode of analysis, 

that of explanation of maps of the system as it was at a particular 

point in time. Fisher argued that •••• the maps ••• provide the 

clearest method of analysing growth of the Irish railway network,(4) 

and had used maps at irregular intervals at what he regarded were the 

termination of significant periods of growth (1837, 1852, 1863, 1883 

and 1920). O'Dell -had merely used maps arranged at regular ten yearly 

intervals. 

J.H. Appleton complemented Fisher's approach in that he made use 

of three maps, these being of the Yorkshire system in 1843, 1851 and 

1921. He argued for the validity of this approach t ••• as they 

represent the culmination of an important phase in the growth of the 

(1) J.B. Appleton: (1956) op.cit. 

(2) A.C. O'Dell: (1939) loc.cit. 

(3) C.A. Fisher: (1941) loc.cit. 

(4) ibid. p.266 
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network, [however] the inequality of the intervals ••• does not mean that 

the changes brought about in the latter period are necessarily greater 

than those brought about in the former'. (1) 

This mode of explanation was further refined with Patmore's analysis 

of the railway networks of Merseyside(2) and South East Lancashire. (3) 

He implemented the use of histograms, which represented the extent of 

mileage opened each year, and this allowed a heightened precision in 

the identification of specific phases of growth. He argued t ••• when 

the dates of changes in the network are plotted on a line scale periods 

of activity are seen to alternate with periods of quiescence ••• (and 

thus] dates were chosen at the close of each main period of activity 

... Patmore's approach suggested that in any analysis of the 

growth of the railway system of a small area, the phases were bound to 

vary according to local influences. Thus for Merseyside the time 

series was 1845, 1860, 1875, 1890 and 1912; for south-east Lancashire 

it was 1842, 1850, 1870, 1885 and 1915: broadly similar yet having 

significant variations. 

From an analysis .of the graph of mileage of railway opened in the 

U.K. ?1~~1. it would appear that there were four distinct phases of 

growth. 
(5) The initial phase from 1820 to 1840 and the second being 

(1) J.R. Appleton: (1956) op.cit. p.120 

(2) J.A. Patmore: 'The Railway Network of Merseyside': lnst, of 

British Geographers; Transactions and Papers no.29 (1961) 231-244 

(3) J.A. Patmore: 'The Railway Network of the Manchester Conurbation': 

I,B.G.; Trans and Papers: no.34 (1964) pp.159-173 

(4) ibid: p.162 

(5) The statistics for the construction of the graph have been drawn 

from B.S. Mitchell and P. Deane: 'Abstract of British Historical 

Statistics': (1962) pp.225-227, which unfortunately reters to 

Great Britain, and also from a graph published in 'The Industrial­

isation Process': Open University: (1971) p.21. 



III 
"0 
C 
ro 
III 
::J 
0 
.£: 
+-' 

C 

III 

~ 

E 

5 

4 

3 

2 

Railway Mileage brought into Service 

(average mileage per 5 years) 

1830 1840 1850 18 6 0 1870 1880 1890 1900 1910 

Fi g. 1 

31 



32 

1840 and 1850, these being two complete cycles. Between 1850 and 1870 

there would appear to have been a steady period of quite rapid construct-

ion culminating in the years 1868 - 1870. This was succeeded by a 

period of steady expansion at a slower pace which lasted until the 

conclusion of the First War, when the maximum extent of route mileage 

was attained. Maps have therefore been drawn of the English railway 
(1) 

system as it was in 1840, 1850, 1872 and 1922. (Figs. 2, 3, 4 and 5) 

Although there have been few attempts to explain the growth of the 

(2) 
national system in geographical terms, many authors have discussed 

either the 'chrono-historical t or the 'economic' aspects. 
(3) 

Jackman, 

(4) (5) (6) (7) 
Hamilton-Ellis, Lewin, Simmons, and Course are prime 

(8) (9) 
practitioners of the former approach, Pollins, Dyos and Aldcroft, 

(1) Suitable maps to illustrate these divisions are few and far between. 

More often than not authors use maps that have appeared in earlier 

works and use has been made of the maps for 1840 and 1850 that were 

published in W. Smith: An EconOmic Geography of Britain: (1949) 

p.160 and for 1872 from J.H. Clapham: An Economic History of 

Modern Britain: (1930) vol.2p.184 (this being based on the map 

drawn for the Select Committee of that year). A suitable map for 

the ultimate mileage was less easy to discover and use has been 

made of a map of British railways that was published in the Times 

Atlas of 1922 (with due references to J .A. Patmore:,.,- 'The contraction 

of the network of Railway Passenger Services in England and Wales 

1836 - 1962': I,-B.G. Trans and Papers no.38, (1968>' pp.105-117. 

(2) H.C. Darby (ed.) A New Historical GeographY of England (1973) 

pp.509-14, 571-6, 646-51. 

(3) W.T. Jackman: 'The Development of Transportation in Modern England': 

(1916) 

(4) C.H. Ellis: 'British Railway History': 2 vols. (1954-9) 

(5) H.G. Lewin: 'Early British Railways': (1925) 

(6) J o Simmons: (1961) op.cit. 

(7) E. Course: The Railways of Southern England: The Main Lines (1973) 

(8) H. Pollins: Britain's Railways: An Industrial History: (1971) 

(9) HoJ. Dyos and D. Aldcroft: British Transport: An Economic Survey 

from the Seventeenth Century to the twentieth (1969). 
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(1) (2) (3) ' . (4) 
savage, Sherrington, and Pratt of the latter whilst Parris 

and Cleveland-Stevens(5) have analysed the political ramifications of the 

growth of the system. These varying approaches all have their limitations 

and the brief analysis that follows is an amalgam of all in an attempt to 

provide a coherent framework. 

The earliest English Railways had erolved in the mining areas and 

were usually, if not always, built to connect a mine or quarry with 

navigable water. With the general expansion of .the canal system in the 

late eighteenth century a number of tramroads were built to link quarries 

et al with canal basins. By far the greatest mileage of mineral 

railways was to be found in the north-east of England, on Tyneside and 

in County Durham, and it was here that a pool of considerable expertise 

evolved and many aspects of the growing technology were tried and 

implemented. Perhaps the ultimate realisation of this technology was 

the construction of the Stockton and Darlington Railway, and its opening 

in 1825 marked the culmination of what might be called the , 'tramroad 

(6) 
phase' • 

The commencement of the succeeding phase, the Railway Age itself, 

is generally accepted to have occurred with the opening of the Liverpool 

(7) 
and Manchester Railway in 1830. This placed the concept of the 

(1) C.I. savage: An Economic History of Transport (1961) 

(2) C.E.R. Sherrington: The Economics of Rail Transport in Great 

Britain (1928) 

(3) R.A. Pratt: A History of Inland TransPort and Communications in 

England (1912) 

(4) H. Parris: 'Government and the Railways in Nineteenth Century 

Britain (1965) 

(5) R.C. Cleveland-Stevens: English Railways: Their Development and 

their relation to the state (1915) 

(6) H. Pollins: op.cit. p.21 

(7) ibid. p.17, M. Robbins: 'The Railway Age' (1962) p.21 
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railway on completely new criteria. Robbins has argued that the modern 

railway may be regarded as a combination of 

• • • (a) specialized track; (b) accommodation of public 

traffic; (c) conveyance of passengers; ••• (d) mechanical 

traction • • • [and] (e) some measure of public control. (1) 

In geographical terms the line was of great importance in that 

traffic was to be carried in both directions rather than just one, as 

had been the usual practice in the mining areas. The significance of 

the Stockton and Darlington Railway has perhaps been overemphasised as 

a direct result of the misleading nature of its title. As J.H. Appleton 

has pointed out, the line was in fact from the South Durham coalfield to 

the navigable water of the Tees and not to link the two towns at all. (2) 

As a result of the conspicuous success of the opening of the 

Liverpool and Manchester Railway in 1830 and the realisation of t. . . 
(3) 

the feasibility of a profitable railway ••• outside the mining areas', 

provincial investors began to seriously consider the idea of a rail link 

between South Lancashire and London, via Birmingham. The early 1820s 

had seen a number of proposals for such a trunk line but the various 

schemes had faded with the collapse of the investment boom in the latter 

(4) 
months of 1825. Despite the considerable political turmoil of the 

early 18305 the promoters decided to submit a bill for the London and 

Birmingham Railway to Parliament for the session of 1832, having failed 

by a matter of weeks to have plans prepared for the preceding session. (5) 

(1) M. Robbins (1962) op.cit. p.24 

(2) J .H. Appleton: (1956) 0P,.Cit. p .24 

(3) E.J. Hobsbawm: 'Industry and Empire': (Penguin ed. 1969) p.112 

(4) S.G. Checkland: The Rise of Industrial Society in England 1815 -

~: (1964) p.14 

(5) L.T.C. Rolt: George and Robert Stephenson: The Railway Revolution 

(1960) p.215 
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The bill wa~ rejected in 1832 but, having been slightly modified, was 

authorised in 1833. The Grand Junction Railway, a line from Birmingham 

to the Liverpool and Manchester Railway near . Warrington, was also 

authorised in 1833. (1) Thus the seven years from the enactment of the 

Liverpool and Manchester Railway in 1826 to the authorisation of these 

two trunk lines in 1833, had seen the railway move from a position of 

mere local competitive significance, of immediate benefit to South 

Lancashire alone, to one of national importance, with the union of the 

capital city and docks to the two major manufacturing regions of England 

at that time, the West Midlands and South Lancashire. 

With the successful parliamentary passage of the two trunk lines 

and the implied acceptance on the part of the legislature of the 

(2) 
principle of and necessity for railways, two further schemes were 

promoted, these being the London and Southampton Railway, and the 

Great Western Railway (from Bristol to London) which had their originS 

in the ports of Southampton and Bristol respectively and were specifically 

designed to improve communications with London. The London and 

Southampton Railway was authorised in 1834, and the Great Western Railway, 

having failed in that year, was sanctioned in 1835. 

(3) A basic network was quickly evolving being, as Beaver suggested, 

oriented radially on the dominant city of London and this stage of the 

evolution of the network - i.e. of long radial arms from the provinces 

to the capital city - was heavily intensified during the investment boom 

of the mid 18305. 

Checkland and Hobsbawm have both argued that the rapid industrial-

isation of Britain during the early decades of the nineteenth century 

(1) see below p. 110 

(2) see below p. 122 

(3) S.H. Beaver: (1937) loc.cit. 
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(1) 
created capital far faster than it could, or had reason to be, invested. 

Consequently, the railways were felt t o be suitable for considerable 

investment of this surplus capital solely on the basis of the financial 

success of the Liverpool and ~mnchester Railway, the implicit Parliamentary 

acceptance of the need for major railway trunk routes and the return of 

relative political stability after the Reform crisis.(2) Clapham rather 

scathingly argued that ' ••• hope and the Liverpool and Manchester 

precedent were still the main justi fications' for railway investment.(3) 

The investment boom collapsed in 1837 as a result of a financial 

crisis(4) and although 1836 and 1837 had seen the authorisation of a 

considerable mileage of railway, the final years of the decade saw the 

virtual cessation of all promotion, although a number of Acts were 

passed authorising the creation of further capital. There was a time 

lag between the authorisation of a line of railway and its eventual 

completion; for example the London and Birmingham Railway only came 

into service in 1838, and the Great Western, authorised in 1835, was not 

completed until 1841. Therefore, despite the fact that promotion came 

to a halt in 1837, this first phase of growth cannot be said to have 

been concluded until the early years of the 18405 with the opening of 

those lines authorised during the previous decade. 

The map of the system of 1840 (Fig.2) shows that during the 1830s 

a basic framework, oriented strongly around London in the south of the 

country but focused more on the ports and industrial areas in the north 

(1) S.G. Checkland: op.cit. pp.14-15, E.J. Hobsbawm: op.cit. pp75, 

112-113. 

(2) S.G. Checkland: op.cit. pp.14-15, E.J. Hobsbawm:op.cit. pp.112-l13, 

H.J. Dyos and D.Aldcroft: op.cit. pp.122-123. 

(3) J.H. Clapham: op.cit. vol.l The Early Railway Age, 1820-1850 

(1926) p.388. 

(4) ibid. pp.511-5l7. 
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and midlands, had come into existence. The Pennines can be seen to have 

exerted a strong influence on the pattern of development causing the main 

lines to the north to bifurcate at Rugby and Hampton-in-Arden. The 

primary east-west link from Liverpool to Hull via Leeds was open although 

the secondary, more difficult, route from Manchester to Sheffield was yet 

to be coupleted. The contrast between the trellised pattern of the north 

and the strong radial pattern of the south is striking. 

This national pattern was already becoming confused with the con­

struction ,of 'cut-off' lines. for example those between Manchester and 

Crewe, and also between SWindon and Cheltenham. Peripheral links were 

also developing, for example that between Birmingham and Gloucester. 

Although these lines tended to be promoted on a relatively small scale, 

Appleton has argued that they were often planned quite carefully, one in 

relation to the other, to be of maximum effect in a national as well as 

(1) 
a local context. The alignment of the York and North Midland Railway 

is a prime example of this concept in its relationship with the North 

Midland Railway, which in turn was strongly influenced by the alignment 

of the Midland Counties Railway and the Birmingham and Derby Junction 

Railway. 

1836. 

All four railway companies were authorised in the same year, 

Where a proposed railway was free of any such need to connect with 

another, many alternative routes were often seriously considered. For 

example the country between London and Brighton spawned five separate 

companies and three dominant routes; (Fig.14); I '.X. BruneI, the 

engineer to the G.W. Rly., had a choice of two radically different 

alignments between Bristol and London, and the Stephensons debated the 

merits of a line between Birmingham and London which ran via Oxford or ' 

(1) J.B. Appleton (1956): op.cit. p.30 
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Coventry. The tentative approach and restrictions on overgenerous 

capital expenditure is reflected in the number of short branches from 

these main lines to adjacent towns, for example those to Sheffield and 

Aylesbury. This feature perhaps reflects the national, rather than 

local objectives of the promoters. 

Although the l820s and l830s saw the railway pass from a position 

of local to national significance, lines were still largely promoted in 

the provinces, with the Lancashire interest being strongly represented 

upon many boards. In terms of investment the railway had still to be 

accepted on a national scale. This recognition was to occur in the 

middle years of the l840s. 

The English economy had entered the worst industrial recession of 

(1) 
the nineteenth century in the last years of the 1830s and it was not 

until 1842 that conditions began to improve with an excellent harvest 

and a rapid fall in prices.(2) Industrialists found that they had 

large surpluses of capital to invest but with government stocks offering 

unfavourable rates of interest and with the, then, small scale economy 

being unable to absorb such amounts, they felt that large scale invest-

ment in railway construction was an ideal solution to their difficulties. 

During the l820s and 18308 considerable sums of money had been invested 

overseas, often at great loss. Consequently British capital 

was ready for investment in reliable Britain. In fact it 

surged into railways for want of anything equally capital 

absorbing and turned a valuable innovation in transport into 

a major national programme of capital investment • . . 
[However] much of it was rashly, stupidly, some of it 

(1) E.J. Hobsbawm: op.cit. p.114 

(2) J.B. Clapham: (1926) opocit. vol.l p.391 



(1) 
insanely invested. 

But why at this time? Perhaps because those railways that had been 

authorised during the 1830s had been completed and were operating with 

conspicuous success. Although the East Anglian lines had failed in 

their overall objectives, by and large the idea wa~ seen to work on a 

national scale. This view was complemented by the fact that the Govern-

ment had not only acquiesced to the idea of railways but appeared to be 

actively encouraging their construction with its reports of 1840 and 1841 

discussing the most efficient rail links from the capital to Scotland and 

(2) 
Ireland. The impression of Parliamentary support was strengthened 

by relaxations of the legislative procedure relating to railways which 

(3) 
occurred in the early years of the 1840s. Thus the alliance of 

considerable sums of idle capital, the apparent success of the concept, 

and government approval coincided to create the most frenetic period of 

railway promotion ever seen in England. ~) 

The mania began in 1844 with the authorisation of 805 miles of new 

railway, an increase of one third over the mileage of line open at that 

time. In 1845 2,700 miles were authorised and in 1846 a further 4,538 

miles. The amount fell in 1847 when 1,354 miles were approved and the 

spate of promotion lapsed considerably in the last years of the decade; 

1848 saw just 371 miles a~thorised, 1849 sixteen miles and in 1850 a mere 

(5) 
eight miles. In 1843 1,952 miles of line were open; by 1850 this 

(1) EoJ. Hobsbawm: op.cit. p.113 

(2) J.H. Clapham (1926) op.cit. vOl.l p.390 

(3) H. Pollins: (1971) op.cit. p.36 

(4) F. Clifford: A History of Private Bill Legislation (1885) vol.l 

pp.86-7. 

(5) figures are drawn from B.S. Mitchell and p. Deane: op.cit. PP. 

225-227, H. Pollina: (1971) op.cit. p.40, E. Cleveland-Stevens: 

op.cit. pp.24 25. 



had increased to 6,621. Prior to 1843 nearly £84 millions of capital 

expenditure had been authorised; between 1844 and 1850 a further £276 

millions were SO approved. 

Share prices reached their peak during the summer of 1845 and 

remained relatively high during all of 1846. In 1847 speculation came 

to a sudden halt with a run on the Bank of England which quickly retal-

iated by suspending the Bank Charter Act and thus severely curtailed the 

(1) 
availability of loans. The years succeeding 1847 saw the various 

railway companies attempting to complete the mileage authorised by 

Parliament. Many did not do so. Although in toto some 9,792 miles of 

railway were approved between 1844 and 1850, by 1853 the previous decade 

had seen an increase in mileage of only 4,853 miles, i.e. some 50% of 

(2) 
that authorised. 

The geographical significance of this increase cannot be minimised, 

as a comparison of the maps of 1840 and 1850 (Fig.3) will illustrate. 

Strong expansion had occurred to the east of the London and North Western 

main line. The Great Northern Railway duplicated the main route to the 

north and, in SO dOing, had encouraged the construction of many inter-

mediary links to the other radial arms in this area of England. East 

Anglia was better provided for as was Kent and Sussex. However that 

quadrant of country to the west of the London and South Western Railway 

main line and the London and North Western Railway main line had seen 

little successful development. Although the G.W.Rly. main line to the 

west had been extended from Exeter to Plymouth and the London and South 

Western now ran as far as Dorchester, fierce rivalry between the two 

companies had proved mutually destructive and thus it was to the north 

(1) H. Pollins: (1971) op.cit. p.39 

(2) E. Cleveland-Stevens: op.cit. pp.24-5 



of the G.W.R. main line, with the extension of the Oxford branch t oward 

Rugby and Wolverhampton, that the greatest development occurred. In the 

far north the Pennines, north of Leeds, saw little railway construction, 

as did Cumberland. Perhaps the most rapid expansion had occurred in 

Lancashire and the West Riding of Yorkshire , with the Huddersf ield and 

Manchester Railway replacing the much less direct route of the Manchester 

and Leeds Railway of some ten years earlier. 

(1) Although some argued that the national network was now complete 

there was obviously a need for further refinement in the expansion of t he 

system. Various authors have suggested that the l850s and the l860s 

form a coherent unit in the evolution of the English railway network. (2) 

Pollins has suggested that 

some 8,000 miles were built between 1850 and 1870, part of this 

having been authorised in the mid l840s. Improved trade in 

the early fift~es led to a veritable boom in 1852 and 1853, 

and again in 1856 (the Crimean War intervening). After the 

financial crisis of 1857 the period of 1858-1865 was full of 

railway excitement, particularly in 1863-1865 and by 1870 

(3) some 15,000 miles were open in the United Kingdom. 

In fact in 1850 there Were 6,621 miles of railway open; by 1871 

this had increased to 13,388 miles, more than double the earlier figure. (4 ) 

A comparison of the naps of the network for 1850 and 1872 (Fig.4) high-

(1) J.R. Clapham: (1926) op.cit. vol.l p.392, M. Robbins: (1962) 

op • cl t. p. 33 

(2) for example C.I. Savage: op.cit. p.60, H.J. Dyos and D. Aldcroft 

op • ci t. p .140. 

(3) H. Pollins: 'Aspects of Railway Accounting before 1868': in 

'Railways in the Victorian Economy' ed. M.C. Reed (1969) p.141 

(4) B.S. Mitchell and p. Deane: op.cit. pp.225-227. 
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lights the extent of this growth during these years. Many l ines were 

authorised in predominantly agricultural areas, especially i n the south 

(1) 
and east of England . Despite the fact that the histories of railway 

construction dwindle away quite remarlmbly after 1850(2) s ome basic trends 

have been identified. 

Savage believed that ' ••• extensions to the railway system in 

this period [1850-1870] consisted of some additional trunk lines, 

together with many branch lines and short connecting links'. (3) Dyos 

and Aldcroft were less definite; they felt that the years after 1850 

saw a period of 'maturity' which implied ' ••• filling the gaps, or 

more correctly perceiving the gaps that might be filled'. (4) Clapham 

argued that the two decades saw the construction of ' ••• a number of 

new trunk lines in England • • • and a great number of branch lines, 

link lines and short competitive stretches everywhere ••• ,(5) and 

Robbins has suggested that 1850 - 1870 was the 'Age of the Interlopers 

••• the age when railways were carried to the fringes of Britain _ 

the margins which had been left outside the pattern of 1850'. (6) 

The years between 1850 and 1870 saw the continuous and quite rapid 

expansion of the English railway network. A great many of these new 

lines were local in character, however, and promoted on completely 

.different criteria to those of the earlier decades. Clapham has argued 

(1) H. Dyos and D. Aldcroft: op.cit. P o 139, J. Simmons: (1961) 

op.cit. p.199. 

(2) H. Po11ins:'Rai1way Contractors and the Finance of Railway 

Development in Britain' in M.C. Reed (1969) p.228 

(3) C.I. Savage: op.cit. p.60 

(4) H. Dyos and D. Aldcroft: op.cit. p.140 

(5) J.R. Clapham: (1930) op.cit. vol.2: p.181 

(6) M. Robbins: (1962) op.cit. p.40 
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that initially railways were promoted locally and in the provinces, and 

that London was rather wary of the idea. This attitude altered during 

the 1840s and saw the London Stock Exchange investing heavily in railways 

, (1) 
and dealing freely in railway company shares. As has been argued 

this investment was rather negative in that it was seen to be more a 

useful solution to the problems of a capital glut rather than to encourage 

railway development per see Considerable sums of money were invested 

blindly without any apparent reference to local conditions. The 1850s 

saw a strong change in emphasis and Pollins has suggested that 

judging by the course of share prices and the comments of such 

observers as Herbert spencer, railways were no longer the 

favourite child of the investors or the public ••• though 
, 

an extensive mileage was built between 1850 and 1870, the 

period was one of financial difficulties for the railways. (2) 

The sources of finance for railway construction are of obvious 

significance in any discussion of factors that determine alignment. 

Pollins has reviewed the various sources of capital available during 

this period in some detail and has argued that it wa~ a considerable 

achievement to build SO much mileage at a time of 'acute difficulty 

••• Broadly, for a generation after the mania, British railway 

(3) 
companies, old or newly established, found it hard to raise money'. 

He felt that this was because of the low dividends of the l850s, the 

unprofessional conduct of railway servants, the long wait between 

investment and the first dividend, and concluded that it was generally 

felt that ' ••• the most profitable routes had already been built'. (4) 

(1) J.H. Clapham: (1930) op.cit. vol.2 p.357 

(2) H. Po1lins: in M.C. Reed op.cit. p.14l 

(3) H. Pollins in M.C. Reed op.cit. pp.2l4-l5 

(4) ibid. p.2l5 
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The basic implication was, therefore, that investment after 1850 

occurred not for motives of pure profit but for other, less obvious 

reasons. This would tend to explain the increasing 'localness' of 

railway companies and offer some reason for the construction of 'strategic 

lines' built for competitive purposes or for improving existing routes. 

Pollins further suggested that attractive alternatives were becoming 

increasingly available for investors, a feeling confirmed by the L & N.W. R. 

chairman, Sir Richard Moon, in 1863. 

You will find that capital is going out to India, and allover 

the world seeking for employment in railways • • • (in England) 

there are no proprietors willing to come forward to make a 

railway. They are made by contractors, engineers, and 

(1) 
speculators who live on the fears of the companies. 

Pollins therefore argued that capital tended to come from three 

main sources, (a) the old established companies ' ••• building to meet 

the demands of traffic or for self preservation' i.e. to prevent areas 

falling into the hands of competitors; (b) t (although) neW lines might 

be promoted in the 'traditional' manner with local meetings at which 

subscriptions might be obtained, it became normal practice for new 

(2) 
companies to try to get the support of a main line company'; and 

finally (c) new companies associated with contractors i.e. those lines 

promoted by and financed heavily, if not totally, by contractors. (3) 

Robbins complemented these ideas but introduced an important 

(1) ibid. pp.2l5-l6 

(2) a classic example being that of the East Gloucestershire Railway 

receiving promises of support from the Midland Railway during 

1862 - 1864 E. T. MacDermot: History of the Great Western Railway 

(1931) vol.2 pp.8-14 

(3) H. Pollins in M.e. Reed op.cit. p.2l6 
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qual1fication. 'After 1850 the state of things was different. Apart 

frOia quite local schemes, ••• which were meant sillply to link a town 

wi th the nearest _in line and were locally prollOted, there were two main 

sources of finance: the big railway company already in existence ••• 

and • • • the cootractor • • • (who) was the chief source of f1nance for 

(1) 
new railways in this period'. The local line is therefore of great 

significance at this ti .. , especially in the context of landed investment 

in such railways. 

With the collapse of the promotional boola in May 1866, the subsequent 

year" of the nineteenth century saw a ateady, but unspectacular, growth of 

the railway network, with less and less JI1l_ge beine opened in each decade. 

There ae ... to be a general conseoaua that by 1870 the syst .. was all but 

ca.plete. Robbins haa argued that'. • • by 1870 the railway _p of 

Bri tain • • • allowed not only in outline but also in its details IIOst of 

the twentieth century syst.' (2) and Perkin stated '. • • apart from the 

LcmdOll Tube and a ffIW light railwaya in out of the way places there was 

little new railway building'. (3) Cleveland-Stevena felt that ' ••• the 

Bogl1sh railway 8Ystea in 1872 was in its _in outlines little different 

[ ] 
(4) 

froll that of today 1910' and iJll)lied that the construction of the 

last decades was largely 1nconsequential. 

The .tati.tic., however, show that in 1870 the route mileage open in 

EDaland and Wales was sOll8 11,043 and by 1911 it had reached 16,200 1I11e8 

_ an addition of 5,157 .tles, one third of the route aileage ever bUilt.(S) 

The _ps of 1873 and 1922 (Figs.4 and S) illustrate how the systea was 

(1) II. Robbins: (1962) op.c1t. pp.94-5 

(2) ibid. p.40 

(3) H. Pert1Jl: Age of the Railwax: (1970) p.280 

(4) B. CleYelanc:l-Btevms: op.cit. p.237 

(5) ibid. p.237 



coqJletod and the peripheral areas, North Norfolk, North Cornwall all 

gained branch lines. 

The lack of any study of the general expansion of the late Victorian 

network is keenly felt and cCl1seQuent1y conclusions on the type of line 

bull t are necessarily vague. C1aphaa believed that ' ••• the new 

a:1leaKe of 1870-1886 was alJlOst all branch, link, or local' (1) and 

Cleve1and-Steveos felt that the great COIJI)an1es 'activities since then 

[1870] have consisted ch1efly in the COIlstruction of branches and in outlay 

(2) 
on widening. and illlPrcrvemcts of pel'lllUleot way'. Ashworth has argued 

that desp1te the rapid apansian of the l850s and l860s there was still a 

great deal to do. The new generation that had been brought up with the 

(3) 
railway. felt no antipathy toward them. This point of view was com-

pleJIeDted by Perkin who argued that the late nineteenth century saw the 

railways in a position of 'unchallenged supremacy in every _jor field of 

(4) 
transport' and was regarded .s a basic necessity for any neighbourhood. 

The years froll 1870 to 1914 saw ' ••• a great exrtension of developments 

already well begun • • • [and] even for local traffic in both rural and 

u.rban areas, their pod tion was strcmger in the late nineteenth century 

than at any other tille'. (5) Aalrtrorth CGIlcluded that the ext.aion. took 

the fona of short cuts, colliery, and suburban lines. Although there 

were ffIW _jor trunk lines canstructed, the Great Central _in line to 

London being the JIIOst notorious exaq>le, many rural branch lines were 

authorised, this latter moveaeot being epitomised by the Light Railway 

Act of 1896. 

(1) J.R. Claphaa: (1930) op.c1t. vol.2 p.182 

(2) B. Cleveland-Stevena: op.cit. p.237 

(3) W. Aahworth: An BcOlloadc Hi,tory of England 1870-1939 (1960) p.l09 

(4) H. Perkin: (1970) ap.cit. pp.28l-3 

(5) W. AshWorth: op.c1t. pp.l09-1l0 
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By tar the greatest expansion occurred in rural and suburban districts. 

(1) 
A fine example of the former is the Golden Valley Railway of Herefordshire 

but, unfortunately, apart from various studies of the more iBPortant cross-

(2) 
country lines of this period, little work has been produced which explains 

the major features of these late arrivals. Again with suburban lines there 

are few adequate studies. Despite this it would appear that the majority 

of these lines were often promoted independently and then sold or leased, 

where possible, to a larger company; failing this they usually sank into 

gan teel penury. 

The Light Railways Act of 1896 is of significance in its philosophy of 

attelllPting to bring the railway at low cost to rural areas. Sharpe had 

(3) 
argued for such lines as early as 1857 and Fox had suggested legislation 

in 1867 reaarkably similar to that created some thirty years later. 
(4) 

Austin pointed out that the aias of the Act were two fold: ' ••• to 

s1J1W)l1fy and cheapen the procedure for acquiring power to ake l1ght 

railways, and to confer upon the prollOters of light railway schemes com-

pulsory powers to take lands necessary for the scheme without recourse to 

Par11aaeot'. (5) This Act proved far superior to the prev10us atteq>ts of· 

1864 and 1868 and an in.1t1Bl burst of 102 applications were studied in the 

four years t.lediately subsequent to the passage of the Act. (6) The 

nUllbers dropped away in the first two years of the twentieth century and 

(1) C.L. Mowatt: The Goldeo Valley Bailway (1964) 

(2) for ~le, C. Mans: The Midland and South Western Junction Railway 

(1967), T .B. Sands: The Didcot. H_bury and SouthaJll)tOll Railway (1959) 

(3) K. Sharpe: fA letter on branch railways addressed to the Rt. Ron. Lord 

Stanle1 of A.lderle1. Pres1deot of the Board of Trade: 14ndon: (1857) 

(4) C.D. Fox: On the CCIlstructiOll of future branch railways in the U.K.: 

(1867) 

(5) B. Austin: The Lisbt Railway. Act and the Rules of the Board of Trade 

(1896) p.v 

(6) J .S. Oxley: Light &&.il"'1 Procedure: Reports and Precedeots vol.l (1901) 
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Oxley suggested that ' ••• the schemes for which there was a more pressing 

(1) 
Deed "ere brought forward at once'. 

(1) ibid. p.111 



53 

CBAPl'BR FOOR 

The nineteenth century was an era of great change for the landed 

society of &lgland. Althouch thelr numbera re_ined fairly con8tant, 

their poaition and power wlthin aociety as a whole was considerably eroded 

and lt ls felt that their attitude toward railway conatructlon cannot be 

fully understood without ao.e exPlanation of their numbera, thelr economic 

fortunes, and thelr decl1D.e in atatua and influence. 

ThOql8OD haa argued 

as the only a.lid point in a a. of conjecture, the New 

Domeaday Book i. 1Ddlspensable to &11)' discusslon of the 

di.trlbution of land in England, both aa to the d& te of 

COl!Iplla tiQ1l and in the century which preceded and the 

halt century whlch felloweel it, during which changes ln 

landownership were not IWeep1ng enough to render lt 

(1) 
1Dappl1cable. 

The New DoM.day Book referred to was J. Bat~·. book 'The Great land-

owners of Great Britain aad Ireland', first published in 1876. Hls data 

was baaed OIl atatlatlc. whlch had been gathered during 1873 relating to 

the ownership of land in Great Britain. The flgures were laaediately 

(2) 
subjected to strong crlticl.. and lt wasn't untll 1883, with the 

publlcation of the Fourth edition of the work, that the stati.tlca were 

felt to approach credlbillty and Brodrick has argued that' ••• inatead 

of being a perfect record of ownera the New Dome.day Book 1., at beat, 

aD i~.rfect record of eatatea t .(3) 

(1) F .II.L. ThOl!lp.on: Ebgl1ah landed Society in the N1D.eteenth Century: 

(1963) p.27 

(2) G.C. Brodrick: Bollit!1 lend and English landlord.: (1881) p.l58 

(3) ibld. p.163 



Des.pite this justifiable criticiam. Bateman's statistic. are of 

conslderab1e value. An ana1ya1s of the county flgures for England glves 

(1) 
a strong iqlressian of how landownership was conceotrated into ff!/fl hands. 

Groups in Total 

Nulaber ~ acres Acreage $ 

Peers 373 O.Of over 10,000 5,233,188 17.2 

Great le.ndowners 1,148 0.12 3,000-10,000 7,296,993 . 24.1 

Squlres 2,151 0.23 1, ()()()- 3,000 3,670,771 12.1 

Great YeoJIeD 8,432 0.92 300--1,000 4,206,127 13.8 

s.a11 Yeomen 21,736 2.35 100- 300 3,689,352 12.2 

s.a11 Proprletors 202,126 21.92 1- 100 3,M6,9~ 11.6 

Cottagers 672,667 72.92 below 1 144,910 0.5 

Public Bodies 13,857 1.50 1,378,167 4.6 

Waste 1,196,656 3.9 

Total 922,490 100.00 30,363,114 100.0 

The peers, the great landowners, and the aquires, have often been 

(2) 
regarded as the 'landed soclety' of England. Thls general cla.slflcatlon 

can be brokeD dAWn into two further groups, the landed arlstocracy and the 

It would appear that Ibhe 'Peers' were generally felt to 

be the 'landed arlstocracy' and ThOllpIlOll, whllst cCllced1Dg that a m1nlD1Ul1l 

requir..-t of 10,000 acres of land fts ' ••• a r.senably reliable 

guide,(3) to the ..-berahlp of the landed arlstocracy, argued that a 

further essentlal prerequlslte fts a landed inCOIle of at least £10,000 

(1) J. Bate.-n: The Great l.&ndowners of Great Britain and Ireland: 

Fourth Bd1 tloa (1883) 

(2) see below p. 55 

(3) F.M.L. ~8OD (1963) op.clt. p.27 
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per annWll, (1) thus lill1. tins meabership considerably. The seccmd group, 

the gr_t landowners and the aquir_rchy, have been classified as the 

'landed gentry'. It bas been suggested that the landed sentry' ••• 

formed a reasonably hOlllOgeD80US group, the solid core of the landed 

.&-t t' (2) 

.u& eres • This latter group of 3,299 ind1viduals owned 36.2" of 

Bbgland; just over one-third of the country. 

Thus the landed aristocracy and the landed SeDtry, totalling SOlie 

3,672 1ndividuals, possessed 53.4" of Bogland, just over one-half of the 

country. In fact the cOl1centration of landownership was such that 67" 

of the land was 1n the hands of 12,104 persons and 80s of the country was 

held by just 3.6" of the landowners. In practical terms, therefore, 1n 

two cases out of every three a railway coq)any would be d_l1ng with one 

of l2,()(X) 1ndividuals and 1n ane case in two it would be neaot1at1ng with 

a member of either the landed aristocracy or the landed sentry, i.e. with 

one of just 3,672 peraans. 

The tera, 'landoWner' has often been used to indicate aellbership of 

either the landed aristocracy or the landed gentry; sill1.larly, the term 

'landed interest' has tended to be used to describe those landowners 

belonging to the two .. 1n groups, the landed aristocracy and the landed 

gentry. (3) It is therefore intended to uaintain this shorthand. M1ngay 

has suggested that the Yeoaen class constituted a declin1ng and perhaps 

less dynamic sector of the landowners during the nineteenth century, (4) 

(1) ibid. p.27 

(2) ibid. p.l09 

(3) D. Spring: Ealgl1ah landowners and H1neteeDth Century Industrialism.: 

in J.T. Ward and R.G. Wnson: Land and Industry: The IAmded E,tate 

and the Industrial ReYolution (1971) p.16, P.M.L. Thompson: (1963) 

op.cit. pp.4-5, K.J. Hobsbawa: op.cit. p.9S 

(4) G.E. llingay: 'The Agricultural Revolution in English History: A. 

Reconsideration' in ES_fa in Agrarian m.tory vol.2 ed. W. Ilinch1nton 

(1968): pp.15-l7 
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and, by implication were therefore of relatively little importance as a 

power bloc in the context of the term 'landed interest'. 

In the vast _jori ty of English counties the 'landed interest' owned 

at least one half of the land, although there were two main area II Where 

thill d1d not occur, theae being Cumberland and Westmoreland (Batean having 

excluded ownership of .. ateland froll his figurea) and Surrey, Middlesex, 

and Essex. ThOlllpson haa argued that the demand for estatell near lQndon 

had forced up the price , of land thus preventing the creation of large 

estates and suggested that the great estates had been formed by substantial 

(1) 
purchases of poor, cheap land in the counties. Overall the landed 

interest was strongly represented in every county throughout En~land and 

although the size of estates was .-ller near London, there was a far 

greater density of great houses and their parka. (Fig.6) 

'The science in which members of the peerage took the keenest interest 

waa, oring to its practical applicatiOlla, that of agriCulture,(2) and they 

manifested this interest through their encouragement and application of 

(3) 
n_ agricultural techniques and innovations. Pertin has argued that 

' ••• whatever else they were interested':l.p,landed gentlemen were interested 

(4) 
in increasing the returns ero. their eatates' and this autoaatically 

illlPlied the illlProv __ t of the returns from agriculture. Aa Spring hal 

pointed out' ••• in the period 1815-1846 ••• the econoll1c interest of 

English landowner ... a largely rooted in agriculture'. (6) Agriculture 

wa. extremely iaportant to the landed SOCiety throughout the nineteenth 

(1) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. p.33 

(2) A.S. Turberville: The Houae of u,rds in the Age of Reforllt 

1784-1837 (19M) p .388 

(3) B. Perkin- : Origins af Modern Fogliah Society 1780-1880 (1989) P. 75, 

G.E. Minpy: lac.cit. pp.I5-16 

(4) H. Perkin: (1969) op.cit. ,p.74 

(5) D. Spring: (1971) loc.cit. p.52 
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(1) 
century. In many cases it provided the _jor part of a landowner's 

1.Dcome; in virtually every case it was a subject that concerned him 

greatly. 

The agricultural history 01. the nineteenth century can be divided into 

tour distinct periods, the years 01. proJPerity which occurred during the 

Napoleonic Wars (179~18l5), the subsequent decades terminating with the 

repeal of the Corn laws in 1846 (1815-1850), the so-called tGolden Age t 

(1850-1870), and tiDally the decades trom 1870 onwards usually termed the 
, 

Great !lepressian (l87~19l4). The years 1790 to l8l~ saw a rapid rise 

1.D agricultural price8 due largely to the dislocat1on of the cereal trade 

(2) 
caused by the disruption of the French Wars. 'lbe rise in income caused 

a considerable extension of the limits 01. cultivation and an increased 

(3) 
rate 01. enclosure of the remaining open fields. This heavy investment 

en the part of the landowners had been underta_ at high rates of interest 

and rents had al_ been increased in step with the higher pr1ces. (4) Thu8, 

with the terllinatiQD of the War in 1815 and the prospect 01. rapidly falling 

inco .. s, the landed interest quickly paased the Corn laws which were 

des1cned to bolster up their artificially ildlated incomes in order to 

(5) 
payoff their upensive loms. The interest in the iq,rovement of 

agriculture that had beeD awakeDed by the exPectatiOll of lucrative returns 

during the war year8, was continued as the landowners atteapted to maintain 

their high incomes of the early years of the century. 

The years after 18l~ have been called the 'Hesitant Decades'. (6) It 

(1) A.S. Turberville: (1958) op.cit. p.4o. 

(2) B.J. BobsbtL .. : op:t'cit. pp.99-100, F .... L. Th01ltp801l: (1963) Op.cit. pp. 

213-215 

(3) '.M.L. 'l'hOlllPaen: (1963) op.cit. pp.2l4-2l~ 

(4) ibid. p.232 

(5) ibid. p.233, H. Perkin: (1969) op.cit. p.192, B.J. Hobsba .. : op.cit. 

p.le? 

(6) E.J. Hobsba .. : op.c1t. p.l06 
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there was no overall depres810n in agriculture between l8lrs and 1850, (1) 

there was ' ••• aD era of low prices and discouraged farmers'. (2) A.lthough 

SOlIe areas suffered JDOre than others there was a definite downswing in the 

(3) 
fortunes of the landed. society. Despite this the 1840. saw the rapid 

application ot a number of new techniques and innovations and it is widely 

fel t that the period of 'High Farming' began during this decade. (4) 

The debate over the repeal of the Com laws during the l840s had 

caused the landowners to undertake a careful appraisal of their economic 

posi ticm (5) and the alUIIIP in cereal prices in 1850 led .any landowners to 

(6) 
invest heavily in order to improve the efficiency of cereal production. 

The landed. interest saw '. • • this Whole cOqllex of illProvements as a 

(7) 
re8'CUe operation', .arely to maintain their rent. rather than increaae 

thea. A.l though, ini t1ally. returns were tavourable and bOth the CQD-

sumptiOD and prices of agricultural products increased during the l850s 

(8) 
and 1880s, the returns were never as favourable as had been exPected. 

(9) 
DesPite a movement toward pasture farming, the ba.ic instability of 

(10) 
BDgl1sh farll1ng was becom1Dg apparent and, overall, the two decades 

saw ' ••• a distinct weakening In the economic position of agricultural 

'Ia_~_ ,(11) 
~""",,,Aler s • 

(1) F.II.L. ThOJll)son: (1963) op.clt. p.231 

(2) J.H. Claphaa: (1926) op.clt. vol.l p.465 

(3) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.clt. pp.232-3 

(4) B.J. Bobsba .. : op.clt. p.106, S.G. Checkland: op.cit. pp.181-2 

(5) F .II.L. ThOJlll)aon: (1963) op.clt. p.249, E.J. Hobsbawa: op .clt. p.l06 

(6) F.II.L. ThompSGD: (1963) op.clt. p.242 

(7) ibid. p .248 

(8) B.L. JOIles: 'Changing Basis of Agricultural Proaperlty: 1853-1873' 

in E.says in Asrarian History vol.2 eel. W. lIinchinton (1968) 

(9) Ibid. 

(10) S.G. Oleckland: op.clt. p.183 

(11) F.II.L. Tho.paon: (1963) op.cit. p.240 
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The great depres.ion in Jmglish agriculture began with what appeared to 

be no more than an unusual run of bad luck. AppalliDS weather throughout 

the lS70s culminated in lS79 with the worst harveat o~ the century. In 

previous decadea poor harvests had been coapenaated for by higher prices 

but during the lS70s new atructural features of world agriculture became 

(1) 
apparent which ruthlessly ezposed the inatability of English farming. 

The depreasion was easentially reatricted to thoae counties specialising 

in cereal and wool production, with livestock and dairy fara1ng scarcely 

affected. (2) neat acreaaes fell by haH ~ro. 3.6 mllton in 1874 to 1.8 

mllion acrea in 1900(3) but of far greater iJIIIlort wa_ the fall in rents. 

In England and Wales they fell by 24~ between the 18708 and the early 

18908 and in the arable east of England, landed inCOIleS feU by 30%~4) 
(5) 

With the drastic fall in iDc.., landoWners ceased to invest in agriculture. 

Thus 'the late nineteenth century was the true period of large seale rural 

decline in England ••• the landlord clas8 had 8uffered a PerDBDent loss 

(6) 
of capital and incoae'. The clo_iDS decadea of the century had aeen 

'the structure of agricultural society ••• aeverely shateD and the 

laDdowner's power IlUch w.bfted' • (7) 

landed power waa therefore seeD to b in rapid decline with the 

collapse of traditional agriculture in the last decadea of the century. 

However the erosion of the1r pOWer waa merely the culJl1nation of a process 

that had begun .s early as the tum of the century. In 1804 William 

Marahall had writt_ "landed property ••• 1a the bas1s on which every 

(1) W. Ashworth: op.cit. p.53 

(2) T .W. Fletcher: 'The Great Depression of English Agriculture: 1873-1896': 

in Basays in Al1'arian History vol.2 ed. W. MinchintClll (1968) 

(3) S.G. Checkland: op.cit. p.187 

(4) ibid. pp.1S6-7, W. Ashworth: op.cit. p.6l 

(5) W. AshWOrth: op.cit. p.62 

(6) ibid. pp.69-70 

(7) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. p.316 
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other species at material property rests; OD it alone mankind can be said 

.. (1) 
to live, to move, and have its being • This form of society relied 

upon the existence of patrQQage, thus maintaining a vertically, rather 

(2) 
than horizontally, stratified society, and the recognition and acceptance 

of considerable social mobility allow1Dg the absorption of the nouveaux 

riches on to the land and younger SODS of the landed society into the 

(3) 
middle classes. The stability of such a structure depended upon four 

factors; that society reaained in small lUlits, i.e. villages or small 

towns, thus allowing patronage to be effective through personal contact; 

that the 'new men' could be quickly assim1lated into landed society - should 

this not occur there was the likelihood of the creation 0'1 a hoatile 

bourgeOisie critical of, and frustrated by, landed society; that no 

socially disruptive forms 0'1 money-making appeared to challenge the 

tradi tional methoda; and tinally, that the landed aristocracy did not 

(4) 
abandon their paternal res.pODsibilities. 

Although all of theae presaures began to manifest themselves during 

the Napoleonic Wars, they were held in check, in the national interest, 

and it was only with the arrival of peace in 1815 that Cla8S conflict was 
. (5) 

kindled into flame. During the l820s the middle classes began to 

assert themselves and commenced a struggle for parliamentary r epresent-

ti 
(6) 

a on. The Reform crisi_ of 1831-2 advanced the cause of the middle 

(7) 
classes, b~ they achieved their success only because the landed 

aristocracy saw a fine distinction between those "ho wished to abolish 

(1) Quoted in H. Perkin: (1969) op.cit. pp.4l-2 

(2) ibid. p.49 

(3) ibid. pp.58-6l 

(4) ibid. pp.5l-62 

(5) ibid. p.192 

(6) ibid. p.214 

(7) G.B.A.II. F1Dlay_on: England 1D the Eighteen Thirties: Decade of 

Reform: (1969) p.1S 
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property ~ patronage, and those who merely wished to eradicate patronage, 

(1) 
to which they were prepared to concede. 

The midBle cla • .,e8 therefore gained an 'indirect' control over the 

reins of power, and although there was no large anti-aristocratic 'block 

vote' in parliament there was a considerable fear on the part of the landed 

society that one might be created should the Wishes of the middle clas8es 

(2) 
not be respected. 

Thus 

1 t was the III1ddle clas.es that enjoyed the beneti t. of the 

Reform Act; and once po.sessed of the political influence 

which they regarded as their due, they became not the critics 

but the defenders of exist1n& authorities. It their point 

of view never becall8 the ea_ as that of the landed cla.ses 

it tended to approxiDa te to it; it their property was of a 

d1tferen.t nature still they were property owners and very 

zealous for its protection and for the maintenance of rights 

(3) 
appertainini to it. 

This empathy was iDtms1tied as a result of the attack by John Bright 

et al upon the landed interest during the l850s. The weal thy middle 

classes realised that' ••• attacks on the free dillPoaal of landed 

property by its owner. were extensible to other forma of property·(4) 

and in the l870s the debate over landownership further crystalli.ed the 

poli tical posi tiOl1 of the two cla.ses in that it was felt that '. • • its 

association with interference with the right. of private property made it 

a contributory factor in the tendency for landowners and weal thy bU8inesa-

(1) H. Perkin: (1969) op.cit. p.3l0 

(2) ibid. p.3l5 

(3) A.B. Turberville: (1958) op.cit. p.327 

(4) F.M.L. ThOapsonl (1963) op.cit. p.284 
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(1) 
men to range themselves on one side • • • t This mutual respect tor 

(2) 
property is crucial to an understanding ot nineteenth century attitudes. 

The lliddle classes having gained actual, though indirect, power needed 

the political expertise ot the landed aristocracy to govern on their 

behalf(3) and also to act as a tocus for their social aspirations. (4) 

Turberville bas argued that ' ••• early Victorian lliddle class England 

had a most succulent appreciation ot the peeraget (5) and this view has 

been coq>leaeo.ted by the interesting argument that ' ••• the aristocrat 

and the substantial member at the gentry were believed to be in intimate 

contact with the countryside, a point of great importance in a society in 

which urbanisation was not tully accepted emotionallyt. (6) Once the 

power structure had been altered in their favour the middle class respect 

(7) 
tor the landed aristocracy reasserted itselt. 

Although the landed interest became increasingly divorced trom the 

rest ot society during the years atter 1850, (8) it was in the last decades 

of the century that f , ••• the toundations of a British IIOciety dominated 

by the landed classes all collapsed together with and during the great 

depression. Landownership ceased, with some excep tiao 8 , to be the basiS 

ot great wealth and became merely a atatus symbolt.(9) The 1880. saw 

an increasing number ot wealthy industrialists taking adVantage ot the 

(1) ibid. p.285 

(2) see G. Kitson Clark: The Making ot Victorian England: (1962) p.97 

(3) S.G. Checkland: op.cit. p.284 

(4) A.S. Turberville: (1958) op.cit. p.427, see also G.M. Young: Early 

Victorian England: vol.2 ' (1934) p.486 

(5) A.S. Turberville: (1958) op.e1t. p.395 

(6) S.G. Checkland: op.cit. p.285 

(7) H. Perkin: (1969) op.cit. pp.37Q-6 

(8) S.G. Checkland: op.cit. p.284, see also A.S. Turberville: (1958) 

op.cit. p.372, 389-391 

(9) E.J. Hobsbawa: op.cit. p.202 
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fall in value of agricultural land and purchasing large estates in order 

to achieve the ethos of becoaing members of landed society.(l) 

Thus the century as a whole saw the decline of the 1Jlfluence and power 

of the landed interest. It was t •• ; a gradual process of transformation 

throughout the niaeteeath century, simultaneous with the general transform­

atiQD of societyt.(2) 

Although the landed ethic was defeated duriDg the nineteenth century, 

the tangible realisatiaa of the power of the landed iaterest, Parliament, 

was far less easily vanquished. As all railways had to be authorised by 

Parliament and many were debated before Select Committees of members of 

(3) 
either the House of Lords or House of Commons, the structure of Parlia-

ment was of great importance in this context. 

A.S. Turberville has argued that the House of Commons having achieved 

independence of the CrOWD in the late seventeenth century, became d~endent 

upon the aristocracy and thus gained independence of action whilst sacri­

ficing its independence of CompositiOD~(4) During the eighteenth century 

the aristocratic grip on the House of ColllDOn8 tightened and by the first 

decades of the nineteeDth century 

the Bouse of Lords cOlla1sted almost ectirely of great Landowners. 

In the House of Commons • • • three-quarters of the members 

between 1734 and lS32 were landowners or their near relations, 

and those of the rest who were not their friends or nominees 

were rich busiaess and professiODal men often with one foot on 

(1) F .M.L. ThOJll)sOll: (1963) op.cit. pp.293-7, G. Kitson Clark: op.cit·~ 

pp.249-5l 

(2) D. ~rings The role of the aristocracy in the late nineteenth century: 

Victorian Studies 1960-1 vol.4 p.57, see also F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) 

op.cit. p.273, G.M. Young: Victorian Ensland: Portrait ot an Ase: 

2nd edition (19S3) pp.l44-S 

(3) see below pp.77-9 

(4) A.S. Turberville: (1958) op.cit. p.244 
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the land.(l) 

ThOIllPBOn has argued that the House of lA:>rds was - ••• the direct 

insti tutional expression of the political power of the nobili ty - (2) and 

that the landowners also exercised strong control over the Commons. In 

fact before a man could become an M.P. - ••• he had to possess a certain 

allOunt of property, and until 1838, only landed property could be counted-. (3) 

Despite the apparent social eDBSculatiOD of the Reform Act of 1832, 

in Parliament the power of the landed interest was scarcely di~ished.(4) 

It was 

the landed aristocracy which continued to occupy the main 

positions of power down to the l880s and beyQlld. The landed 

class possessed a clear majority of the Bouse of CoJlll101l8 until 

1885 ••• and of the House of Lords \.U1til long after the 

Parliament Act of 1911 drastically reduced its powers. (5) 

Thus during the whole of the century an extremely strong landed interest 

sat in both Houses and although it might be argued that they yielded 

increasingly to the demands of the ascendant middle classes, it was still 

a landed body and one that was intensely concerned with any proposal that 

directly iJll)1nged upon its interests. 

Having established some idea of the numbers of the landed society, 

their strong involvement in the agricultural sector, and their political 

power in a changing society, their attitudes toward industrialisation can 

be more fully elQ)lained. Recent research has aua •• ted that the land-

(1) H. Perkin: (1969) op.cit. p.39 

(2) F.M.L. Thoapsoo: (1963) op.cit. p.45 

(3) G.B.A.M. Finlayson: op.cit. p.17 

(4) ibid. pp.17-l8, see a180 H. Perkin: (1969) op.cit. p.56, F.M.L. Thompson: 

(1963) op.cit. pp.45-9, G.M. Young: (1953) op.clt. PP.29-30, 106 

(5) H. Perkin: (1969) op.cit. pp.27l-2 



owner's role in industrialisation, especially during the early years ot 

the 'Industrial Revolution', was of far greater significance than has, 

(1) 
in the past, been supposed. 

It has been argued that the landowners were perhaps the most important 

factor in the initial stimulus of the 'Industrial Revolution' in England 

and that the spontaneity of the 'take-off' of the 'Industrial Revolution' 

was a direct result of a full complement of economic resources and the 

psychological attitudes within the right kind of society.(2) 

eighteenth century the landowners had held the view that 

During the 

it was the duty of a natioJs rulers to take positive action 

to increase its wealth and power relative to it. neighbours 

• • • and out of pure selt-intereat they created the pol1 tical 

conditions - personal liberty, absolute security of property, 

the minimum ot internal intervention and adequate protection 

(3) 
trom toreign competition. 

The system of land tenure has often been taken tor granted in any 

discussion ot the origins of the Industrial RevOlution(4) and the fact 

tha t the land was owned absolutely '. • • in large viable blocks by a 

comparatively small number of owners, alert to their interest in every 

(5) 
extension ot ecanoJl1c activity' was ot great importance. Allied to 

this was the existence ot a flu1d society in which ideas were quickly 

ditfused, inventors sponsored, and the 'partial toleration or inetfective 

(1) for example see J.T. ward and R.G. Wilson (1971) op.cit. F.M.L. 

ThoJll)son: (1963) op.cit., D. Spring: 'The English landed Bstate in 

the Age ot Coal and Iron 1830-1880': Journal of Economic History 

vol.ll (1951), J.T. ward: 'Some West Cwaberland landowners and 

Industry': Industrial Archaeology: vO'!.9 no.4 (1972) 

(2) B. Perkin: (1969) op.cit. p.16 

(3) ibid. pp.66-7 

(4) 1bid. p.73 

(5) ibid. p.73 
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intolerance' of Dissenters allowed the diversion of their energies away from 
(1) 

politics toward trade and industry. The ~andowner'8 role was ' ••• not 

direct industrial enterprise. It was rather to provide both the land • • • 

and the pre-conditions for the enterprise of others'. (2) Their function 

was ' ••• to create the climate and conditions in which a 1IP0ntaneous 

industrial revolution could take place and to give it effective legislative 

encouragement when and where it required it'. (3) 

Under English law the owner of any land a180 owned the minerals below 

the soil and consequently this made ' ••• landowner and mining exploiter 

, (4) t 
practically synonymous • Consequently the landed interests main 

involvement in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries tended 

to be in the field of mining and, stemming from this, 1n transport iq>rove-

ments. 
(5) 

However, ' ••• it is unlikely ••• that more than a handful 

of estates in the first half of the nineteenth century derived a half or 

more of their gross income from such [non-agricultural] sources,.(6) 

Despite this the means of getting money were widely extended during these 

decades(7) and the landed interest were not slow in moving toward the 

maximisation of their incODles. This was possibly a result of the fact 

that by the 18408 many landed estates were often deeply in debt, although 
(8) 

this was far from obvious. The latter decades of the eighteenth 

(1) ibid. pp.68-71 

(2) ibid. p.74 

(3) ibid. p.78 

(4) ibid. p.75 

(5) see especially J.T • . Ward: 'Landowners and Mining': in Iapd S<I 
Industry: The Landed Estate and the Industrial Revolution (1971) 

eds. J.T. Ward and R.G. Wilson, alsO D. Spring (1971) loc.cit. pp. 

27-38, H. Perkin: (1969) op.cit. pp.74-6, S.G. Checkland: op.cit. 

p.282, A.S. Turberville: (1956) op.cit. pp.374-5 

(6) D. spring: (1971) loc.cit. p.52 

(7) A.S. Turberville: (1958) op.cit. p.374 

(8) D. spring: (1951) loc.cit. pp.14-15 
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century and the early years of the nineteenth had seen considerable extra-

(1) 
vagance on the part of the landowners, and Checkland has suggested' ••• 

trom the accession ot Victoria down to the eighties the landed interest 

• • • sought to redeem the debts of the past and to place their estates on 

(2) 
a sound and selt-perpetuating basis'. 

The mid l840s also _w a reappra1sal of the f1nanc1al basis of land-

ownership generated by the debate over the repeal of the Corn laws. 

During this decade the landowners began to retreat from active involvement 

in 1ndustry and move toward a position of mere rentier, this occuring 

(3) 
particularly in the field of JD1n1ng. Thus increasing numbers became 

1nterested 1n potential sources of non-agricultural income and investment 

occurred largely in the passive form ot stocks, ahares, directorates, and 

various torms ot rent trom mines and urbanisation. AshwDll'th teels that 

the DIOVeJDeIlt into stoclal and shares took place in the l860s (4) as does 

spr1ng,(5) although Thompson teels it came slightly later. (6) The landed 

aristocracy' 8 movement into directorships also dates from this period. (7) 

One ot the most lucrative sources of non-agricultural income was trom 

urbanisation. Land values increased tremendously during the 1860s and 

(8) 
l870s ' ••• owing to the grcnrth ot towns and industry', and suburban 

rental values rose dramatically in these decades. (9) Landowners played 

(1) see below Pp. ~8-72 in discussion of emparkment 

(2) S.G. Checkland: op.cit. p.283 

(3) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. pp.264-5, also D. Spring (1971) loc.cit. 

p.51, E.J. Hobsbawm: op.cit. pp.l07, 109, G. Best: Mid Victorian 

Britain: 1851-1875 (1971) pp.243, 245, H. Perkin : (1969) op.cit. p.435 

(4) W. AshwOrth: op.c1t. p.5l 

(5) D. spring (1971) loc.cit. pp.52-3 

(8) F.M.L. Thompson: (1983) op.cit. pp.306-8 

(7) S.G. Checkland: op.cit. p.283, G. Best: pp.cit. p.243 

(8) D. spring: (1971) loc.cit. p.5l 

(9) J.R. Kellett: The I!pact ot Railways on Victorian Cities (1969) p.392 
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a very active role in the development of the towns themselves, for example 

(1) (2) (3) 
Barrow, Glossop, and the resort of Eastbourne and although many 

of the plana had been prepared during the l840s It waSIl' t until the l860s 

(4) 
that the value of the rents began to increase significantly. 

However not all the landed interest benefItted from non-agricultural 

sources of income and Thompson has suggested that a dichotomy developed 

between the great landowners and the gmtry and once agricultural incomes 

began to stagnate this dichotomy became startlingly apparent. (5) The 

larger landowners often invested their non-agricultural income in agrI-

culture itself, thus further widening the plf, and the security created 

by the existence of this rentier income goes some way toward exPlaining 

why the landed aristocracy of Parliament partially abandoned agriculture 

in 1846(6) and did sO <:Oq)letely in 1879. 'They were conscious of their 

posi tion as industrial and urban landolmers and could afford to be (more) 

indiffereot to falling rents than many of the gentry'. (7) 

One of the major factors contributing to the indebtedness of the 

aristocracy and, to a les.er extent, the gentry, was their indulgence in 

the creation of landscaped parka. (Fig.6) Although parka had been created 

(8) 
by the Normans these were fftrl in number and it was not until the 

aixteenth century that emparlcment became widely established, and an 

(1) S. Pollard: 'Barrow in Furness and the Seventh Duke of Devonshire' 

Economic History Review: 2nd Series: vol.8 (1955) 

(2) H. Perkin: (1970) op.cit. pp.126--7 

(3) D. spring: (1971) loc.cit. pp.43-4 

(4) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. pp.267-8, S.G. Checkland: op.cit. p.282, 

A. Briggs: Victorian Cities: (1963) p.13, D. Spring (1971) loc.cit. 

pp.38-45 

(5) F .M.L. Thoupson: (1963) op.cit. p.268 

(6) E. J. Hobsbawm: op • ci t. P .107 

(7) F .M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. p.268 

(8) H.C. Darby (ed.) op.cit. p.55 
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analysis of Saxton,' s maps of 1574-79 has suggested that there were 817 

(1) 
such Deer Parks in England and Wales at that time. The early and 

middle years of the seventeenth century were not conducive to the creation 

of parkland but revival of interest occurred after 1670 in response to the 

Restoration and the publ1cation of John Evelyn's plea for increased woodland. 

However the parks that were landscaped at that time were of limited extent 

in that they conformed to the contemporary French idea of a formal garden 

laid out in geometric symmetry. This fashion held sway until the 1720s 

when a strong reaction to this stylised concept occurred and a freer form, 

much better suited to the var1ed English countryside, was advocated.(2) 

The f1rst, tentative steps were taken by William Kent et al but it was 

not until the 17608 that the style matured with the work of its finest 

(3) 
exponent, Lancelot Brown. The latter half of the eighteenth century 

saw a rapid acceleration in park construction and, in the Chilterns alone, 

the number of parks doubled in these years. Not only were new houses and 

parks being constructed but also many of the pre-existing residences were 

rebuilt and their parka enlarged. 

Perhaps the basic tenet of the new philosophy was the location of the 

house in a dominant postion, which overlooked the n_ly landscaped terrain. 

It has been sUil?;ested that the IDOst typical houses and parks of this, 

(4) 
'the IDOst creative years of landscape gardening', were on a small scale 

and a quintessential eXBJII)le of this trend is Courteenhall House and park, 

(5) 
in NorthaDptanahire. Although the construction was undertaken nationally, 

(1) H.C. Prince: Parg in Qlgland (1967), see also B.C. Prince 'Parkland 

in the Ql11terns' Geograph1cal Review vol.XLIX (1959) pp.I8-31 

(2) H. Nicholson: The Age of Reason (1968) pp.517-521 

(3) H.C. Darby (ed.) op.cit. pp.329-30, 344-49 

(4) H.C. Prince: (1967) op.cit. p.7 (1760-1820) 

(~) W.G. Hosk1ns The Making of the &1gl1Bh landscape (19~5) pp.129-30, 

(see Fig.9) 
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proportionally there was a vast increase in the number of parks in the 

vicinity of London, with many of these being located on, or near, the main 

roads leaving the city. 

Humphry Repton continued Brown's work into the nineteenth century, 

the tashion tor eq>arkment losing none ot its IDOIDeIltwn. In tact a heated 

controversy occurred in the l790s and 1800s over the relative merits ot 

the 'picturesque' style, as opposed to the less dramatic work of Brown 

and his disciples. This would seem to indicate the considerable interest 

shown in landscape architecture at this time. The construction ot great 

houses continued into the nineteenth century and ambitious schemes were 

undertaken during the War years; for exauple, the eighth Earl of Beacons-

field completely rebuilt . sbridge, to the north of Berkhamsted, between 

1808 and 1817 and hdd the park landscaped by Repton, and the Duke ot 

Bedford had a ' ••• modest'cottage orn&e' (built) in 1810, which apparently 

cost between £70,000 and 280,000, and the grounds laid out in inim1 table 

taste, must have cost thousands more'. 
(1) 

One ot the most signiticant points arising trom the creation ot such 

vistas was that the park did not reach maturity until 80me decades had 

elapsed subsequent to their being laid out. Theretore many would not 

have realised their full potential until the early years of the nineteenth 

century and a considerable nWllber not until the middle years. ThUB any 

landowner who had invested large sum. ot money in the creation ot a land­

scape would tend to look as_nce at any atteq,t to impo •• an alien teature, 

a railway, upon his carefully composed vista. 

This understandable reaction was cOlllPlemented by a dislike of turther 

disturbance to the countryside atter the upheavals ot the late eighteenth 

(1) F.M.L. Thoapson: (1963) op.cit. p.9l (quoting tro. the Oreville 

Memoirs 1888 VI p.2ll) 
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ceiltury. '!bese decades had not only seen the creation of .nuuerous land-

scaped parks but also the digging of canal. and often the enclosure of the 

re_1ning open field •• Although neither of the latter were of national 

extent the phenomeDa were widespread enough to provoke COllllllent. John 

Clare, writing in his diary of 4 June 1826, noted that a propo8ed London 

to Manchester Railway was to run near Helpston, in NorthaDlptonahire. 

' ••• I little thought that fresh intru,ion, would interrupt and apoil 

mJ 8olitude.. After the !Dclo,ure they will despoil a boggy place that 

is famous for orchises,.(l) 

Park construction and expansion continued unabated during the reJIIBinder 

(2) 
of the nineteenth century and the numbers of parks reached their peak by 

1880. (3) '!be railways helped in this MPansion in that the more remote 

locations became easier of access and consequently allowed parka to become 

even more dispersed in their distribution. 

Thus the nineteenth century opened with the landowners showing COll-

siderable intereat in, and awarenes8 of, the landscape which waa amply 

reflected in the-Widespread creation at parks. This interest was maintained 

throughout the century and although tf!lller new park. were laid out, many of 

those already in existence were extended, usually to increase the timber 

resources and sporting a.anities. 

(1) W.G. Boskins op.cit. p.203 (~ italics) 

(2) B.C. Darby (ed.) ep.cit. p.538 

(3) B.C. Prince (1959) loc.cit. p.29 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

By the beginning of the nineteenth century the land of England was 

owned in toto by a relatively small number of individuals Who showed great 

interest in their estates and, as a result of their monopolistic position 

in Parliament, had established a legislative procedure that provided an 

extremely strong protection against any incursion onto their property. 

This procedure had evolved as an outcome of the private legislation of 

the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries which had authorised the con­

struction of turnpikes, the enclosure of fields, and the building of 

canals. Thus, by the early nineteenth century, a complex series of 

standing orders had come into existence Which related to the compulsory 

purchase of land for commercial purposes and, further to this, there 

also existed a comprehensive platform for appeal in the form of the 

Parliamentary Select Committee before Which any landowner, whose property 

was scheduled to be taken, could appeal. 

The initial private bills had been limited both in scope and capital, 

and were highly localised. The procedure at that time took the form of 

a presentation to Parliament of a petition Which merely stated the 

existing difficulties and suggested proposed remedies. It was only 

with the dramatic increase in private legislation resulting from the 

promotion of numerous canals that led to a drastic reappraisal of 

Standing Order procedure. 

By and large it had been the landowners themselves who had built 

the turnpikes and enclosed the open fields, Whereas it was the commercial 

and industrial members of society that had tended to promote the canals. 

The landoWners realised that as it was extremely rare for them to be 

involved in the planning of the alignment of the canals, it was important 

that any landowner whose property was to be affected should be aware of 



the intentions of the canal promoters. COnsequently the rapid expansion 

of the scope of the Standing Orders was due to the increased demands for 

knowledge of the proposals and for time to appraise them. 

During the l790s, the period of the 'canal mania', the Standing 

(1) 
Orders of Parliament were considerably extended. They began to 

include requirements that notices of intent should be published in the 

local papers, maps of the proposed route should be deposited both locally 

and nationally, a Boo~ of Reference which named each individual landowner 

affected and recorded whether he assented, dissented, or remained neutral, 

was to be presented and, significantly, that proof had to be given that 

these orders had been complied with. All of the above informed both the 

landowner and Parliament of the exact intentions of a group of promoters. 

This dramatic increase in both the number and extent of the Standing 

Orders placed great pressure on Parliament and in 1810 a Private Bill 

Office was created and a Standing Orders Committee was established in 

1824. 

In 1799 it was decided that the Standing Orders relating to canals 

were to be extended to cover any proposed railways that came before 

Parliament(2) and this was applied in 1803 with the enactment of the 

(3) 
Surrey Iron Railway. In 1814 the position of the landowner was 

further strengthened with the amendment of all the existing orders and 

the addition of various others. A map was to be deposited at the parish 

(1) The material for the following section leans heavily on the work 

of O.C. Williams: 'The Historical Development of Private Bill 

Procedure and Standing Orders in the House of Commons' (1948) 

vols. 1 and 2. 

(2) ibid. p.266 

(3) M. Bond: 'Materials for Transport History amongst the Records of 

Parliament': Journal of Transport History vol.4 no.l (May 1959) 

pp.37-52. 
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level and it was also necessary that dissenting landowners should have 

seen a copy of the bill and a map of how it affected their property and 

evidence to this effect, in their own handwriting, had to be produced. 

Thus by the early years of the 18308 the landed society had created 

a structure that ensured t. • • no bills involving property could be 

rushed through, undermining owners' rights to oppose by keeping them in 

ignorance'. (1) However there was considerable dissatisfaction with the 

fact that the railways had inherited a set of standing orders that were 

patently unsuitable for their needs. In debate Sir James Graham 

remarked ' ••• that with regard to all other public works they had well 

framed standing orders; but as regards railroads the standing orders 

relating to the construction of canals had been rudely and imperfectly 

made to fit'. (2) 

In response to these criticisms major revisions occurred in 1836. 

Whilst confirming the dominant philosophy of protection of the landowner, 

(3) 
safeguards were also provided for the investor. The principles that 

had become established were maintained and made even more· stringent in 

detail. (4) Notices of intent now had to be published in both local 

and national newspapers in the spring and maps of the proposed route of 

a railway had to be prepared and submitted by 1 March of the year 

preceding the relevant Parliamentary session (for example: 1 March 1838 

for the session of 1838 - 1839). These maps were to be of not less 

than four inches to one mile scale and the sections not less than one 

inch to one hundred feet; in the vicinity of houses the scale was to 

(1) J.R. Kellett: (1969) op.cit. p.28 

(2) O.C. Williams: op.cit. vol.l p.61 

(3) J.R. Kellett: (1969) op.cit. p.30 

(4) The whole series of orders can be found in HC Journal 1837 

vol.92, 13 July, pp.636-644. 



be considerably larger and the powers of deviation-.Nere lessened; 

estimates of expense and a deposit of funds were also demanded. Parliament 

was especially concerned that there should be no unauthorised alterations 

in alignment once an Act had been gained and six Standing Orders were 

(1) 
framed accordingly. 

There had been considerable criticism of the procedure of proving 

compliance with the Standing Orders and in 1836 this was also refined 

and a Select Committee was established that was to decide whether the 

Bill could proceed through Parliament. Despite these reforms there were 

many complaints that because of the cumbersome nature of the Standing 

Orders it was virtually impossible to comply with all and everyone of 

them. Burke, a noted Parliamentary Agent of the time, argued in 1837 

. . . that it would save valuable time if any rule could be laid down , 

by which vexatious opposition on Standing Orders could be avoided, since 

(2) 
it was impossible to fulfil all the minute requirements with accuracy'. 

This dissatisfaction continued into the l840s and Burke, once again, 

stated that non-compliance was practically unavoidable and further argued 

that the Committee examining the petitions should be given greater 

discretion to ignore minor failings. In 1847 both the House of Lords 

and House of Commons accepted this argument and created the Examiners 

of Petitions; in the same year they also discontinued the practice of 

proving all documents in person. 

The railway engineers had strongly criticised the Order requiri ng 

the map of the line to be completed by 1 March of the preceding year and 

in 1842 it was decided to revert to the practice of submission by the 

30 November i.e. during the Parliamentary Session itself. The 

(1) O.C. Williams: op.cit. vol.l p.65 

(2) ibid. p.72 
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Parliamentary notices were also changed from publication during the 

spring to the autumn. 

The dramatic increase in railway promotion in 1844 and 1845 led to 

the rapid authorisation in 1845 of two public Acts specifically designed 

to facilitate the passage of railway Bills . through Parl1ament, these 

being the Railway Clauses Consolidation Act and the Land Clauses 

Consolidation Act. They were incorporated into each individual ra1lway 

bill, thus shortening the bills considerably and allowed Parliament to 

(1) 
deal with them far more quickly. By 1851 the Standing Orders relating 

to railway construction had reached their maximum extent. Because of 

their complexity non-compliance could p~ove fatal to many schemes, 

especially . in the context of rivalry between companies, as discrepancies 

(2) 
were often po1nted out by one to frustrate the ambitions of another. 

There was little change in the quantity or quality of Standing Orders 

relative to railway construction during the latter half of the ninet eenth 

century, the legislature being more concerned in dealing with the scheme s 

for the provision of local government facilities that increasingly came 

before them. In 1853 the tShaftesbury' Order was added Which was 

particularly concerned with the protection of working class hOUsing(3) 

and the amount of capital that had to be deposited was finalised in 1867 

(4) 
at 5% of the estimated exPenditure. 

Thus forearmed by the comprehensive knowledge of the proposals of 

the railway company, the landowner could, if he so wished, offer reasoned 

opposition before a Select Committee of either the House of Commons or 

(1) ibid. p.l07 

(2) T.R. Gourvish: Mark Huish and the London and North Western Railway: 

A Study of Management (1972) p.22. 

(3) J.R. Kellett: (1969) op.cit. p.53 

(4) O.C. Williams: op.cit. vol.l, p.136 
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the House of Lords, or, occasionally, both. The vital importance of the 

Select Committee Stage in terms of the impact of the landowners on railway 

alignment, cannot be understated. As early as 1834 it had been recognised 

that the Select Committee stage was to be used as the forum for debate of 

objections to the details of specific railways and problems would be 

(1) 
discussed and resolved in Committee. In the summer of 1844 a Railway 

Board was established ' ••• whose duty it would be to examine every 

scheme to be laid before Parliament ••• and to report in favour of, or 

(2) 
against, each scheme for the guidance of the Select Committee ••• ' 

This inquiry into the merits and deficiencies of each scheme would 

, • not embrace questions of private property or interest, which will 

(3) 
be reserved altogether for the consideration of the legislature' i.e. 

before the Select Committee. 

Thus throughout the nineteenth century any conflict between a 

landowner and a railway company over matters of 'detail' i.e. alignment, 

was discussed before a Select Committee. Originally these Committees 

had been established to hear the arguments put forward in the petition 

and ' •• • to consider and amend it and report it to the House together 

••• with a report as to the allegations of the Bill as to the consent 

(4) 
or dissent of the parties'. The primary function was to act as a 

forum if this was so needed; however, should a bill be unopposed ' ••• 

the proving of the preamble was very ·perfunctory'. (5) 

In 1836 the criticisms of Parliamentary procedure relative to 

(1) H. Parris: op.cit. p.18 

(2) H.G. Lewin: The Railway Mania and Its Aftermath (1936) p.12 

(3) ibid. p.14, see also H. Parris: op.cit. p.84 

(4) O.C. Williams: op.cit. vol.l p.16 

(5) ibid. p.34 



railway construction led to a revision of the methods of assessment of 

a railway bill before a Select Committee. Twenty points were drawn 

up(l) which had to be proved to the satisfaction of the Committee. 
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These fell into four main categories (a) the sources of capital for the 

railway (b) the existing and expected traffic (c) the engineering details 

and the estimates of constructional costs and (d) whether there were any 

petitions against the proposals. The onus of proof lay firmly on the 

railway company, this being accentuated by the fact that they had to 

present a broad case which could then be opposed, rather than the 

opponents presenting a case which could be answered by the railway 

(2) 
company. The Select Committees obviously had considerable power of 

decision in that they could amend, reject, or pass purely on the evidence 

presented. The railway companies were at their most vulnerable at the 

Committee stage and thus skilful counsel were willingly retained to 

minimise the possibility of rejection. 

There were strong criticisms of certain aspects of the Committee's 

procedure. Initially it was felt that the advantages of local know-

ledge of the members of the Committee far outweighed the disadvantage 

of local bias, and, consequently, the Committees had no restrictions 

concerning local interest. However by 1837 the House of Lords had 

realised the importance of the Committee stage and therefore instituted 

new regulations. Attendance was to be compulsory; there was to be !!.2 

local interest; the Committee was to consiat of five members who would 

elect .their own chairman and it would sit from eleven o'clock in the 

morning until four in the afternoon. The House of Conunons was less 

(1) see appendix no.l 

(2) This was strongly criticised by G.P. Bidder in 1863 as wasting 

a great deal of time and therefore money: H.C.Sel.Cttee. on 

Private Bill Legislation (1863) Q.2334, p.226. 
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easily convinced of the value of change but with Gladstone's recommend-

ations of 1844, local respresentation was removed from those Committees 

hearing evidence on competing railways and the Committee would also con-

sist of just five members. In 1845 this was extended to COver all 

railway bills. 

The problem of who could appear before a Select Committee in 

opposition was less easily resolved and it was here that the landowner 

played a crucial role. 'It must be realised that by long practice 

(and not by Standing Order) any landowner, the smallest fraction of whose 

land was to be compulsorily taken under a bill, had an unlimited locus 

standi'. (1) Williams has argued that 

the effect of this was that, until Committees from about 

1848 onwards came to admit competition as a ground of locus 

standi, the opposition of existing or contemplated railways 

to other proposed new lines was conducted under the cover of 

petitions lodged by landowners, who were indemnified for all 

(2) 
expense by the real opponents. 

The problem of hidden opposition was ameliorated somewhat in 1853 

with the acceptance of competition as a valid ground for appeal against 

a line, although this did depend upon the discretion of the chairman. 

It was also decided that if a proposed railway interfered with an 

existing railways' works the latter railway could be heard in opposition, 

as could municipal authorities and the inhabitants of towns who felt 

that they would be 'injuriously affected' by the passage of a bill. (3) 

Despite these relaxations the decision of locus standi still rested 

with the chairman. As was pointed out, in l863 , landowners were still 

(1) O.C. Williams: op.cit. vol.l p.140 

(2) ibid. 

(3) ibid. p.140 
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being used by the railway companies as a front for their opposition 

because the companies thought that they either had no locus standi of 

competition or ' ••• that the ground would not find favour wi th the 

Co ott ' (1) mm:L ee. Problems of locus standi were never fully solved but, 

by and large, by the end of the l860s the railway compani es ha d l i t t l e 

necessity to use the landowners as a platform of opposition. 

The structure of the Committee itself was also open to criti ci sm. 

Kellett has argued that it would only deal 'sPecifically and piecemeal' 

with individual projects and had little power of suggestion i f it fel t 

the line to be a bad one; 'all they could do was to send the promoters 

(2) 
back to t hink again'. He further argued that desPite the r emoval of 

local members, the committees were still constructed of 'interested' 

individuals and, finally, a criticism which was widely subscribed to, 

that the committees were essentially 'amateur' in status; there was no 

(3) 
continuity of membership and no compilation of experience. 

A further criticism was that, in spite of the unlimited locus 

standi, the landowners found themselves limited by the practical nature 

of opposition in that the legal costs of representation before a 

Committee were enormous. G. K. Richards, Counsel to the Speaker, 

pointed out that counsel received 10 gns. per day for attendance before 

a committee, and 5 gns. for a consultation. 
(4) 

The procedure was such 

that the landowner had no choice in the matter, he was forced to employ 

(5) 
counsel at that price. Robert Baxter stated that there were cases 

(1) H.C.Sel.Cttee. on Private Bill Legislation (1863) J. Booth 

Q.229, p.24, alsO Q.1123 

(2) J.R. Kellett: (1969) op.cit. p.l03 

(3) ibid. pp.103-l05 

(4) H.C.Sel.Cttee. on Private Bill Legislation (1863) Q.378 p.3S 

(5) ibid. 
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' ••• in which a landowner may be as deeply interested as to involve the 

(1) 
loss of many thousands of pounds'. It was argued that ' ••• with 

small proprietors, and I would class with them all the middle men, the 

costs of a petition to Parliament are so heavy that they are all af r a id 

of it,(2) and it was remarked that the railway companies themselves 

preferred to minimise their legal costs by negotiating with landed 

opponents rather than fight them at length before a committee. (3) 

Kellett has suggested that the legal profession usually attempted to 

(4) 
maximise its income from railway business and thus 'spin-out' cases. 

Having gained its Act the railway company then began to exerci s e 

its right of compulsory purchase. This was a necessary feature of any 

transport improvement and had evolved largely from the canal l egislation 

of the eighteenth century and was adopted and further refined by railway 

procedure. 'This statutory power, to which even the greatest landowners 

had to bow once the Private Bill had been passed ••• ,(5) took a relat i ve-

ly simple form. Once the railway was sanctioned the landowner was 

informed that a certain amount of his land was required and he was aaked 

to assess its value, both directly and indirectly, the latter encompassing 

(6) 
such factors as loss, deterioration and severance. If the claim was 

acceptable the :.amount was quickly paid. If it was felt to be too 

excessive the claim went to arbitration, this procedure having been 

established by the Land Clauses Consolidation Act of 1845.(7) 

(1) ibid. Q.3l98, p.3l6 

(2) HL Sessional Papers 1845 vol.18, Select Committee on Compensation 

evid. of J. Clutton, Q.l4l. 

(3) ibid. Q.'s54,55. 

(4) J .R. Kellett: (1969) op.cit. p.73 

(5) ibid. p.27 

(6) ibid. pp.434-435 

(7) For a full discussion of the difficultie s of compensation see 

below PP. 168- 170 
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The exact cost of land for railway construction and its percentage 

of total costs, has long been a controversial topic. This stems largely 

from the writings of contemporary authors who bitterly condemned the 

(1) 
rapacity of the landowners. This attitude, that land costs Were 

extortionate, has long been popular but in 1952 Pollins offered a 

tabular analysis of railway constructional costs, and concluded that the 

cost of land averaged some 14% for the period 1830 to 1850. (2) He 

argued that although there were instances of large sums being paid for 

inconsequential acreages, land costs, on the whole, were of much less 

significance than had been supposed. 

Kellett argued that Pollins had overcompensated and, to justify 

this point of View, produced figures that suggested that land costs in 

fact averaged 16.5% of total costs for that period, but, despite the 

increase of 2.5%, implied that the land costs were not of crucial 

significance in the factors that determined alignment. (3) He argued 

that the figure of 16.5% was probably valid until the 1870s and only in 

the final decades of the nineteenth century did it fall to 10 or 11%. (4) 

Pollins has clarified his argument by stating that in the past great 

emphasis had been placed ' ••• on the cost of obtaining Acts and on the 

cost of land. In practice these expenditures were not very high 

(5) 
proportionately'. Robbins has argued that although some landowners 

were paid excessive sums the average percentage paid for land t. • • 

does show that the somewhat eager or excessive payments SO often quoted 

(1) see below pp. 108- 10 9 

(2) H. Pollins: fA Note on Railway Constructional Costs 1825 - 1850' 

Economica: N.S. vol.19 no.76 (Nov. 1952) pp.395-407 

(3) J.R. Kellett: (1969) op.cit. p.430 

(4) ibid. p.431 

(5) H. Pollins: (1971) op.cit. p.3l 



were singular and not characteristic t • ( 1) The problem of land costs 

is a thorny one . It is suggested , however , that whether it was 14~~ 

or 16 . 5%, the land cost was , no t insignificant , but certainly of less 

importance than has been implied in the past . 

(1 ) M. Robbins : (1962) op . cit . p . 38 



CHAPl'ER SIX: 1820 - 1840 

Railway construction in England during the l820s and l830s can be 

divided into three distinct stages. The 18208 saw the transition from 

the mineral railway, as typified in its ultimate form by the Stockton and 

Darlington Railway, to the fully fledged public railway, with the opening 

(1) 
of the Liverpool and Manchester Railway in September 1830. Despite 

the fact that radical new principles were established with the construct-

ion of the line between Liverpool and Manchester, the railway, as a 

concept, was still felt to be applicable solely in an industrial context 

and it was not until the authorisation of the London and Birm1ngham and 

Grand Junction Railways in 1833 that it was seen to have a national 

significance. The second stage can therefore be seen as the laying out 

of the basic skeleton of the national network during the years 1833 to 

1835 with the authorisation of the four main trunk railways from south 

Lancashire, the West Midlands, Southampton, and from Bristol to London. 

The third stage merely elaborated all that had gone before and the mid 

1830s saw Parliament sanction a considerable mileage of railway that 

extended and refined the evolving network. 

The fundamental importance of the Liverpool and Manchester Railway 

(2) 
cannot be understated. Its merits and deficiencies were widely 

(3) 
debated throughout the 1820s, promoters and engineers involved with 

other railway projects watched with interest as techniques and ideas 

were tried and evaluated; the opponents of the general expansion of 

railways, the canal, turnpike, and coaching interests, and the landowners 

(1) see above PP. 33- 4 

(2) The following section owes a great deal to R.E. Carlson: ~ 

Liverpool and Manchester Railway Project: 1821-1831 (1969). 

(3) ibid. pp.11-16 
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were especially interested in the parliamentary conflict of 1825 and 1826. 

In fact it was suggested at the time that many canal companies had con-

cluded that ' ••• if they succeed in quashing this, they will be secure 

against all others'. 
(1) 

Thus the principles involved in the planning 

and construction of the railway were se~. to have far wider significance 

than the iDDllediate area of South Lancashire. 

The planning of this railway's alignment occurred during the years 

1821 to 1825. During 1819 and 1820 South Lancashire had enjoyed a strong 

expansion in trade and the existing transport system between the two 

cities, based largely on three canals, Was found to be completely in­

adeqUate.(2) A group of Liverpool merchants were therefore extremely 

receptive to the suggestion of William James, a noted land agent and 

ardent champion of the cause of the expansion of the railway network, 

that a line should be built between the two cities. James di scussed 

this idea with Joseph Sandars, the spokesman for the merchants, in July 

1821 and agreed to undertake a feasibility study to determine whether 

(3) 
construction of a line was possible. A significant division of 

labour was immediately established in that James was concerned merely 

with the choice of a suitable alignment whilst the merchants were 

responsible for the promotion and finance of the project. 

During 1821 James completed a cursory survey that indicated it was 

possible for a railway to be built. The merchants therefore approached 

the canal interests in a final att8q)t to gain an iq>roved service and, 

having been brusquely refused, decided to proceed with the promotion of 

(1) (J. Barrow) Canals and Railroads: Quarterly Review vol.3l no.32 

(March 1825) p.376 

(2) R.E. carlson: op.cit. pp.4o-l 

(3) ibid. p.43 
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(1) 
the railway. The engineer undertook a comprehensive survey during 

the spring and summer of 1822 and met considerable physical opposition 

from the local populace which had been instigated by the local landowners 

and, to a lesser extent, by the canal companies. Initially the opposition 

caused delays in the completion of the survey but more significantly, it 

also caused James to change his mind about the proposed route. 

The engineer produced a preliminary report during 1822 which explained 

to the promoters the factors he had taken into consideration in determining 

the alignment of the railway. He listed a number of 'positive' factors, 

amongst them the nature and quality of minerals, the extent of agriculture 

and manufactures, and the location of the population. He also suggested 

that there were a number of 'negative' factors, and paramount amongst 

these was the influence of the landed attitudes. tHe noted that, in 

order to escape from the 'prejudice, ignorance and the contracted views 

of self-interest' of many individuals he bad avoided as much as possible 

the homes and preserves of the nobility and gentry'. (2) He had also 

minimised interference with the canals and turnpikes. In a letter of 

February 1823 to the promoters he further argued that the delays in the 

completion of the survey stemmed from t ••• the additional time required 

by the decision to avoid the estates of the 'Earl of Derby and other 

nOblemen'. (3) 

This delay stretched Well into 1823 and as a result the promoters 

decided to employ George Stephenson who was to cOlq)lete the survey and 

this appointment took place in the spring of 1824. (4) (Stephenson had 

been previously enployed in the realignment of the stockton and 

(1) ibid. pp.53-4 

(2) ibid. p.55 

(3) ibid. p.59 

(4) ibid. p.59 
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Darlington Railway during the early years of the decade and one of the 

prime factors that had influenced the location of his revised line had 

(1) been the necessity of paying due regard to the local landed interests. ) 

The Liverpool Commdttee had asked James in 1823 to resurvey his railway 

(2) 
to reduce the formidable weight of opposition against it and had then 

appointed an engineer who was already extremely aware of the importance 

of minimising such landed opposition by means of a tactful alignment. 

It is significant that the promoters felt that they could ameliorate this 

opposition by means of alterations in the alignment rather than by 

bribery, propaganda, or negotiation. 

Stephenson decided to follow James' route and consequently met even 

greater hostility than that which had been suffered by the original 

surveyors in 1822. (3) By the autumn of 1824 the final route had been 

established (Fig.7) and ran from Liverpool to the north of Knowsley Park 

(property of Lord Derby), and then followed the Sankey valley before 

turning east-north-eastwards across Chat Moss to Manchester. The 

finalisation of the alignment allowed the first prospectus to be 

published on 29 October 1824 and the authors made a strong policy 

statement in regard to interference with local landed interests. 

In deciding upon the proposed route the Comm1 ttee have 

been anxious, at considerable inconvenience and eJQ) en se , 

to select a line which may not only be eligible considered 

in itself, but may be as little objectionable as possible 

with reference to individual and local interests. (4) 

(1) w. W. Tomlinson: The North Eastern Railway: Its Rise and 

Development (1915) pp.75-85 

(2) L.T.C. Bolt: (1960) op.cit. p.93 

(3) R.E. Carlson: op.cit. p.7l 

(4) Original prospectus quoted in ibid. p.82 
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Despite these strong concessions to local feelings the Bill failed 

in 1825 at the Committee stage of the House of Commons. (1) The promoters 

decided that the incompetent testimony of their engineer and the content-

ious alignment were the major reasons for their failure and, in resolving 

to reintroduce a bill in the following session, they decided to dismiss 

stephenson and to appoint two well established engineers, John and George 

(2) 
Rennie, in his stead. They also decided that the railway should be 

realigned and demanded ' ••• a line that would minimise as much as 

possible the objections of landowners, tenants and the canal interest s '. (3) 

The revised line (Fig.7) was considered less favourable than Stephenson's 

and was also more eJCl)ensive, but the great reduction in landed opposition 

encouraged the railway committee to conclude '. • • that the new line' s 

• (4) 
advantages far outweighed its disadvantages. 

In December 1825 a further prospectus was issued which once again 

prominently stated a clear policy i n regard to the landed interests. 

'The line proposed would not touch or intersect any of Lord Sefton's 

estates and would cross only a few fields belonging to Lord Derby; also 

it had been altered at many points to accommodate the wishes of 

(5) 
proprietors whose estates it did cross'. Although Lords Derby and 

Sefton opposed the Bill it enjoyed a successful passage through Parlia­

(6) 
ment and received its Royal Assent early in May 1826. 

It is clearly apparent that the promoters of the Bill met con-

siderable opposition during the years 1822 to 1826 which ha d a significant 

impact on the ultimate alignment of the ra1lway. 

(1) ibid. p.132 

(2) ibid. pp.142-3 

(3) ibid. p.144 

(4) ibid. p.146 

(5) ibid. p.l50 

(6) ibid. pp.157-168 

The opposition came 
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from two main sources, from the canal, turnpike, and coaching interests 

of South Lancashire, which might be termed the 'vested interests' of the 

area, and from the local landed society. 

The opposition of the vested interests was primarily for financial 

reasons. Although the Bridgewater canal had been in operation since 

the l760s, the majority of the English canals had been constructed 

during the latter years of the eighteenth century and many had not come 

(1) 
into service until the first decades of the nineteenth. Similarly, 

numerous turnpike companies had invested large sums of money in 

iq>rovements in the early years of the nineteenth century, which had 

resulted in heavy debts in the form of large mortgages. Apart from 

the opposition of the Bridge~ter Canal, which was to maintain the 

inordinately high profits made during the French Wars, by and large canal 

and turnpike opposition to the cOming of the railway was to protect their 

sources of income in order to liquidate their debts. 

The landed opposition was far more complex. Between 1822 and 1824 

the landowners conducted a Virulent campaign against the railway which 

tapped the springs of prejudice and ignorance existing in the local 

populace at that time. Although there were numerous reasons advanced 

for their hostility, landed arguments became distilled into a basic view 

that ' ••• the steam locomotive was an infernal machine'. (2) This 

opposition was refined and presented with great clarity and cogency in 

the Bouses of Parliament. It was argued that their property would be 

violated by the steaa locomotive and the railway 

wa s a major threat to the value of their holdings 

. . • [once] private joint stock companies asked for 

(1) J.B. Farrington: (1969) op.cit. pp.43-235 

(2) R.E. Carlson: op.cit. p.72 



and received permission to interfere with private property, 

the traditional protection given to property under the law 

and the constitution was lost and the value of property 

(1) 
would automatically depreciate 
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The latter part of the argument is rather curious in that the canal 

coq>anies had already achieved that which the landowners were attempting 

to resist. The argument was summarised thus t ••• the rights of 

private property • • • should be sacrificed only in the face of clear 

and decisive evidence proving public necessity and with the guarantee 

(2) 
of liberal coq>ensation'. This statement was made repeatedly 

throughout the nineteenth century and became the basic tenet of landed 

arguments in opposition to interference by a proposed railway. The 

promoters of the Liverpool and Manchester Railway regarded it of such 

significance as to reply:-

The progress needed in transportation facilities must 

inevi tably cause inconveniences and financial loss to some, 

under which conditions it was the responsibility of 

government and the projectors to guarantee that these 

inconveniences and losses were held to a minimum and 

that reasonable recOJll)ense be .. de to the injured, (3) 

a plain statement that they were prepared to subscribe to the principle 

of tactful alignment, to minimise damage to an estate and, should this 

prove inadequate, the payment of generous compensation to alleviate the 

depreciation in value of the property. 

In the light of the above the failure of 1825 can be seen in 

(1) ibid. p.125 

(2) ibid. p.165 

(3) ibid. p.167 
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perspective. A prime requirement for a railway company was to prove 

an overwhelming public necessity for their railway. The inadequately 

prepared traffic caae and the incoherently presented engineering evidence 

of 1825 scarcely constituted clear and decisive public need. The crucial 

importance of the Select Committee stage of a railway bill was therefore 

illllediately recognised by the promoters and this recopi tion set the tone 

for the rest of the century. The preparation of their case for the 

Select Committees of 1826 was infinitely superior to that of the previous 

year with a tactful realignment, the competent presentation of evidence 

of potential traffiC, the scant references to the proposed use of steam 

locomotives, and the clarity of C.B. Vignoles' engineering evidence, 

relative to that of Stephenson' s of the year before. 

The considerable interest shown in the outcome of the submission 

of this railway to Parliament enaured that the principles involved were 

widely discussed. The results of the landed influence on the railway's 

alignment and, more importantly, the decision of the railway company to 

prefer to alter the alignment rather than make use of any other alter­

native in order to minimise landed opposition, set a strong precedent 

for the years to come. 

There were a number of lines promoted during the mid l820s, one 

being a line from Leeds eastwards to Hull which was comparable, in many 

respects, to the Liverpool and Manchester Railway. In this instance 

it was the merchants of the inland city who wished to iq>rove communic­

ations with their outport rather than the reverse, but, once again, 

there was a choice between a low level line and a more expensiVe, but 

more direct, high level railway and, once again, the chief engineer was 

George Stephenson. 

The railway company had been created in December 1824 with a 



(1) 
Mr. J. Marshall of Leeds elected as chairman. Stephenson was 

appointed as engineer in the January of 1825, a f~ months before hi s 

humiliation before the House of Commons Select Committee. The Leeds 

promoters themselves recognised that there were two main alternative 

routes between Leeds and Selby (Fig.8), a low level route utilising the 

At re valley, curving southward to avoid the ridge of Magnesian Limestone 

which lay between the two towns, and the alternative, this being a direct 

line running due eastwards across the limestone ridge to Selby. The 

promoters argued that the Aire Valley route was ' ••• attended with 

great difficulties on account of the gentlemen's seats through which or 

(2) 
near which it would have to pass'. Although they did not prohibit 

Stephenson from choosing the valley line they felt that should he do so 

the railway would meet with considerable landed opposition. StePhenson 

said that he had attempted to convince the promoters to use the Aire 

valley but their fear of the potential opposition was such that he had 

(3) 
decided to use the alternative, more difficult line. The scheme 

foundered in the general financial collapse of late 1825 but was 

partially revived in 1829 with the promotion of a line from Leeds to 

Selby. James Walker was eq>loyed as the engineer and he decided to 

follow Stephenson's direct line. The line came before Parliament in 

1830 and, meeting with very little landed OPPOsition, was authorised in 

(4) 
that year. 

The controversy concerning the alignment of the Liverpool and 

(1) D. Brooke: The Origins of the Constituent companies of the North 

Eastern Railway: (Hull M.A. thesis 1961) pp.1-3 

(2) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1836 vol.40 York and North Midland Railway 

26 April p.86 

(3) idem 21 April p.52 

(4) W.W. Tomlinson: op.c1t. p.204 
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Manchester Railway therefore had considerable repercuss10ns in the West 

R1ding in that the power of the landed soc1ety of the A1re valley was 

never even challenged. The promoters thoughtfully realised that if a 

cred1ble alternat1ve was available there was little point in needlessly 

antagonising the landowners and perhaps instigating conflict that could 

lead to the rejection of their bill in Parliament. It is rather curious 

that despite his experiences in South Lancashire, Stephenson felt it 

necessary to recommend the utilisation of the Aire valley route in the 

full knowledge of the possible consequences. The promoters'attitude 

proved far more realistic and although the line of 1829-30 was more 

expensive than that by the valley, the landed opposition was minimal 

and the parliamentary passage was exceptionally easy. The landed impact 

was therefore of considerable significance in that the promoter~fear of 

potential rather than actual opposition 'strongly influenced the location 

of the whole line between Leeds and Selby. 

The longest railway promoted during the 'tentative' years of the 

l820s was that between Newcastle and carlisle, this being a distance of 

some sixty miles. This railway differed in some respects from the 

L1verpool and Manchester, and Leeds and Hull Railways in that the choice 

of alignment was strongly limited by the constraints of the valleys of 

the River Tyne and River Irthing. This is in marked contrast with the 

flexibility available further south. The line was also promoted in an 

area already familiar with the concept of railways and, to a lesser 

extent, the steam locomotive. Thus a far more favourable attitude 

existed on the part of the landed society toward the idea of a railway 

between the two cities. 

Although the idea of a canal linking the two seas had been discussed 

in the early years of the century, it was decided 1n March 1825 that the 
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construction of a railway between Newcastle and Carlisle would be of 

greater benefit to the region. During the summer and autumn of 1825 

various alternative alignments on the north and south banks of the Tyne 

were discussed but it wasn't until the November of that year that it was 

decided to align the railway on the south bank and plans were deposited 
(1) 

wi th Parliament for the session of 1826. The winter of l82~6 saw 

the largest landowners on the proposed line, the Greenwich Hospital 

Estates, employ Joseph Locke, a young railway engineer, to survey an 

alternative alignment that would be more suitable to their particular 

(2) 
requirements than that suggested by the promoters. Although nothing 

came of this idea it is of considerable significance as one of the 

earliest instances of a landowner employing a reputable engineer to 

provide a satisfactory alternative to the 'official' proposals. 

In February 1828 the bill was withdrawn from Parliament and the 

promoters stated that this was in response to complaints received from 

the landowners who were concerned about the alignaent. The company 

therefore had decided that their proposals should be shelved and 

negotiations reopened so that a mutually satisfactory route could be 

(3) 
achieved. They further admitted that the lurvey of 1825 had been 

hastily executed in order to .eet the parliamentary deadline and con-

sequently there had beeD insufficient time allowed for conaul tat ions 

with the local landed interests. They argued that it wa s extremely 

difficult not to encroach upon the privacy of the estates and avoid 

(4) 
damaging plantations. 

(1) J .S. Maclean: The Newcastle and Carlisle Railway 1825-62 (1948) 

p.ll 

(2) ibid. p.13 

(3) ibid. p.14 

(4) ibid. p.IS 
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The survey was therefore recommenced during 1826 as Were the 

negotia tions. Despite the constraints imposed upon the engineer by the 

narrowness of the valleys, many alternative routes were proposed and 

discussed, with most, if not all, of these being attempts to choose a 

satisfactory alignment for the landowners. The promoters conceded that 

the negotiations with the landowners had been most constructive due very 

largely to the warm support they had for the coming of the railway. (1) 

A route was finalised in April 1828 and came before Parliament in 

1829 where it was opposed by a Mr. C. Bacon of Styford Hall, near Riding 

Mill, in the Tyne valley. Although the landowner felt that the railway 

would prove ' ••• a blot on the landscape, an eyesore, and a nUisance', (2) 

he also argued that the line was not the best possible and waa likely to 

be damaged by flooding. The promoters were eventually forced to offer 

Bacon £3,000 for the seven acres of his land that they required and his 

(3) 
opposi tion was withdrawn. 

Tomlinson has argued that the time had long gone by when men Buch 

as Bacon could lead public opinion, implying that unqualified hostility 

toward the railway was an archaic attitude in the Tyne valley at that 

ti 
(4) 

me. Perhaps this was the case but despite the support of the 

landowners for the line it was still necessary for the engineer to select 

an alignment that caused minimal damage to their estates, and the fact 

that this took three years to achieve is evidence enough of the difficulty 

of the task. It is also significant that where a negotiated alignment 

failed, the sole recourse of the railway company was the payment of 

'generous' compensation to an opponent in order to remove the hindrance 

(1) ibid. p.lS 

(2) W.W. Tomlinson: op.cit. p.198 

(3) J.S. Maclean: op.cit. pp.2l-2 

(4) W.W. Tomlinson: op.cit. p.196 
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of his opposition. The railway cOJl1)any clearly recognised that this 

course of action was far cheaper than confrontation and possible defeat 

in Parliament, with the consequent deaay of at least one year. 

The l820s therefore saw the establishment of a number of precedents. 

Although the lines discussed above tended to be longer than the average 

for this decade, the general princ1ple of the minimisation of interference 

with landed estates through tactful alignment, was equally applicable in 

t 1 1 lin 
(1) 

the case of the &hor er, more oca es. 

During the final years of the decade changes in attitudes toward 

the railways began to occur. In 1830 the Quarterly Review, which had 

argued in 1825 that a 11mi t of 8 or 9 miles per hour should be placed 

(2) 
upon steam locomotives, was arguing that 20 m.p.h. was a desirable 

maximum speed and was strongly in favour of a national system of railways.(3) 

Also in 1830, Lord Sefton, one of the major opponents to the Liverpool 

and Manchester Railway, supported a proposal for a railway from Liverpool 

(4) 
to Leeds that was intended to cross his estate and both Lord Derby 

and Lord Sefton were favourably iupressed by the successful opening and 

operation of the Liverpool and Manchester Railway. (5) 

The merchants of Birmingham also noted the success of the South 

lancashire line and in late 1830 quickly reformed the1r comm1. ttee for 

the promotion of a railway to London. In the October of that year they 

appointed George and Robert Stephenson a8 their engineers and aaked them 

(1) for example: B. Reed: Crewe to carlisle (1969) p.l:5, discUS8ing 

the alignment of the Warrington and Newton Railway of 1829. 

(2) (J. Barrow) loco cit. p.361 

(3) (G. Buchanan): Railroads. Quarterly ReView vol.42 no.229 (March 

1830) pp. 377-404 

(4) R.E. Carlson: op.cit. p.73 

(5) ibid. p.227 
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(1) 
to prepare plans for a line between the two cities. The promoters 

had hoped to submit a bill to Parliament for the session of 1831 but the 

time available proved completely inadequate and it was not until the 

spring and summer of 1831 that the various alternative routes were 

(2) 
surveyed in any detail. 

The promoters were merely concerned with l1nld.ng Birmingham and 

London and consequently, during the course of the year, at least six 

alternative lines were considered, although the discussion essentially 

(3) 
revolved around the choice of a route via Oxford or via Coventry. 

G. Stephenson decided upon the Coventry route and reported to the promoters 

on September 23 1831 with the completed survey. His report contained 

the three basic principles to which he subscribed in determining the 

alignment of any railway. They differed from those propounded by James 

in that the 'positive' factors concentrated more on the engineering 

aspects rather than the traffic, but in one respect they were s1gn1fi-

cantly a11ke, in the1r mutual recognition of the importance of the 

avoidance of estates. Stephenlon argued that there was:-

(a) the need to select the lowest relief possible for the 

line. (b) consistent with this (which would involve an 

economy of fuel) is the need to choose the line which i8 

the least expensive to build even if it is not the most 

direct. (c) lastly, there is the need to avoid parks 

and pleasure grounds in every practicable case. (4) 

(1) P.S. Richards: A Geographical Analysis of some of the surveys 

_de for the London and Birmingham Railway Line: Transactions and 

Proceedings of the Birmingham Archaeological Society vol.80 (1962) 

pp.17-25, W.T. Jackman: op.cit. p.550 

(2) J. Wake: Northampton vindicated: or Why the Main Line missed the 

!2!l! (1935) p. 5 

(3) P.S. Richards: loc.cit. pp.17-8 (4) ibid. P .21 
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The history of the alignment of the railway between Birmingham and 

London illustrates the importance of this final factor. Initially 

Stephenson had intended to pass through the Chiltern Hilla via Aylesbury, 

(1) 
and Uxbridge and thence to London. However this proposal was fiercely 

opposed by the local landowners and consequently the Countess of Bridg-

water suggested to Stephenson that the line should be located parallel 

to the Grand Junction canal, through her eata te at Tring. She felt that 

the land was already 'gashed' and therefore severance, and thus co~ 

pensation, would be reduced, and also argued that the engineer could make 

use of the level of the canal in his surveying, if he so wiahed. 

Stephenson agreed to this request and the line was rerouted accordingly. 

The railway had four major foci - the two termini and the two gaps 

in the intervening ridges of h1lls, at Watford Gap in Northaq)tonsh1re, 

(2) 
and at Tring in the Chilterns. The three intermediary sections of 

railway enjoyed a greater flexibility 1n the chOice of location, th1s 

being reflected in the conce •• ions IIBde to landed pressure. At Watford, 

in Hertfordsh1re, the railway approached the parks of two noted opponents, 

Lords Essex and Clarendon, and this caused Stephenson to deviate the line 

to the east of the town which necessitated the construction of a tunnel 

and an acute curve. 
(3) 

Near Tring itself the route of 1831 had been 

altered in order to avoid the 'pleasure grounds' of Lady Bridgwater. (4) 

The railway was aligned some way to the west of Northaq)ton in 

(1) J.K. Fowler: Recollections of Old Country Life (1894) p.125 

(2) J .H. Appleton: The CollllDUllications of the Watford Gap: I.B.G. 

Trans. and Papers no.8 (1960) pp.215-224 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HI. 1832 vol.16 London and Birmingham Railway 

3 July p.I03. 

(4) idem. 5 July p.187 
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(1) 
response to landed pressure and in running via Weedon the railway 

company was forced to pay particular regard to the estate of Mr. J. 

Thornton of Brockhall (Fig.9). Stephenson stated that considerable 

difficulties had arisen with Mr. Thornton and the railway had been aligned 

(2) 
specifically to avoid the park (des.pite this the problem was not fully 

(3) 
resolved until 1835 t. 

The Bill came before Parliament in 1832 and reached the House of 

Lords Select Comudttee stage on 28 June. Despite the efforts of the 

engineers to minimise damage to the estates and the coupetent present­

(4) 
ation of their case, a resolution was passed by the Committee on 10 

July which stated: 

It is moved that the case for the promoters of the bill 

having been concluded it does not appear to the Comudttee 

that they have made out such a case aa would warrant the 

forcing of the proposed railway through the lands and 

property of so great a proportion of dissentient landowners 

(5) 
and proprietors. 

This was carried by' 19 votes in favour with 12 against. There was no 

necessity for the opposition to present a case. 

The failure of the Bill can only be explained in the political and 

social context of the time. 1831 and 1832 had seen the monumental 

struggle in Parliament by Lord Grey to obtain the authorisation of the 

first Reform Act and during 1831 England had been perilously close to 

(1) J. Wake: op.cit., and V.A. Hatley: Nor.thampton revindicated: 

Northa!lJ)tonshire Past and Present 11 no.S (1959) 0 

(2) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1832 vol.lS 3 July p.103, J. Wake: op.cit. 

p.15 

(3) see below p. 14S 

(4) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1832 vol.16 28, 29 June 2, 3 July 

(5) idem. 10 July p.197 
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(1) 
revolution. The pamphleteeri ng of the l820s and the political turmoi~ 

of the early years of the l830s had resulted in a hei ghtened sense of 

social conflict with class conflict becoming clearly apparent. (2) It 

haa been argued that ' ••• to the more serious the railway epitomised 

(3) 
the quickening challenge from industrial growth and the middle classes' 

(4) 
and to some the t ••• railway was the Industrial Revolution incarnate'. 

It could be argued that the most damaging blow to the 'l'ailway's case came 

from one of its own spokesmen, J. Ross, who stated '. • • a great deal 

depends on whether the line is got from London to Birmingham; if the 

great line is got I think all other lines will join them (sic).(S) 

The conflict over this particular railway was far more clearly cut 

than that which had occurred in the mid l820s. The promotional committee 

was uncomplicated by landed investment and, because the line ran through 

a district which was almost totally agricultural, no confusion arose from 

(6) 
vested industrial interests along the route. It was also felt that 

the railway was promoted by townsmen for townsmen and thus clashed directly 

with the agricultural interests of rural landed 80ciety. (7) J. Wake has 

argued that the opponents to the railway were t ••• the most conservative 

classes in the country (being) the landed gentry and the clergyt, and any 

idea of damage to their estates ' ••• threw many of them into a perfect 

frenzy • • • they saw besides danger to the travelling public, damage to 

their stock, injury to their favourite sport, and no particular advantage 

(1) A.S. Turberville: (1958) op.cit. pp.244-297 

(2) see above p. a~ 

(3) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. p.191 

(4) D. Spring: (1971) loe.cit. p.18 

(5) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1832 vol.16 2 July p.9S 

(6) D. Spring: (1971) loc.cit. pp.2D-l 

(7) L.T.C. Rolt: (1960) op.cit. p.218-9 



105 

to the countryside'. 
(1) 

A number of the landowners had specific objections. Some objected 

to the invasion of their estates (Lord Essex and Lord Clarendon), some 

felt that the railway would destroy the coaching interests of their tenants 

(Lord John Scott), some that their tenant's farming would be damaged (Lord 

Hastings), and some that their canal shares would depreCiate (Mr. Grant). 

Lord Craven opposed merely out of loyalty to his neighbour Lord John 

Scott. (2) All of these reasons were to become familiar to railway 

promoters during the l830s as they invaded rural England. The objections 

put forward to this specific line were equally applicable to any railway 

promoted through the countryside at this time. 

The basic argument put forward by rural society crystallised into 

an ' ••• objection on the score of damage to hunting coupled with fear 

_ not wholly unjustified - of injury through the cutting up of their 

estates. 
(3) 

By the 18308 fox-hunting had become of paramount iDportance 

in the social fabric of the countryside and had become highly organised 

(4) 
by the beginning of this decade. A diatribe published in 1839 began 

' •••• how far, or in what manner, this trebly accursed revolution of 

railroads may affect the breed of horses, and fox-hunting generally it 

(5) 
is impossible to say' and continued by complementing the general 

arguments then advanced that the railway was an iniquitous attack upon 

the rural way of life. The author concluded ' ••• to us, as sportsmen, 

the intersection of any country by canal, or railroad furnishes food 

(1) J. Wake: op.cit. p.4 

(2) D. ~ring: (1971) loc.cit. p.21 

(3) J. Wake: op.cit. p.lO 

(4) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. pp.144-l50 

(5) F.P. Delm' Radcliffe: The Noble Science: A Few General Ideas 

on Foxhunting (1839) p.128. 
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enough in itself for lamentation; we bewail the beauty of a district 

spoiled, and, as an obst~cle to our amusement, we denounce the barrier 

(1) 
hostile to our sport'. 

In general therefore ' ••• there was a considerable reluctance to 

sell, inspired in no small degree by a genuine fear that rural amenities 

(2) 
would be shattered by the grimy thundering machines'. There was a 

deep rooted fear of the invasion of privacy. It has been argued that 

• • • respect for property was one of the cardinal features of early t 

(3) 
Victorian society', and in confirmation of this C.B. Vignoles, a 

railway engineer, stated before a Select Committee in 1836 that he had 

met great difficulties in surveying a line during 1832 and 1833 as a direct 

result of ' ••• the exceeding excitement that prevailed in the minds of 

most of the landed proprietors at that time • • • of any interference 

with private property,.(4) 

It might be argued that rural society was deeply suspicious of this 

new mode of transport in that they feared the implications of the coming 

of the railway, believing it symbolised the burgeoning middle classes 

and it was this that stimulated their opposition rather than hostility 

toward the railway per see On the other side of the coin J. Francis, 

admittedly an extremely biased observer, has suggested that the commercial 

classes felt that the House of Lords were taking petty revenge for the 

enforced acceptance of the Reform Act by rejecting the railway bill out 

of hand.(5) Further to this Christie has offered the rather neat 

(1) ibid. p.129, see also E.A. Pratt: op.cit. pp.246-8 

(2) D. Spring: (1951) loc.cit. p.7, J. Wake op.cit. p.20 points out 

that the railway companies recognised this fear. 

(3) J.R. Kellett: (1969) op.cit. p.27 

(4) BLRO Min. of Evid. HL Sessional Papers 1836 vol.34 Brighton Railway 

11 July p.207. 

(5) J. Francia: The English Railway: Its Social Relations and Revelations: 

(1851) vol.l p.184, see also W. Steel: History of the London and North 

Western Railway: (1914) p.52 
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analogy between the passage of the Reform Act and the authorisation of 

the first railways in that the two had very similar social ideals and 

, • very much the same people opposed the one as the other, and from 

very much the same sentiments'. 
(1) 

The failure ot July 1832 led to a meeting that month of the railway 

promoters and their supporters. Lord Wharncliffe, who had chaired the 

House of Lords Select Committee, argued 

that landowners who might yet differ with him be treated 

sympathetically; they were faced by an omnipotent Parliament 

ready to violate the rights of private property and their 

resentment was understandable. Accordingly he counselled 

that landowners should not be 'hurried and forced, but rather 

wooed and won' • 
(2) 

By the October of 1832 the railway promoters had agreed to this 

policy of conciliation and felt ' ••• it is manifest that the chance of 

diminished opposition must rest mainly on the result of negotiations with 

the great landowners, especially amongst the Lords'. (3) The 'negotia-

tiona', euphemistically referred to before the Select Committee of 1833 

(4) 
as 'bargains', took the form of bribery and this purchase of 

neutrality has caused a considerable amount of controversy over the 

general relationships of the landowners and the railway companies during 

the early years of railway construction. Spring has put the 'negotia-

tions' into perspective by demonstrating that the ultimate cost of land 

(1) O.F. Christie: Transition from the Aristocracy: 1832-1867 (1927) 

p.222 

(2) D. Spring: (1971) loc.cit. p.22 

(3) J. Wake: op ~ cit. p.20 

(4) HLRO 141n. of Evid. HL Sessional Papers 1833 London and Birmingham 

Railway 25 April p.28. 
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totalled £506,500, this being double the revised estimate of £250,000 

that Stephenson had submitted to Parliament. The original estimate had 

been for £413,000 with the proviso that the necessary land could cost as 

much as £481,000. (1) 

It is possible to extend this argument further in that the original 

Parliamentary estimate for the total cost of construction of the railway 

was for £2,500,000, however the actual cost came to £4,750,000; (2) thus 

the final cost of land was only some 10.6% of total constructional costs. 

Should Francis' less reliable figures be used, which stated that the land 

cost £750,000, this still totalled just 15.7% of overall costs. (3) With 

reference to the estimates, the original figure of £413,000 for land alone 

was 16.5% of the original overall estimate, the revised es~imate, i.e. 

that which was put to Parliament, of £250,000 was just 10% of the total 

estimate for construction. Therefore if these figures are compared with 

(4) 
Pollins' and Kellett's calculations, it wou~d appear that the traditional 

argument that the cost of land for the construction of the wndon and 

Birmingham Railway was a large percentage of capital costs, stands in 

need of some correction. 

Despite this a considerable body of opinion rapidly evolved which 

argued that the landowners had extorted huge sums of money from the 

railway companies in recompense for the compulsory purchase of their 

land. LecO\U1t felt that the landowners had employed ' ••• one vast 

system of pl\U1der from beginning to end,(5) in their dealings with 

railway companies. Francis was perhaps the most outspoken critic of 

(1) D. Spring: (1971) loc.cit. p.24 

(2) H. Pollins: (1971) op .ci t. p.30 

(3) J. Francis: op.cit. vol.l p.203 

(4) see above pp. 83-4 
(5) p. Lecount: op.cit. p.52 
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the landowners 'rapacity' and his book of lS5l contained a furious attack 

, , (1) 
on the landed interests immorality. Robert Stephenson, in a speech 

to the Institute of Civil Engineers in lS56, put forward the rather 

hysterical view that 25% of railway constructional costs were for the 

purchase of land and he was fiercely critical of the landowner's ' ••• 

(2) 
extraordinary demands for COlli> en sa tion' • His argument was further 

amplified in an article that appeared in the Edinburgh Review ot April 

lS58. The author concluded that the railways were unremunerative because 

ot their heavy initial costs which had resulted from large Parliamentary 

expenses and ' ••• the exorbitant prices [paid] for land and compens-

ti 
,(3) 

a on. 

However, even during the nineteenth century, this point of view was 

under considerable attack. G. Buchanan writing in the Quarterly Review 

of March lS30, had remarked that ' ••• the purchase of land is a 

material item of expense and great difficulties occur in the extensive 

interference with property which must take place throughout the line' 

and, tacitly accepting that land costs would be high in order to com-

penaate for damage, pursued his argument without further cODDllent on this 

int 
(4) 

po • 

The landed position was comprehensively defended by W.E. Aytoun in 

(5) 
the December of lS5l. He began by arguing that the railways were a 

cODDllercial speculation and that shares were never taken out of 'dis-

interested philanthropy', they were taken to make a profit. He felt 

(1) J. Francis: op.cit. vol.l pp.lS6-9, 203-5, 2l7-S 

(2) Address of Robert Stephenson to the Institute of Civil Engineers 

S January lS56 p.19 

(3) (D. Galton) The Railways of Great Britain: Edinburgh Review: 

vol.l07 no.2lS (April lS58) pp.396-4l9, p.405 

(4) (G. Buchanan) loc.cit. p.403 

(5) (W.E. Aytoun) Champions of the Rail: Blackwoods: vol.70 no.434 

(December lS5l) pp.739-750 (Review of J. Francis: A History of the 

English Railway) 



110 

that the landowners did not want the railways ' ••• their wish is to 

preserve their property undissevered, and to be spared from the spectacle 

of engines roaring by at all hours of the day and night close to the 

bottom of the lawn'. However, because they were forced to give up their 

land compulsorily, they naturally asked a high price for it, this price 

taking into consideration the fact that the land was required for 

speculative purposes. He then roundly criticised the idea that the land 

should be offered at the agricultural value and put forward the analogy 

of a railway company wishing to purchase land in the immediate vicinity 

of a town for building purposes and then offering the owner no more than 

agricultural value for it. Aytoun concluded that the railway companies 

had discovered the landowners to be the ' ••• readiest scapegoat' for 

their own mismanagement and that their high capital expenditure had, in 

fact, resulted from fruitless legal battles in Parliament and had been 

(1) 
wasted by ambit10us engineers. 

There were obviously valid points in both cases but the basic 

argument was pithily summarised by W. Reed, the secretary to the London 

and Southampton Railway, in his evidence to a Parliamentary Select 

Committee of 1839:-

Q.1240: Did the company consider that the power those persons 

had to stop the bill was such as to make it advisable to pay 

them so large a sum? 

Reed: That was the fact. (2) 

The Grand Junction Railway, running northwards from .the West Mid-

lands to South Lancashire, was alsO authorised in 1833. Again the 

basic aim of the promoters was to link two termini and once again this 

(1) see also T.R. Gourvish: op.cit. pp.22-3 

(2) First Report from the Select Committee on Railways 1839: 

26 April p.63 Q.1240, eVid. of W. Reed, see also W.T. Jackman: 

op.cit. p.595 
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allowed considerable ~lexibility in alignment. A bill for the line had 

been before Parliament as early as 1824 but had been rejected in the House 

(1) 
of Commons. As a result of this failure the line was resurveyed and 

the engineers, Jessop and Rennie, took full advantage of the freedom 

allowed them in the location of the railway. They took ' ••• the 

grea test care • . . to render the route as satisfactory as possible to 

the largest number of landed proprietors, although there were some they 

were unable to conciliate'. (2) The scheme went into abeyance until 1830 

when the promoters reformed their Committee and appointed George Stephenson 

(3) 
as chief engineer. 

Stephenson discovered that a route had already been aligned on the 

basis of minimal interference with landed estates. This, allied to his 
(4) 

own principles of avoidance, and to the extremely successful work of 

the railway company's soliCitor, J. SWift, who played a vital role in 

negotiations with the landowners with his, extreme tact and offers of 

(5) 
generous compensation, led to the exceptionally easy passage of the 

Bill through Parliament in 1833. 

The two stages of the conciliation of landed opposition are again 

apparent. Firstly tbe attempts on the part of the engineers to align 

the railway in such a manner as to cause the minimum amount of inter-

ference to landed estates and secondly, having decided upon a line, 

negotiations with the relevant landowners occurred which obtained their 

neutrality toward the line as a result of generous payment for the 

(1) N.W. Webster: Britain's Firat Trunk Line. ~The Grand Junction 

RallwaZ) (1972) p.16 

(2) W.T. Jackman: op.cit. p.539 

(3) N.W. Webster: op .cit. p.20 . ...... ... 

(4) see above pp. 100- 1 

(5) N.W. Webster: op.cit. pp.24-5 
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necessary land. 

The success of the Liverpool and Manchester Railway also caused a 

group of Southampton merchants to form a Committee in October 1830 to 

(1) 
promote a railway from their port to the city of London. They 

immediately employed a Mr. Doswell to survey a possible route and he 

suggested an alignment between Southampton and Weybridge, in Surrey, that 

differed little from that eventually constructed but at Weybridge he pro-

posed that the line should cross the Thames and run through Middlesex to 

a terminus in West London near Paddington. (2) Doswell's proposals were 

not accepted and the Committee then appointed Francis Giles, a canal 

engineer familiar with that area ot southern England, who managed to 

produce a route by the end of 1830. Giles decided to abandon his pre-

decessors' western approach to London, contrary to the advice of his 

Committee. 

Q. Had you any instructions originally to consider the propriety 

of an entrance upon the northern side of the metropolis? 

Giles: I was strongly recollllllended by the Committee to take a 

line through Middlesex but I always saw serious objection to it 

and earnestly recommended them not to adopt it. 

Q. Was one of those objections that it interfered with residence 

property? 

Giles: 
(3) 

That was the chief one. 

Having decided to abandon the Middlesex line Giles chose a route 

through western Surrey and spent 1831 refining the details of the align-

(1) R.A. Williams: The London and South Western Railwax: vol.l 

The Formative Years (1968) pp.11-17 

(2) ibid. pp.13-.l4 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid: HL Sessional Papers 1834 vo1.23 part 2, 

5 June p.14l 
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mente The promoters held many local meetings during that year to inform 

the landowners of their intentions and discussed the landed requirements 

(1) 
for the location of the railway. As a result of these negotiations, 

and of Giles' own insistence of minimal interference with landed estates, 

it was possible for W.C. Milne, a noted civil engineer, to argue before 

the Select Commi,ttee of 1834 

Q. In your judgement does the line, at present, thread through 

different residences in that neighbourhood avoiding them as much 

as possible? 

Milne: I think it is SO laid out. (2) 

and for Giles himself to state 

Q. Does your line interfere much with residence property? 

Giles: It certainly approaches residence property going out 

of London for some distance but it does not take any houses of 

consequence. It is the most free of any line I could select. (3) 

Giles admitted that the railway company had met considerable problems 

in the vicinity of Weybridge where the line had to pass between Oatlands 

Park (property of Sir F. Egerton) and Burwood Park (property of Sir R. 

Frederick) (Fig.IO) but the engineer stated that he had managed to select 

an alignment that was satisfactory to both parties although this had 

necessitated the deep cutting to the north side of St. Georges Hill. (4) 

Despite the fact that the alignment had been finalised during 1831, 

(1) idem. 2 June pp.55-7 

(2) idem. 16 June p.2l2 

(3) idem. 5 June p.142 

(4) idem. 7 June p.18l, see also the evidence of W. Reed loc.cit. 

26 April 1839 Q.1242 w ••• we (the London and Southampton Railway) 

were afraid of attacking Oatlands Park which was considered rather 

sacred' • 
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the Committee decided to wait for the outcome of the passage of the London 

and Birmingham Bill through Parliament during 1832. With its rejection 

the Committee considered it prudent to further refine their railway's 

alignment and an additional survey was conducted during the summer of 1833. 

(1) 
This, allied to extensive bribery, ensured the successful passage of 

the Bill through Parliament in 1834. 
(2) 

The last of the three great trunk lines to be authorised was the 

Great Western Railway. Although a number of schemes had been discussed 

during the l820s, the project was not revived until late 1832 when a 

committee met in Bristol which decided to promote a railway from their 

(3) 
city to London. They appointed I.K. Brunel as the engineer early in 

1833. Once again the promoters aim was to link the two cities and this 

was comprehensively discussed by Mr. Walker, one of the members of the 

provisional railway committee at that time, before the Select Committee 

of 1835 

Q. Are you in possession of, or are you able to state, the 

instructions given to the engineer for that purpose? 

Walker: I am not in possession of any document. I am aware 

that instructions were given to the engineer to select what he 

considered the best practicable line to be adopted between 

London and Bristol taking everything into consideration - the 

practicabili ty of it and the cheapness and convenience to the 

different towns and places through which the line could be 

carried. , 

Q. Not pointing out anyone particular line ••• ? 

(1) see above p. 110 

(2) R.A. Williams: op.cit. pp.l7-aO 

(3) E.T. MacDermot: op.cit. vol.l pp.1-13 
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Walker: Certainly, no l1ne whatever was pointed out to the 

engineer. 
(1) 

Blessed with this freedom of choice Brunel considered two main 

alternatives running to the north and the south of the Marlborough Downs. 

Initially he preferred the southern route but discovered that it had poor 

(2) 
engineering potential and little local traffic. He therefore re-

commended that the northern line should be adopted on the basis of the 

(3) 
better engineering and commercial prospects. Plans were completed 

in time for the Parliamentary session of 1834, but, unfortunately, sub-

scriptions had proved inadequate to finance the submission of the complet e 

line and thus only those sections between Bath and Bristol, and Reading 

and London came before Parliament for its approval. 

Brunel had considered three alternative locations for the London 

terminus and concomitantly three alternative approaches to the City, 

these being a line terminating at Waterloo Bridge, a line terminating at 

Paddington, and a line, which he eventually selected, via South Acton, 

Hammersmith, Brompton, and Pimlico to terminate at Vauxhall Bridge. (4 ) 

This latter route was fiercely opposed by Lord ,cardigan, spokesman for 

(5) 
the landowners and residents of Bronpton, and as a result of this 

hostility two miles of the railway were abandoned and the terminus re-

located at the Hoop and Toy public house, in West Brompton, although 

(6) 
this was also opposed. The Bill was eventually rej ected by the 

(1) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1835 vol.l Great Western Railway 19 June 

pp.4-5 

(2) idem. 20 June p.82 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1835 vol.4 GWR 23 March p.6, see also 

E.T. MacDermot op.cit. vOl.l p.5 

(4) HLRO Min, of Evld. HL 1835 vol.l GWR 25 June pp.l50-l 

(5) HLRO Min. of Evid. He 1835 vol.4 GWR 26 March p.62 

(6) E.T. MacDermot: op.cit. vol.l p.7 



(1) 
House of Lords Select Committee in 1834. 

11 7 

The conflict with the landowners of West London caused BruneI to 

revise the alignment of his railway for the Parliamentary session of 1835 

and forced him also to amend his general policy toward landowners. His 

engineering philosophy 1a this context was closely exam1ned before the 

House of Commons Select Committee: 

Q. What has been your object with reference to the landowners 

on the line? 

BruneI: I have endeavoured between last year and this to see 

as many as poss1ble of them and in the first place I endeavoured 

to lay down a line as far as possible to avoid property of a 

valuable description, or property that persons might attach a 

fancied value to or mineral property and I think I have done 

SO as successfully as most lines of railway through so 

extensive a country and I have seen many individuals and 

consulted them upon the direction of the line and as far as 

(2) 
. . possible adopted their suggestions. 

Q. Was your motive for choosing the present line because it 

was the least exPensive or because it interfered least with 

valuable property? 

BruneI: Dec1dedly because it interfered least with valuable 

property; that is a much more iqlortant object than the little 

difference of the exPense of the line(3) 

The secretary for the railway cOqlany stated that it had been 

decided, largely as a result of the opposition of the Brompton residents, 

that there should be only the one terminus in north London and consequently 

(1) ibid. p.S 

(2) HLRO Min. of Evid. He 1835 vo1.4 GWR 23 March p.l09 

(3) 1dell. 26 March p.68 
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negotiations had been undertaken with the London and B1r~ngham Railway 

(1) 
company to achieve this object. BruneI confirmed this point and 

further agreed that the realignment was largely intended to minimise 

(2) 
interference with property. (Fig.12) 

In avoiding one group of landed opponents, the railway company dis-

covered that their new line interfered with another landawnerh property 

in Ealing. BruneI argued that he had aligned the railway through this 

property in a manne" he felt would cause the least amount of damage but 

did concede that he had not discussed his proposals with the landowner and 

further admitted that he was completely unaware of whether they were to 

the landownen satisfaction. The opposition manifested itself during 

the House of Commons Select Committee stage and, as a result, the align-

ment was altered to the property ownera reqUirements, a suitable price 

was agreed for the necessary land, and the opposition was withdrawn. (3) 

Although BruneI's ideas of minimum damage in this instance did not 

coincide with those of the landowner, the negotiations that eventually 

occurred did settle the problem to the satisfaction of both parties. 

In this instance the initial difficulty had been caused by BruneI's 

failure to discuss the proposals with the property owner before finalising 

the alignment. It was possible for the extreme opposite to occur. 

Brunei stated that in attempting to negotiate with Mr. R. Palmer MP, the 

owner of an estate to the immediate east of Reading, he had offered the 

MP whatever alignment he so desired but had received no positive indic­

(4) 
ations at all from him. The engineer eventually decided to pass 

through the edge of the estate by means of a tunnel (Fig.ll) but in 1835 

(1) idem. 23 March p.37, see also idem 23 March p.l07 

(2) idem. 26 March p.68 

(3) m..R0 Min. of Evid. HL 1835 vol.l GWR 20 June p.l07 

(4) idem. 20 June pp.l03-4 
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Palmer made up his mind and thus in 1836 the railway company obtained a 

deviation Act with respect to this section of their line which authorised 

the construction of Sonning cutting rather than the tunnel.(l) 

BruneI had, however, concluded successful negotiations with Lord 

Jersey, the owner of Southall Park, his Lordships agent, and his engineer, 

concerning the proposed alignment of the railway through the estate (Fig. 

11) which was amended to Lord Jersey's satisfaction. (2) Similarly, in 

relation to an estate near Pangbourne, BruneI stated that the I ••• 

natural direction of the line would be directly through the house and 

(3) 
grounds' but he had avoided this by means of a tunnel (later amended 

by a deviation Act). (Fig.12) 

The choice of three different lines had been offered to the Town 

Corporation of Bath and they had decided upon the route that ran via the 

Bam Gardens rather than the second alternative which ran to the south of 

the town or the third which tunnelled under it.(4) At Tiverton negoti-

ations held during 1834 had allowed the engineer to alter the line chosen 

in 1833 and thus save the necessity of two river bridges.(5) BruneI 

further stated that in approaching Bristol he had avoided part of the 

Avon valley because ' ••• it is occupied very much by residences and 

gardens and altogether very valuable'. (6) 

Some subsidiary points arose from the discussion before the Select 

Committees. It was stated that many of the Berkshire landowners had 

(1) E.T. MacDermot: op.cit. vol.l p.20 

(2) HLRO Min. of Evid. He 1835 vol.4 GWR 23 March p.llO, idem 26 March 

pp.64-6 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1835 vol.l GWR 20 June pp.l01-2 

(4) ibid. p.89 

(5) ibid. p.9l 

(6) ibid. pp.9Q-l 
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(1) 
opposed the railway simply because of their interest in canal property, 

and it was also willingly conceded on the part of the railway company that 

bribes had been given to landowners along the route to remove their 

(2) 
opposition. The G.W.R. company registered the first complaint that 

a rival railway company, in this instance the London and Southampton 

Railway, was using landed opposition to conceal its own ambitions of 

(3) 
having the G.W.R. Bill rejected. 

The opposition ot Eton College to the railway has long passed into 

folklore(4) but, in fact, the importance attached to their hostility by 

the G.W.R. was very slight. BruneI mentioned, almost in passing, that 

the company had intended to construct a branch line to Windsor but ' 

we abandoned it at once at the wish of Eton College and have never thought 

ot it since'. (5) This would appear to be consistent with the general 

policy of conciliation adopted toward landowners along the proposed route. 

Finally, a point of some considerable significance arose from the 

decision of the chairmen of both Select Committees that the necessity 

for the line was proven and that the debate before each committee was 

merely to establish whether the line, as proposed, was suitable for the 

(6) 
region. This was extremely encouraging tor the promoters of other 

railway companies throughout England at this time in that it appeared 

that the concept ot the railway, as a railway, was accepted in Parlia­

(7) 
mentary circles and therefore lines would no longer be rejected out 

of hand simply because they were railways but were to be considered on 

their merits. 

(1) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC lS35 vol.4 GWR 23 March p.G1 

(2) ibid. p.65 

(3) idem. S April pp.SQ-90 

(4) see W.T. Jackman: op.cit. p.503, E.T. MacDermot: op.cit. vol.1 p.12 

(5) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL lS35 vol. 1 GWR 20 June p .107 

(6) ibid. p.58, HC lS35 vol.4 GWR 20 March p.14 

(7) see H. Parris: op.cit. p.1S 
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The mid 1830s saw the rapid and considerable expansion of the number 

(1) 
of railway companies both promoted and authorised. The promoters and 

engineers had learnt a great deal during 1830-5 from close observation of 

the difficulties of the trunk lines and the majority of the companies took 

full advantage of this vicarious experience in that many were finally 

surveyed during the summer of 1835, subsequent to the authorisation of 

the Great Western Railway. One of the lessons that most promoters and 

engineers quickly learned was a considerable respect for the private 

estates of influential landowners. ParadOxically this is best illustrated 

by Parliament's rejection of a railway aligned by an engineer who had con-

apicuously failed to recognise this state of affairs. 

(2) 
Early in 1835 Joseph Gibbs, 'a clever and sanguine' engineer, 

prOjected a railway from London to York to run via Dunmow, Cambridge, 

Sleaford and Lincoln, known as the Great Northern Railway, which came 

before Parliament in 1836. Although Grin1ing has insisted that Gibbs 

was a competent engineer, Gordon has suggested that some of the techniques 

employed by the engineer were of dubious merit. (3) However the engineer 

' ••• conceived his project in an enlightened and far sighted spirit. 

But full of its national importance, he took no pains to conciliate 

• (4) 
private interests • 

(1) see above p.37 

The railway was also strongly opposed by the 

(2) C.H. Grinling: The History of the Great Northern Railway 1845-95 

(1898) p.2 

(3) D.I. Gordon: A Regional History of the Railways of Great Britain: 

vol.5 the Eastern Counties (1968) pp.l02-3 

(4) C.H. Grinling: op.cit. pp.3-4, see also Report of Mr. Gibbs (Civil 

Engineer) upon the several proposed lines for a Brighton railway (1836) 

pp.28-9 It is ' ••• very important to consider deeply the alignment 

. . . such a line should not be for the benefit of a particular town 

or of a particular class, ••• but it should be such a line as is 

capable of diffusing the greatest amount of advantage, and con-

tributing in the highest degree to the benefit of the country generally'. 
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rival Northern and Eastern Railway, which similarly proposed to construct 

a line between London and York. 

The Bill for Gibbs' railway came before the House of Commons for its 

second reading on 26 April 1836 where it met considerable opposition from 

the landed MP's. Colonel Sibthorpe, a notorious opponent of all railways, 

proposed that the second reading should be postponed and this was seconded 

by Major Handley who conceded that although the Great Northern Railway, in 

its alignment through Lincolnshire, was the most convenient line for his 

purposes, he hoped ' ••• that the House would interfere to protect private 

(1) 
property from the ruthless hands of rash speculators'. Mr. Heathcote 

then spoke and also demanded that the House should protect private property 

remarking that the rival scheme, the Northern and Eastern, ' ••• proposed 

(2) 
none of these encroachments on private rights' that the Great Northern 

env1saged. Colonel Sibthorpe's motion was carried by 99 votes in favour 

(3) 
with 85 against. 

The landowners Were therefore not opposing the railway per se but 

merely registering their dislike of unnecessary incursions on to their 

estates. The total fa1lure of the engineer to consider their viewpoint 

resulted in the bill's rejection before it was even discussed by a Select 

Committee. 

The significance of landed influence was commented upon by a relatively 

1mpart1al observer of that time, Captain Alderson of the Royal Engineers, 

in his reports to the Government on the Manchester, Cheshire, Staffordshire 

and the South Union Railways, and also the Brighton lines. He wrote:-

I trust I shall not be considered as calling in question the 

(1) Hansard 3rd series vol.33 26 April 1836 cols 309-11 

(2) 1bid. 

(3) C.H. Grinling: op.cit. p.4 
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skill and talent of the engineers employed • • • but I am well 

aware, that in laying out lines of railroad, in order to obtain 

support from towns on the line, as well as from influential 

individuals whose property is affected, an engineer is compelled 

to deviate from that route which (considered professionally only) 

(I) 
he would otherwise recommend. 

and in discussing the propos:ed alignment of one of the railways in the 

Trent valley, near Tamworth, he stated: 

It is apparent too that • • • the ornamental property Which 

abounds here • • • has obliged the engineer to deviate from that 

rou,te Which, considered professionally, he would otherwise have 

adopted; ••• in a valley of this kind it is only surprising 

(2) 
that this does not occur more frequently 

This recognition of landed inf luence also appeared in Lecount' s 

'Practical Treatise on Railways' published in l839.(3) The author had 

been closely associated with the planning and construction of the London 

and Birmingham Railway and although not an engineer he discussed in some 

detail the optimum mode of determining the best alignment of a railway. 

He suggested that the promoters, having decided upon their termini, 

should then appoint a secretary, an engineer, and a solicitor, who would 

then determine the detailed alignment. He argued that the first necessity 

was to establish the quantity of potential traffic in the general area 

through which the line would run and, contemporary with this, that the 

engineer should determine the principal points along which the line was 

(I) Captain Alderson: Report X: Report on the Manchester, Cheshire, 

Staffordshire and the South Union Lines of Railway: 2414/1837 

ROyal Engineers Papers vol.2 pp.9l-102, pp.97-8 

(2) ibid. p.lOO 

(3) p. Lecount: op.cit. pp.l-24 
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to run. 'During the same time the solicitor will have been feeling his 

way amongst the landowners and the occupiers, so that where much dissent 

(1) 
is manifested that property may, if possible, be avoided'. In choosing 

the final alignment the engineer ' ••• should run through no more seats 

or ornamental pleasure grounds than possible and avoid towns and villages 

where the land would be expensive'. (2) He concluded that the engineer 

' ••• should enter into all enquiries to enable him to choose the best 

line and construct it at the least cost'. (3) 

The extent to which the railway promoters and engineers were prepared 

to amend the alignment of their railway in order to placate landed 0ppos-

ition varied considerably but one factor of significance was the importance 

the promoters attached to the value of intermediary traffic between the 

two termini. Where they felt it to be of relatively little importance, 

compared to the overall objective of obtaining the authorisation of a 

railway between point A and point B, large deviations were often made to 

avoid areas of landed hostility. The alteration of the London and Dover 

Railway during the years 1834-36 is one of the best examples of this 

practice. 

The initial proposal for a line from London to Dover was an extension 

~) of the London and GreenWich Railway, which had been authorised in 1833, 

south-eastwards through North Kent. A route had been suggested by 

Colonel Landmann that ran via Woolwich, Erith, Gravesend, Cobham, Cuxton, 

Maidstone, and Ashford to Folkestone (Fig.13). (5) The first advertise-

(1) ibid. p.13 

(2) ibid. p.17 

(3) ibid. p.17 

(4) H.P. White: A Regional History of the Railways of Great Britain: 

vol.2: Southern England: (1961) p.19 

(5) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1846 vol.22 South Eastern Railway (North 

Kent Lines) 28 April pp.I-42 
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menta for the railway appeared in the local newspapers during March 1834 

and maps of the proposed line were published during April and early May of 

(1) 
that year. A public meeting on the 3 May 1834 at Folkestone expressed 

enthusiastic support for the line.(2) Between Folkestone and the immediate 

(3) vicinity of London, however, the promoters met implacable landed opposition. 

A public meeting to discuss the railway was held at Maidstone on 10 June 

and, although it was informal, virtually every person of local importance 

(4) 
was represented. Mr. J. Pearson,the solicitor for the railway company 

at that time, was present at the meeting: 

• . . 

Q. Upon your exhibiting that plan and stating the nature of the 

project and .course of your line, what reception did you meet 

with at that meeting? 

Pearson: We met with the most universal expression of not only 

dissent but of opposition in every way that they could contrive 

(5) 
to oppose such a project. 

The landowners had then gone on to express their general attitude 

• the feeling was that the country was extremely beautiful, the roads 

were good, they had water carriage and good coaches and the railway would 

be the most abominable nuisance'. (6) One of the landowners went as far 

as to state that he would do everything in his power to prevent a line 

(7) 
being built through the county. The meeting had concluded: 

Q. They did not believe that the thing was feasible? 

Pearson: No, they took it as a thing that was very well 

(1) ibid. p.S 

(2) ibid • pp.14-5 

. (3) ibid. p.16 

(4) ibid. p.17 

(S) ibid. p.19 

(6) ibid. p.20 

(7) ibid. p.2l 
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for carrying cotton and coal in manufacturing districts and in 

places where there was no beautiful country to be interfered 

with. (1) 

The promoters therefore decided to abandon their proposal to pierce 

the North Downs via the Medway valley and Maidstone, and turned their 

(2) 
attention to the gap between st. Mary eray, Orpington and Tonbridge. 

Once again they met with considerable landed opposition which precluded 

utilising this route and the promoters ultimately decided upon a line 

that ran due southwards from London, crossing the Downs near Oxted, and 

(3) 
then running eastwards via Tonbridge to Folkestone. Pearson concluded: 

Q. You tell me the landowning opposition induced you to abandon 

the plan of taking the northern line? 

Pearson: 
(4) 

Yes, undoubtedly that was the great reason. 

The North Downs also exerted a strong influence on the alignment of 

the London and Brighton Railway in that a basic dichotomy appeared in the 

ranks of the civil engineers at that time, as to the best mode of travers-

ing them. Once again the promoters of the various companies were merely 

attempting to link the resort and the capital city and , tended to show 

little concern for potential traffic between the two termini. The 

engineers surveying the routes preferred either a 'natural' route, which 

made use of strategic gaps and valleys in the chalk hills, or a 'direct' 

route, which was more independent ot these constraints. 

Robert Stephenson was the prime advocate of the natural philosophy 

and had his disciples in N. Cundy, and, to a lesser extent, C. Vignoles 

and J. Gibbs. 

(1) ibid. p.29 

(2) ibid. p .30 

(3) ibid. p.35 

(4) ibid. p. 90 

Sir John Rennie preferred a direct line, as did Palmer 



(1) 
of the South Eastern Railway company. 
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Vignoles had attempted to survey a line between the two termini 

during 1832 and 1833 and had proposed to pass through the North Downs by 

(2) 
way of the Vale of Mickleham, between Leatherhead and Dorking (Fig.14), 

but had ' ••• found insuperable objections to it on the part of the land-

owners'. 
(3) 

Vignoles therefore abandoned this idea, because of ' 

what I might be excused in calling the violent prejudices of the landowners 

U) against any approximation of the railway to their estates and houses'. 

He felt that a line further to the east would be more practicable and 

. . . thought it better to take it rather than encounter the opposition 

of the landowners; I considered that it would be useless to bring it 

into Parliament,.(5) When pressed on this point he remarked that he 

considered it hopeless to attempt to obtain the consent of the landowners: 

Q. On what account did you consider it hopeless? 

Vignoles: On account of money not being able to obtain the 

consent of the proprietors of the property. (6) 

Robert Stephenson had been employed late in 1833 by a rival company 

and he also proposed to make use of the Vale of Mickleham. (7) Stephenson's 

assistant engineer, G.P. Bidder, argued that the engineer had produced a 

(8) 
line that was satisfactory to the landowners, although he did concede 

that other engineers had met considerable difficulty in attempting to 

(1) H.P. White: (1961) op.cit. pp.72-4 

(2) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL Sessional Papers 1836 vol.34 Brighton Railways 

11 July p.181 

(3) Sir John Rennies Line: Speech of Mr. Joy before the Committee of 

the House of Commons: May 19 1836 p.5 

(4) Min. of Evid. HL 1836 vol.34 11 July p.207 

(5) ibid. p.207 

(6) Min. of Evid. He 1837 vol.17 Brighton Railways 9 March pp.92-3 

(7) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1836 vol.34 7 July p.94 

(8) ibid. p.74 



•• 11 •• 

, I • 

Southampton 

o 

Palmer 
Gibbs 
Cun d y 
V,gnoles 
St eph enson 
Re nni e 1836 
Renni e 1837 

Dorki ng 
Bet c h wor th 

Hor s h a m 

131 

London and Brighton Rlys 
1836 -1837 

LONDON 

.~~ 
"... London and G r eenwich 

I 

I 
I 

~ I and C r oydon Rl y 
)0, 1 

~ 
. \" . .I \ ~roydon 'I . ..... . ~t: 

. . ' •• . I •• 
: I 

:,.-t 
' . 
• " l< ... 

f-.,. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. .. 
+ 

• 
" 

"l-

1\ 

" 
~Oxted 
~ 

; C uckf i eld 

Shoreham .~.~&:!!!!!!~~. BRIGH TO N 

20 , 

m i les 

Fig.14 



132 

(1) 
align a railway through the Vale. Stephenson's counsel argued ' ••• 

that difficulty which others have met with we have combated successfully 

(2) 
by the position of the line', laying strong emphasis on the importance 

of a tactful alignment, although it was suggested at the time that ' ••• 

notwithstanding the enormous sums' agreed to be paid to the landowners by 

Stephenson's company there was still a certain amount of opposition. (3) 

This latter point is borne out by the criticism of the line before 

. (4) 
the House of Lords Select Committee of 1836, and also the fact that 

Stephenson attempted to realign his railway of 1836 for the session of 

1837. (5) In contrast Sir John Rennie's direct line via Merstham met 

very little landed opposition and this was quickly paCified, (6) his line 

being criticised on largely engineering grounds. 

Parliament eventually decided in favour of Rennie's line and although 

the basic conflict was essentially concerned with engineering principles 

and costs, it is suggested that the landed controversy OVer Stephenson's 

alignment and the complete lack of any such debate with reference to 

Rennie's would have played no small part in the outcome of the final 

decision. 

The two railways discussed above were, to a certain extent, anomalous 

in that the mid l830s saw a significant trend toward shorter lines and 

more concern shown on the part of the promoters for potential traffic 

(1) ibid. p.74, also HL 1836 vol.34 10 July p.142 

(2) Stephenson's London and Brighton Railway: Speech of W.P. Wood to 

the House of Lords Committee: 22 July 1836 p.7 

(3) Answers to 'Observations on the Result of Evidence given before the 

Committee on the Bills' (1837) p.5 

(4) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1836 vol.34 6 July pp.8-12, 50-2 

(5) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1837 vol.17 3 March p.56 

(6) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1836 vol.34 18 July p.445, HC 1837 vol.17 

15 March p .60 
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along the proposed route. The trunk railways of 1833-5 were, on average, 

(1) 
some 95 miles in length, whereas those authorised during 1836-7 

(2) 
averaged just 34 miles. Further to this Robert Stephenson spoke in 

support of the Birmingham and Gloucester Railway of 1836 and was closely 

questioned on the potential traffic along the proposed route. He argued 

that such potential traffic was of considerable significance in determin-

ing alignment and that, in some respects, it was more iq,ortant than 

better gradients. He felt that the final route was a blend of traffic 

and engineering factors and concluded that if there Were a direct choice 

between superior engineering and the possibility of increased traffic 

receipts ' ••• I should be much inclined to consider favourably the line 

(3) 
that went through the commercial country'. Thus both the diminishing 

overall length of a railway and the increased awareness of the iq>ortance 

of intervening traffic, began to militate against the flexibility enjoyed 

by the earlier lines. 

Despite this, or perhaps because of it, a two stage process of align-

ment of a railway relative to a landed estate evolved. The first stage 

was the process of 'initial avoidance', the second being negotiation with 

(4) the relevant landowner, using this alignment as the basis for discussion. 

Vignoles spoke strongly in favour of this idea of initial avoidance 

in 1836 when he stated: ' ••• prOXimity to houses and parks of a large 

character are undesirable and when you can get other lines equally good 

it is better to avoid them,.(5) This argument was complemented by one 

(1) J. Simmons (1961) op.cit. p.5 

(2) H. Pollins (1971) op.cit. p.28 (44 Acts - 1,500 miles) 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1836 vol.l Birmingham and Gloucester Railwa~ 

8 March pp .113-32, p .124 

(4) see above P~25~count's discussion of the alignment of a railway 

(5) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1836 vol.29 Midland Counties Railway 24 March 

p.l23 



of the principal directors of the South Eastern Railway company in the 

same year: 'Q. Your anxiety is ••• to avoid the inconvenience of 

? A Y 
• (1) 

proprietors who have ornamental property if you can do it. es. 

(2) 
BruneI was a strong advocate of this principle and put it into 

practice with the alignment of his Cheltenham and Great Western Union 

Railway in the vicinity of Kemble. The line came before Parliament in 

1836 and was proposed to run from SWindon via Kemble, Sapperton, Stroud, 

(3) 
and Gloucester to Cheltenham. The railway touched the estate of Squire 

Robert Gordon of Kemble, who appeared before the House of Commons Select 

Committee in opposition. Brunel argued that he had taken special care, 

as engineer, to get the best alignment possible: 

Q. Have you, in your endeavour to avoid annoyance to the house, 

kept the junction as far from the house as you can and in that 

place, which in your judgement, would be the least objectionable 

to the house? 

BruneI: Yes I think so; I mew whose house it was and I 

endeavoured to lay down my line and arranged it so. 

Q. Did you, in passing through the property of Mr. Gordon's, 

endeavour to the best of your judgement, to lay down a line in 

such a way as should be as little objectionable to that mansion 

and to the occupier of it as possib~e? 

BruneI: Yes, I thought this line would be the least objectionable. (4) 

The success of this policy is amply reflected in the fact that the align-

(1) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1836 vol.36 South Eastern Railway 22 April 

p.25a 

(2) see above p. 118 

(3) E.T. MacDermot: op.cit. vol.l pp.79-80, see also J. Simmons (1961) 

op.cit. pp. 53-5 

(4) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1836 vol.3 Cheltenham and Great Western 

Union Railway 18 March pp.85-6 
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ment remained as it was and Gordon merely obtained stringent protective 

(1) 
clauses. (Fig.60) 

It was comparatively rare for this stage to succeed without further 

negotiation as it was solely the engineer's opinion as to what constituted 

minimum damage to an estate. A far more satisfactory process was the 

implementation of both the first and second stages, as occurred in the 

alignment of the Hull and Selby Railway, in the vicinity of Kingston-upon-

Hull. 

Although a line between Leeds and Hull had been contemplated as early 

as 1825, it was not until 1830 that a railway was authorised between Leeds 

(2) 
and Selby. Plans to extend the line eastwards from Selby to Hull Were 

(3) 
revived in the spring of 1834. The engineer, James Walker, began 

(4) 
surveying in the spring of that year and had given his assistant, 

Alexander Comrie, explicit, instructions that, in choosing the alignment, 

he was specifically .to avoid t •• • the conveniences or the interests of 

the landed proprietors,.(5) The main problem arose at Welton (Fig.15) 

where any latitude in the alignment was strongly limited by the need to 

pass through a relatively narrow area of suitable land that lay between 

the south of the Wolds and the Humber estuary. The estate was owned by 

Robert Raikes who had recently rebuilt the house and had had the grounds 

(6) 
landscaped by Repton. In 1825 Stephenson had proposed to align the 

railway just one-half of a mile away from the front of the house, whereas 

(1) E.T. MacDermot: op.cit. vol.l p.80 

(2) see above p. 93 

(3) K.A. MacMahon: The Beginnings of the East Yorkshire Railways: .f!:.!l 
Yorkshire Local History Society (1953) no.3 p.4, K. Hoole: A 

Regional History of the Railways of Great Britain: vol.4: North 

East England (1965) p.44 

(4) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1836 vol.12 Hull and Selby Railway 15 March p.82 

(5) idem 9 March p.llO, also HL 1836 vol.15 Hull and Selby Rly 16 May p.87 

(6) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1836 vol.12 11 March pp.ll, 101-2, also idem 

14 March pp.3-7 
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Walker' s initial suggestion was for a line at least five-eighths of a mile 

away. 
(1) 

Comrie met Raikes during the May of 1834 and discussed the various 

alternative alignments with him before Raikes eventually chose the line 

(2) 
which came before Parliament in 1836. Despite the fact that he had 

chosen the route, Raikes persisted in criticising the alignment throughout 

1835, largely because his home looked southward over the Humber and he 

felt that any line of railway would be an unwelcome intrusion into the 

landscape. He eventually decided to ascertain whether an alternative 

alignment was feasible and employed Francis Giles to survey the various 

possibilities. (3) Although this engineer produced a route that was one 

and ODe third miles away it was heavily criticised OD the grounds that it 

(4) 
was of greatly increased visibility. Raikes therefore accepted the 

(5) 
Parliamentary line and merely obtained protective clauses. As Walker 

pointed out the parliamentary line was not the best but the best that 

(6) 
could be had in the Circumstances. 

The Bristol and Exeter Railway company published their first prospectus 

on 1 October 1835 and proposed to submit a bill to Parliament for the 

. (7) 
seSS10D of 1836. This allowed their engineer, BruneI, exactly two 

months to survey the line and prepare plans for deposition. BruneI 

recognised the importance of choosing a line that was satisfactory to 

both the promoters and the landed interests and therefore decided upon 

a policy of non-intervention and aoqulesence to landed requests. The 

(1) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1836 vol.lS 9 May p.67 

(2) idem 16 May p.88, see also He 1836 vol.12 15 March pp.86-7 

(3) HLBO Min. of Evld. He 1836 vol.12 14 March pp.97-160 

(4) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1836 vol.15 9 May pp.69-72, also idem 16 May 

pp.lOl-1l4 

(5) G.G. MacTurk: A History of Hull Railways (1879) pp.47-8 

(6) HLRO Min. of Evid. He 1836 vol.12 9 March p.114 

(7) E.T. MacDermot: op.cit. vol.2 p.68 
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line ran from Bristol via Bridgwater, Taunton, Wellington and then entered 

the valley of the River Culm which joined the River Exe some two to three 

miles to the north of Exeter. The engineer had avoided an estate at 

Bridgwater at the request of a landowner and had also abandoned the idea 

of approaching Taunton 'more closely' because he felt it would interfere 

with too much property. Most of the difficulties had arisen with the 

landowners of the Culm Valley and BruneI stated that he had concluded 

satisfactory negotiations with dissident landowners at Silverton, Rewe, 

Stoke Cannon, Cowley Bridge and between Stoke Cannon and Cowley Bridge 

(Fig.16). (1) Thus the detailed alignment between Exeter and Cullompton, 

a distance of some twelve miles, was determined by the wishes of the land-

owners. BruneI's approach proved a conspicuous success in that, despite 

the rapidity of the survey, the line met with no landed opposition of note 

(2) 
in Parliament and the line was authorised with little difficulty in 1836. 

It might be supposed that the need for 'economy' in the construction 

of a railway, the desire on the part of the promoters to keep the initial 

capital costs to a minimum, either through choice or sheer lack of funds, 

would preclude the tolerance of deviations to aVoid landed estates. 

However it has been suggested that it was felt, by promoters and engineers, 

to be cheaper to do so rather than face the possibility of opposition and 

(3) 
consequent failure in Parliament. This is borne out by a study of the 

factors that influenced the alignment of the Birmingham and Gloucester 

Railway in 1836. 

Captain Moorsom had been appOinted engineer during 1833 and had 

commenced to survey a line between the two towns. He was explicitly 

(1) HLRO Min. of Ev1d. He 1836 vol.2 Bristol and Exeter Railway 

17 March pp.I-223 

(2) idem 14 March p.l 

(3) see above p. 79 
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informed that the cost of the line should be as little as Possible.(l) 

The railway company managed to find sufficient capital to come before 

Parliament in lS36 where Moorsom's alignment was strongly criticised in 

(2) 
that it avoided Worcester, and also intended to surmount the Lickey 

Hills by a gradient of 1 in 37. Despite these painfully obvious result s 

(3) 
of stringent economy, Moorsom had negotiated with the landowners along 

the proposed line of railway and had agreed to deviate the line to the 

satisfaction of a number of them; for Lord Ellenborough of Southam f~ll 

(4) 
(to the immediate north of Cheltenham), for Mr. Galton of Hanley Grange 

(to the east of Upton on Severn), (5) for Mr. Clive of Cofton Hall (to the 

(6) 
north of Barnt Green), and for a landowner at Cotteridge near Kings 

Norton. (7) 

James Walker. had also met difficulties in the alignment of his 

Northern and Eastern Railway, which was to run between London and cam-

bridge, in the vicinity of the estate of Lord Braybrooke at Audley End, 

near Saffron Walden. The engineer said before the Select Committee of 

the House of Commons of lS36, that he had altered his railway and deviated 

it further to the west in an attempt to minimise damage to the estate and 

had decided to use a series of tunnels ' ••• to remove, or at least 

(8) 
reduce, the opposition which was threatened by the noble Lord'. (F1g.l7) 

(1) E.G. Barnes: The Rise of the Midland Railway: lS44-74: (1966) p.99 

(2) T.C. Turberville: Worcestershire in the Nineteenth Century (1852) 

pp.150-4, see also HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1836 vol.l 11 March p.l 

(3) F.S. Williams: The Midland Railway: Its Rise and Progress (1877) 

pp.72-4 

(4) HLRO Min. of Ev1d. HC 1836 vol.l 9 March PP. 13, 36 

(5) ibid. pp.136-7 

(6) idem 10 March pp.33-5 

(7) idem 9 March p.14l 

(8) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC lS36 vol.lS Northern and Eastern Railway: 

20 April p.119, see also idem 19 April pp.9-l48 
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The promoters of the line originally intended to continue the line north-

wards through Lincolnshire to terminate 10 York, and Walker had tentatively 

suggested a route that the railway might follow • When he was questioned 

on this extension he stated: • . . • one is obliged in a country lil~ 

this to meet the wishes of the' proprietors and in accomplishing that object 

in Lincolnshire I shall make a deviation from the line I have laid down'. (1) 

It was possible for promoters, as well as engineers, to completely 

miscalculate the influence that a landowner possessed. A line had 

originally been surveyed during the summer of lS35 to run from the Great 

Western Railway's main line at Didcot via Abingdon to Oxford, but nothing 

came of this proposal until it was revived by enthusiastic local interests 

(2) 
early in 1836. They employed BruneI as their engineer to survey two 

alternative routes, one being a curved line via Abingdon, the other being 

a more direct line between Didcot and Oxford that left Abingdon some little 

way to the west. Having coq>leted the survey the two lines were then -
submitted to the major landowner of the area, Captain G.R. Pechell MP, 

whose estate lay to the south-east of Abingdon (Fig.1S). He rejected 

the line that caused his estate the greatest damage but implied that he 

(3) 
did not necessarily approve of the alternative. The railway company 

acceded to his wishes and submitted the direct line to Parliament for 

the session of 1837. However Pechell successfully opposed the railway 

on the grounds of interference and the bill was rejected. (4) BruneI 

(1) ibid. p.155 

(2) J. Hepple: Abingdon and the Great Western Railway: or Why the 

Oxford Line missed the Town. Journal of Transport History N.S. 

vol.II no.3 (Feb. 1974) pp.155-66 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1837 v01.3 Oxford and Great Western Union 

Railway: 4 May p.84 

(4) idem 26 April - 23 May 1837 
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then negotiated with the landowner and other dissident neighbours and 

(1) 
managed to achieve an alignment that gained their approval. Although 

the bill came before Parliament in 1838 with no landed opposition, it was 

(2) 
rejected as a result of the opposition of the University of Oxford. 

The promoters'rather tactless behaviour in offering the major landowner 

of the area two alternatives neither of which had been discussed with him, 

unsurprisingly resulted in the bill's rejection. The value of a negotiated 

alignment became immediately apparent in 1838 with the complete absence of 

landed opposition in Parliament. 

The mid l830s saw the establishment of a practice Which became 

increasingly popular with those railway promoters and engineers who, for 

one reason or another, wished to alter the alignment of the line authorised 

by Parliament. Companies occasionally found that small sections ot the 

railway would either be considerably improved, or that pressure had been 

put upon them to have parts altered, and thus returned to Parliament in 

the following year or years to obtain sanction for these small amendments. 

The London and Birmingham Railway gained such a deviation act in 1835, (3) 

(4) 
as did the Great Western Railway in 1836, and the North Midland Railway 

in 1837, (5) the South Eastern Railway in 1837 and 1839, (6) and the 

Birmingham and Derby Junction Railway in 1838. (7) 

The York and North Midland Ra1lway was realigned during 1836 as a 

result of such pressure and in 1837 the promoters had to return to 

Parliament to obtain a deviation act that amended a considerable length 

(1) HL End of Year Papers 1838 2 July p.7 

(2) J. Hepple: loc.cit. p.163 

(3) L.T.C. Rolt: op.cit. (1960) p.240, see above p.lOB 

(4) see above P.lti)l deviation through Palmer's land at Sonning. 

(5) see below P.148 

(6) see below p.l5G 

(7) see below p .1:U 
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of their railway. The company had been formed in October 1835 and ha d 

appointed George Stephenson as their engineer. His task was to survey 

a line that would link York with the North Midland Railway in the vi ci ni t y 

of Normanton. (1) Unfortunately this necessitated a rapi d survey a t a 

time when Stephenson was particularly busy and when the bill came before 

Parliament in 1836 the chairman of the railway company, George Hudson, 

decided that ' ••• in order to push the York and North Midland Bill 

through the House of Lords, [he] had made promises to an obstructive peer, 

Lord Howden v (2) that committed the company to shifting the railway f rom 

the borders of Lord Howden's estate of Grimston Park. 

The deviation bill came before Parliament in 1837 and was bitterly 

criticised in that the railway company had argued in 1836 that the curve 

at Grimston had been laid down specifically to serve the Tadcaster region 

and that now the company proposed to straighten the curve and pass this 

(3) 
area some little way to the east (Fig.19). The surveyor, Thomas Cabry, 

was closely questioned by the opposition counsel and eventually conceded 

that Hudson had pledged to alter the line. 

Q. You were told just to get beyond 100 yards of Lord Howden's 

property and then to take the line? 

Cabry: I was not told so • • • 

Q. Have you not just contrived to do so? 

Cabry: I believe it does do so but whether it is a contrivance 

or not I cannot say. 

Q. It does do so, do you mean to say that you were not told 

(1) K. Hoole: op.cit. pp.3Q-l 

(2) R.S. Lambert: The Railway King: 1800-1871: A Study of George Hudson 

and the Business Morals of his time: (1934) p.4l 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. He 1837 vol.25 York and North Midland Railway 

13 April p.119 
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to go upon Lord Howden's property a t all? 

Cabry: Perhaps I might have been told not to go upon Lord 

Howden's property. 

Q. ••• you have told me that was done in pursuance of 

directions you received from Mr. Stephenson, who said you wer e 

not to go upon Lord Howden's property? 

Cabry: Yes; 
(1) 

it was by the general direction of the parties. 

The North Midland Railway returned in 1837 for the authorisation of 

three deviations of their main line of railway (Fig.20). The f i r s t was 

intended to minimise damage to the town of Belper and was estimated to 

cost an additional £34,000; the second was at South Wingfield and was 

designed to shift the railway from close proximity to some ornamenta l 

property and would cost £1,600 less than the original stretch of line. 

The final deviation was at Beighton, on the property of Lord Manvers, and 

(2) 
was to cost an extra £13,000. 

Decisions to alter the alignment of an authorised railway could 

result from the appointment of a new engineer. When William Cubitt 

replaced Palmer as engineer to the South Eastern Railway company in 1836, 

he proposed that a number of amendments of the alignment should be made , 

mainly in the vicinity of Oxted and near Folkestone. (3) He had intended 

to deviate the line near Tonbridge but had abandoned the idea and arguing 

that the deviation t ••• was not so much to improve the line as to avoid 

the objections of the landowners and to avoid the purchase of expensive 

property, it has been given uP. The company have entered into arrange-

(1) ibid. pp.126-7 

(2) HLRO Min. of Evid. He 1837 vol.22 North Midland Railway 14 March 

pp.2-l4 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1837 vol.4 South Eastern Railway 26 April 

pp.2-9 
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ments with the parties to render the original line satisfactory to them; 

(1) 
it always was satisfac~ory to me'. 

Cubitt was forced to further amend his proposals for the line via 

Oxted as a result of the Government directive of 1837 that decreed ther e 

should be just the one rail approach to London from the south, which was 

(2) 
to be the Brighton line. The engineer decided that the South East ern 

Railway should leave the Brighton line near Mer s tham and run east- south-

eastwards to rejoin the original alignment of 1836 near Edenbridge (Fig. 2l) 

(3) 
and plans to this effect were deposited in the spring of 1838. Duri ng 

the summer of that year, the residents of Tilburton Hill, to the immedia t e 

south of Godstone, registered their strong opposition to these proposals (4) 

and caused the engineer to further revise his plans. The line a s eventually 

authorised in 1839 ran due eastwards before rejOining the 1836 line some 

two miles to the east of the village of Four Elms. (5) 

Cubitt had taken a very forceful attitude toward the realignment of 

1838 and stated that he had chosen the line via Godstone t ••• without 

regarding the landowners, 10 looking over the line 1 took the nearest line 

.1 could find from the Brighton after passing through the chalk hills. 

Q • .. Without reference to e,qlense? 

landowners or the expense'. (6) 

Cubitt: Without reference to the 

He had taken an even firmer stance some two years earlier: 

1 made no deviation with that view [to avoid an estate]. I 

(1) ibid. p.21 

(2) H.P. White: (1961) op.cit. pp.26-7 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. He 1839 vol.14 South Eastern Railway 26 April 

pp.5-7 

(4) ibid. p. 7 

(5) ibid. p.9, see also E.A. Course: The Evolution of the Railway 

Network of South East England: (London Ph.D. Thesis 1958) pp.37-8 

(6) HLRO Min. of Evid. He 1839 vol.14 SER 26 April p.ll 
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should state that I received no instructions what to make 

deviations for; I went on the line as a plain sheet of paper 

and I suggested such improvements as was thought necessary nor 

did I know as to the particular l~downership on the line. (1) 

The rapidly expanding number of railway companies during the latter 

years of the l830s demanded an increasing number of engineers and surveyors 

to layout the new lines. This, allied to the mounting confidence on the 

part of the promoters, began to encourage a less tentative attitude toward 

landed society on the part of some of the practitioners of railway con-

struction. Frederick SWanw1ck, had been employed in 1834 as George 

Stephenson's ass1stant engineer in the planning of the Sheffield and 

Rotherham Railway. When asked whether he had ' ••• paid attention to 

private property as an object of great consideration' he replied ' ••• 

certainly, so long as it is compatible with the public interest I have 

, (2) 
considered it • 

Nicholas Cundy had been employed as an engineer for the Grand Northern 

and Eastern Railroad company which was intended to link london and York. 

CUndy believed that public benefit far outweighed private considerat1ons(3) 

and in pr.acticing this rather hostile ph1losophy, aligned his railway 

through Lord Braybrooke's estate at Audley End in such a manner that James 

Walker exclaimed ' ••• nothing but something amounting to necessity would 

justify a line through Lord Braybrooke's Park in the way Mr. Cundy has 

(1) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1837 vol.4 SER 26 April pp.22-3 

(2) HLRO Min. of Evid. He 1835 vol.8 Sheffield and Rotherham Railway 

19 May p.145 

(3) N.W. Cundy: Observations on Railways addressed to the nob1lity, 

gentry, clergy, agriculturalists etc. in connection with the Grand 

Northern and Eastern Railroad (1834) 



(1) 
carried it'. (Fig.17) 
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The second half of the decade also saw the modification of l anded 

attitudes. (2) Sir George Bowyer, whose estate at Radley wa s t o be 

crossed by the Oxford and Great Western Union Railway, originally assented 

to the line via Abingdon as he felt it was in the public interest. Vfuen 

he discovered that the railway had been realigned to avoid Abingdon and 

had thus lost a considerable amount of local support, he f e lt that he was 

no longer justified in assenting to a line that still interfered with his 

estate yet was considered to be a poor line for the locality. He ther efore 

opposed the line in Parliament but only because he felt that the origina l 

line was superior to that before the Select Committee.(3) 

Robert Raikes also found that he bad to weigh public benefit against 

private convenience in his negotiations with the surveyors of the Hull and 

(4) 
Selby Railway. In a letter of October lS35 he conceded that Hull was 

in great need of a railway and also that he was strongly in favour of it 

for the public good but argued that he wanted the best line compatible 

with the needs of his estate.(5) 

An implicit indication of the changing attitude was the promotion and 

authorisation of the North Midland Railway through the Aire valley, to the 

south east of Leeds, in the years 1835-6. Ten years earlier the engineer 

(1) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC lS36 vol.1S Northern and Eastern Rail~y 

29 April pp.46-7 see also discussion of the ideas of Joseph Gibbs 

above p. 123 

(2) D. Spring: (1971) loc.cit. p.26 'Obviously from the very first the 

opposition of landowners to the coming of the railways was a very 

mixed affair' 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1837 vo1.3 O. & G.W.U. Rly. 26 April pp.8-l0 

see also D. spring (1971) loc.cit. p.26 

(4) see aboVe p. 137 

(5) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1836 vol.12 Hull and Selby Rly. 14 March 

pp.47-50 



to this railway, George Stephenson, had been strongly discouraged from 

even attempting to align a railway through the valley because the promoters 

feared that the landed opposition would defeat any scheme. (1) The tacit 

approval of 1836 is indicative of the rapidly changing attitudes preva lent 

during this decade. 

The Birmingham and Derby Junction Railway, authorised in 1836, had 

been strongly supported by the local landowners and was sanctioned to fall 

into the London and Birmingham Railway to the east of Hampton station. 

This necessitated cutting through the western perimeter of Packington Park, 

property of the Earl of Aylesford. His Lordship decided in 1837 that he 

would prefer the line to run outside his park and the railway company 

therefore obtained a deviation act in 1838 to achieve this purpose (Fig .22). 

The Earl met the cost of this deviation act himself and appears to have 

held the view that as the alignment was for his benefit alone he should 

therefore pay for it, which was rather unusual for the time, but quite 

(2) 
significant. 

The rejection of the Sheffield and Rotherham Railway Bill in 1835 

was a direct result of the economic rivalry between the Duke of Norfolk 

and Lord Fitzwilliam. The latter nobleman supported the railway, as it 

would greatly benefit his collieries, but the former owned the majority 

of land along the proposed route and felt that his mining interests would 

suffer with its construction. The Duke of Norfolk's oPPosition proved 

(3) 
successful and the bill was rejected. He petitioned against the line 

in 1836 but negotiations ensued and his opposition was Withdrawn, thus 

(1) see above p. 9~ 

(2) C.R. Clinker: The Birmingham and Derby Junction Railway: Dugdale 

Society Occasional Paper no.ll (1956) p.lO 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1835 vol.8 S & R Rly. 14-27 May, HL 1835 

vol.3 S & R Rly. 6-23 July 
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allowing the bill a successful passage through Parliament. (1) In fact 

Lord Fitzwilliam's attitude toward railway companies varied according to 

the type of promoters who were sponsoring the scheme; he warmly supported 

those companies he considered to be locally promoted and of public benefit 

but entertained bitter hostility toward those promoted purely for specul­

(2) ative purposes, with no reference to local interest. 

Although there are indications of a movement toward acceptance of 

the coming of the railway on the part of a number of landowners, both 

Broadbridge(3) and Spring, (4) have argued that investment in railway stock 

by landed society during this decade was of little, if any, significance. 

By and large the general landed attitude during the 1830s was one of 

suspicion and fear, manifested by the resentment of the invasion of the 

privacy of their estates. In general both promoters and engineers 

recognised this resentment and aligned their railways accordingly. This 

was equally applicable in an urban as well as a rural context. 

It has been argued that railway companies preferred to stay outside 

the urban vfabric' as they found penetration into the centre far too 

(5) 
costly at this time. Occasionally, however, it was necessary to align 

a railway through an urban area and Kellett has suggested that in such 

instances the promoters attempted to reduce their costs by making use of 

t~issurest of substantial blocks of property, thus keeping the cost of 

legal transactions to a minimum. He felt that t ••• the main consider-

ation in their siting was to achieve the cheapest and simplest approach 

(1) HL Journal 1836 19 April p.125, see also F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) 

op.cit. pp.261-2 

(2) . F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. p.261 

(3) S.A. Broadbridge: ~e Sources of Railway Share Capital t in M.e. Reed 

op.cit. pp.184-211 

(4) D. spring: (1951) loc.cit. pp.6-7 

(5) J.R. Kellett: (1969) op.cit. pp.4-9 
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and terminus, with the minimum disturbance of property'. (1) 

In discussing the alignment of the Midland Counties Railway through 

Leicester, Vignoles, the engineer, argued that he had had a choice of two 

main alternative routes to the east and the west of the town. He said 

he preferred the eastern route largely because there was no interference 

with private property, it had the better gradients, and was closer to the 

(2) 
traffic centre. 

(1) ibid. p.4 

(2) HLRO Min. of Evid. He 1836 vol.29 Midland Counties RaHway 

23 March pp.75-9 



CHAPTER SEVEN: 1840 - 1850 

The chronology of the promotion of railways in England during the 

1840s duplicated, in many respects, that of the previous decade. Between 

1840 and 1843 few new companies were authorised but in 1844 a significant 

increase in the number of billa approved by Parliament occurred. This 

increase gathered JIOJDentum during 1845 to culminate in the 'RaUway Mania' 

of 1845-46. The promotional boom collapled in the latter months of 1846 

and the final yearl of the decade aaw the sanction of little new mileage. (1) 

Between 1838 and 1842 the English economy passed through the worst 

(2) 
industrial slump of the nineteenth century which created a very un-

favourable fiscal climate for investment. Allied to this the railway 

companiea already in existence were financially exhausted after completing 

their lines authorised during the 1830s and were 801ely concerned with the 

establishment of smooth operation. Both of these factors atiitated against 

further railway pro.otion. However, froll 1841 onwards, .any of the new 

_in linel came into service and the general public began to appreciate, 

perhaps for the first time, the benefits of a national railway network. (3) 

The public began to favour the construction of further railways, al did 

the Gove~ent, with its i~licit support for the expansion of the network 

found in its reports of 1841 concerning the construction of linea to both 

Scotland and Ireland. This change of attitude i8 well reflected in the 

reaction of the Univeraity of Oxford to the proposal for the construction 

of a railway between Dldcot and Oxford. 

This line had been before Parliament in 1837 and 1838 (4) but had been 

(1) aee aboVe pp. 41- 2 

(2) B.J. Hobsba .. : op.cit. p.ll" 

(3) F .II.L. ThOllpson: (1963) op . cit . p.257 

(4) aee above p. 143 
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rejected on both occasions, in IS38 largely as a result ot the oppo.1t1on 

ot the University. They bad araued, qu1te cogently, that the ca.e tor the 

turther elQlansion ot the railway network was not yet proven and it a railway 

.. ere to be torced upon th_ th.re was a basic nece.1Ii ty tor overwhellll1.ng 

proof ot public benefit to be presented. They concluded that the railways 

.. ere tar too new a concept to be accepted blindly. (1) 

However, in 1843, the Great Western Railway revived the cOllipany and, 

atter toyiAg with the id_ ot an alilPUD8Dt that ran .0000 .... y to the east ot 

the orig1Dal proposal., eventually decided to re.ubJl1 t the line that had 

(2) 
been rejected in 1838, tor the .e.slon ot 1843. (Pig.1S) Betore dep08it-

ing the tina 1 plan. the _gineer, I.E. BruneI, di.cu •• ed the al1snmeot .. ith 

the University ot Oxford .. ho • .rely suRe.ted that a Il1nor aa.dment should 

be made iD the vicinity ot th. town and proad.ed that they .. ould otfer no 

(3) 
oppo.ition prov1ding certain condition. were .et. The University a.ted 

that the liDe should approach the town on the .... t e1de (4) and that '. • • 

the station ••• in Oxford be. .0 .ituate a. not to interfere .. ith the 

orD&aeotal property ot any ot the colleae.'. (S) The line was authori.ed 

in 1843, (6) the Univeraity having accepted that the ca.e tor railway. was 

now proven. 

One ot the lIO.t notable features ot railway prolDOtion ot the early 

1840. was the parochial nature of the coqlaD.ie. created at thl. tlme, 

largely .t.-1D, :fro. the :fact that the _jor railway cOIIpuie. were die-

incliDed to undertake any pro.,tion on their own account. This iuplled 

(1) BL EDell ot Year Papers 1838 Oxford and Great We.tern Union Railway: 

(2) B.T. MacDeraot: op.cit. vol.l p.S6 f4 July pp . 94- 100 

(3) HUlO 1I1D. ot Bvid. BL 1843 O. II G.W.U.Rly S April p.l~ 

(4) ibid. p.l02 

(S) ibid. p.l05 

(6) S.T. lIa~t: op.cit. vol.l P.S? 
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that a railway colIIPany that waa both locally pro.,ted and financed, for 

purely local objective., found that local support wa. a .. jor prerequi.ite 

tor the .ucce •• Of their .ch.... Thi. was .,.t ... ily achieved by the 

application of thoae principle. of initial avoidanoe of e.tate. and of 

negotiation with tbe landowner. on the proposed route, fir.t formulated 

during the l830s. 

A. a result ot a .eeting held at BodJlin in the October ot 1840 a 

Coaa1 ttee was created to promote a railway to run trOll Bxeter aouth-westwards 

into Cornwall. They appointed Captain Uooreoa a. their -aineer and he 

surveyed a line during the winter ot that y-.r. In the spring of 1841 

pllUl. ot the propo.ed railway were depoai ted locally, the eo..1 ttee having 

decided that an opportunity should 

be afforded to the landowner. and other. interested to exall1ne 

the line and a.certain it. gceral character. PrOIa this 

.. m,natiOD it was hoped that the encineer and the Co.tttee 

would derive much valuable 1q1ormatiOD respecting such deviat10ns 

frOll the original plans as II1lbt be required to .. et local view. 

(1) 
and obviate object1cm •• 

Mooreoa continued to survey po •• ible routes during the au ... r and 

pre.cted a aecond report to the eo.ttt .. in the Novellber of 1841. Be 

wa. critical of the proposal for a • eouthern' line fro. Xxeter to Plymouth 

ad Palaouth. and araued that it would prOYe illlPracticable because it would 

bave to croas all the _in strea.. and aiDor ridaes in such a way as to 

involve the construct1cm of very 8XPc.ive worb. Re aaid that further 

objection. a180 exi.t to 801M extent, both ••• in Devon, and 

(1) Devon and Cornwall Bailway: Report of the Co..ttt •• (21 October 

1840): To inquire into tbe practicab1lity of construct1Da a 

railway throuah 'the Coaty of Cornwall: Truro (1841) pp.3-4 



alao in Cornwall, along any southern line in rellPect of valuable 

and ornamental property, which could hardly be avoided without 

(1) 
running into still greater difficulties. 

Moorsom's idea. pertaining to alignment are highly indicative of the 

signiticance attached to the avoidance of parks and estatel at that time. 

In tact, the a8Ccmd report implied that it was ano_tic that auch aVOidance 

ehould occur. 

Moorsom further pointed out that the Cornwall Railway waa extremely 

short ot capital. He argued that as the landowners would be the greateat 

beneficiaries from the construction of the railway he hoped that they would 

ofter their land at agricultural prices, or even as a gitt. He felt that 

the deaonstraticm of strong local support was ot parlUlOunt illportance if 

the cOJll)any were to gain the c~idel1ce of strangers who would iDvest iD 

the line. (2) bpl1cit within this argwaent wa. the suggestion that the 

local support ehould not be cOJlpromised by an antalonisUc alignment. 

Similarly, iD East ~glia, the landowners played a decisive role in 

the choice ot the alilDMJlt of the railway between Norwich and Yarmouth. 

The cOIIIP&DY had bee formed in 1841 becaUse the citizens of Norwich had 

concluded that there was little likelihood ot the Eastern Countie. Railway 

ever constructing the railway, liDld.Dg their city and Yarmouth, which had 

(3) 
been authorised iD 1838. In January 1841 George and Robert Stephenson 

were appo1nted as eng1neers and their alignment, aa authorised in 1842, 

showed a marked contrast with that of 1838 1n that the later liDe strongly 

reflected the local origins of the c~y, whereas the earlier route 

retlected regional, if not national, objectives. (F1g.23) 

(1) Second Report of Capta1n Moorsoll: (22 Noveaber 1841) London p.27 

(2) ibid. p.32 

(3) G.C. Allen: The Great sa,tern Railway! (1987) p.2l 
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The Stephensons had undertaken cOIIIprehensive negotiatiOl1s with the 

local landowners who, whilst warmly support1l1g the 11ne, requested that 

the railway be al1ped 111 such a 88DJler as to radically improve the drainage 

(1) 
of the region. In addition the engilleers had iq)lelDellted thelr own 

(2) 
engilleer1Dg princlples, as propounded in 1831, and had argued that the 

line they had chosen was preferable to that ot 1836 becauae 1 t ' ••• would 

lJltertere with IIlUch less valuable property'. (3) 

The warm support ot the landowners at the Yare valley lllustra tea an 

attltUde that becaae increaslngly common during the early 1840s. Landed 

soclety began to percelve the rallway as no more than a signiticant con-

trlbutlon to the general lmproveaent of agrlculture, eo keenly pursued at 

thls tiae, and lts advent was therefore to be encouraged. (4) This teellng 

was also noted by a Bouse ot Common. Select Committee ot 1844 who remarked 

that the railways were meet1Dg with '. • • greatl:y lncreased favour and 

support • • • froll the owners ot landed propert:y in the distrlcts through 

(6) 
whlch they pas. t • 

Both the East Angllm and Oxford schemes had thelr origins in the 

l830s 1na8llUch aa thelr aligDJIeDta had already been discussed before 

ParllameDtary Select Committe.s during that decade and these alignments 

were then uaed as the baaia for the routes eVeDtually authorised in the 

earl:y 18408. Thus trul:y cont.-porary eDgineering opinion relative to 

allgnaent and landed estate .. was revealed in the philosophies of the 

.gineer of the Cornwall Railway. Aa this ach...., caM to nothing, it 

(1) BIBO 1I1J1. of Bvid. He 1842 vol.12 Yarmouth and Norwich Rly 19 Aprll 

pp.l30, 162 

(2) see above p. 100 

(3) BLRO 1I1J1. of Bvid. He 1842 vol.12 Yaraouth and Norwich Rl,. 19 April p.l76 

(4) D. Spring: Th. ,,11sb landed Estate in the Nineteenth Ceaturx: 

Ita Administratlon: (1963) pp.47, 71 

(6) J.R. Kellett: (1969) op.c1t. p.4 
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was with the authorisation ot the Bli ... orth and Peterborough Railway, in 

1843, that these principles were realiaed in practice. The alignment ot 

this railway encapsulated the experience ot the l830s in ita ahalleless 

application ot the criteria ot initial avoidance and negotiation. 

The basic idea tor the railway steaDed trom the Stephensons' work on 

the Norwich and Yarmouth Railway during 1841. They realised that the 

East Mic:llands and Northern Bast Anglia were in need ot railway tacilities 

and theretore encouraged the prollOtion of a railway leaving the London and 

Birm1nghaa _in line at BlilWorth and running north-eastwards through the 

Nene valley to Peterborough. However, when it caae to the detailed align-

m_t the eagineers, Robert Stephenson and a.p. Bidder, tound that the valley 

was occupied by a considerable number of estates &Ad parks. 

Leaving the _in line the tirst problema arOse i_diatel,. to the 

south ot Northa..,ton where it was 1n1t1ally intended to align the railway 

along the southern bank ot the River NeDe, through the northern edie of 

the park of Delapre Abbey. (Pig.24) The owner ot the estate, General 

Bouverie, augested that the railway should be relocated on the northern 

bank ot the River. Both the railway COJIt)any and the Mayor ot the town 

argued that Bouverie's al1pment would cause considerable ditticulties in 

the location ot the .tation a. the only teaaible site would prove too 

crallped, : the approach road. were inadequate, &Ad that such a deviation 

(1) 
would cost an extra 2~,OOO to 260,000. The engineer then ottered 

Bouverie any alipaent he eared tor, 80 long as it was on the southern 

bank ot the river, and an agre8lDeDt was eventually reached in Parliammt 

that the liDe originally aubaitted by the railway cOqJaDy, would be altered 

(1) HLRO Min. ot £Vid. HI. 1843 vol.2 BlillWOrth and Peterborough RI;y 

20 JUDe pp.215-8, HLaO Min, ot £Vid. BC 1843 vol.16 B. " p. Rly 

20 March p. 209 



o 2 , 

mil e s 

Ca ~ tl e 

Blisworth and Peterborough 

Railwa y 1843 

Pa rk 

3 

Fi Q. 24 

• Well ing b oro ugh 



(1) 
so as to run SOM leo yards further to the north. 
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To the 1Jaed1ate south-ea.-t of NorthallPton, at Boughton, the railway 

(2) 
was realigned further fro. the Nee to meet the wishes of Lord Aboyne. 

SolIe ailes to the north, at 'I'hrapston, the aligDlMmt had been chosen with 

respect to the Wishes of the Duke of Dorset and Lord Boston, in order to 

(3) 
a1Diaise daaage to their fields. 

A. _jor deviaticm occurred at Lilford, to the south of CuDdle. Lilford 

Hall was situated OD the _stern bank of the river an~ the owner of the 

property had created BODle onumental gardens on the oppos1 te bank. 

Stephenson said '. • • on exam ninl the valley originall,., I found the 

situation of the house [Lilford Hall] was such that it would be inapplicable 

to keep the line in the valley, therefore a deviation was _de'. (4) This 

d.via tion was to be 8OJI8 four 1I11es in leogth and run one aDd ODe half 

(6) 
mles to the .. at of the houae, aad waa expected to cost an extra 225,000. 

However, in avoiding Lilford, the railway interfered with the village of 

Barnwell and Barnwell caatle, property of Lord Mozatagu. Stephenson pointed 

out that as the castle was unoccupied it would therefore autfer lesa mu.ge 

(6) 
than Lilford, but his asaistant, Bidder, conceded that Barnwell was ' ••• 

exceedingly beautiful t . aDd the railway cOJl)&ny would therefore d.via te the 

(7) 
line as far as possible froa the village. 

To the north of Oundle, at Blton, the railway had been aligned to lIleet 

the wiabes of Lord car,.atord, the owner of Elton Hall. and was thus kept 

(1) HLRO Min. of bid. HL 1843 vol.2 B. " P, Rly 20 June pp.219-220 

(This aaeodlMmt of leo yards was possible because the one landowner 

owned all the land involved) 

(a) HLRO Min. of Ivid. HC 1843 vol.16 B. " Po Rly 23 March pp.1M, 165 

(3) ibid. pp.69-70 

(4) HLBO M1n. of BYid. HL 1843 B, " P. Rly 20 June p.222 

US) HLRO Min. of Ivid. BL 1843 vol.a B. " p. Rly 16 June pp.6o-3 

(6) id_ 20 June p.223 

(7) HLRO MiD. of Ivid BC 1843 vol.16 B •• Po aly 23 March pp.87-8 
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on the western bank of the river, the Hall being hidden behind some plant­

(1) 
ationa on the eaat bank. F1Bally, approaching Peterborough 1 taeU. the 

railway still alisned adjacent to the River Nene, Barl Fitzwilliam of Milton 

Park sugge.ted that the line should avoid the Allwalton ..... dowa. which lay 

on the .outh bank of the river. The railway company agreed ... rely to 

deviate within the Parl1a.entar7 limit. and said they would meet the Wiahea 

(2) 
of the Barl, if at all po •• ible. Emboldened by his .ueceas the Earl 

sugge.ted further deviatiODs, one of which waa ' ••• to clear a certain 

fox cover that would have _de a very great detour in the line' (3) and alao 

a direct line betw •• Elton and P.terborough el1l11nating the curve toward 

Stallford. Both of th.a. were rejected by the railway cOllpany. 

ThU., in detail, Virtually the whole railway wa. alisned to meet the 

wiabea of the landowner •• Eatate. were avoided wherever poaaible but if 

thia proved 1q)racticable, a. at Delapre, a 'practical' lin., i.e. one that 

waa not too exp.aiv. for the pro-.tera but would 1I1ni1l1ae ~ge to the 

eatate, waa conceded by the railway engineer.. One of the _jor difficultiea 

of deviating to avoid an estate i. well illustrated b7 the a.endmeDt of the 

line near Lllford. In avoiding the hou.e and grounda the railway cOJll)any 

found th8118elve. _.oared by another eatate, and were thus forced to alter 

their ali~t ODce acain, in order to placat. the landoWner. 

The period of relative cala _ded in lat. 1843 and the following year 

.. W a cODsiderab1e incr.... in the Id.leage of 11 .. railway authori.ed by 

Parli .... t. Thia increaae rapidly developed into a sharp burat of 

sPeculative fev.r, laating frOll 1845 to 1848, which has beco .. known aa 

the Railway Mania. 

(1) ibid. pp.7o-1 

(2) ibid. p.80 

(3) ibid. pp.81-2 

In 1848 alone aOIlle 8ltS plans were depoa1 ted for the 
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conatructlcm of 20,887 II1le8 of new rallway - a II1l_ge e1a1lar in extent 

(1) 
to that ot the ulU_te Bogliah rallway network. Brunel felt that the 

(2) 
whole rallway world had gone completely mad and, to qulte a large extent, 

the general publlc, certainly the investing public, shared in this madness, (3) 

(4) 
and the phenoJlellon ot the railway was widely discussed. Thus the sheer 

nUJRber ot seh_es allied to this acute public intere.t ensured that tew, it 

any, persOll in a pod tion ot influence could lack an opinion as to the 

benefits, or otherwise, of the cOming ot the railway. 

The landoWner i __ ediately a.sumed a position ot no small importance: 

tor a tll1e the country gentl.-n stood aghast and aloof; but 

the railway solicitor found hi. out, and whispered hi. i~ortance 

in his ear. Be could do something in support of a sche .. , but 

his opposl tiOll could entirely destroy it, if he could b ut sub­

stantiate those terrible words °residential injury!(5) 

The Bouse of Lords were quick to reali.e the implication. of the boom 

in railway promotion and as early as 1845 had convened a Select Committee 

to determine ' ••• the practicability and the expediency of establishing 

sOlie principles of cOlllpensation to be _de to the owners of real property 

whose lands etc. ..y be ca.pulsorily taken for the construction of public 

(1) F. Clifford: op.cit. vol.l p.88 

(2) C. Hadfield: Atmo!pheric Railways: A Victorian Venture in Silent 

speed: (1987) p.73 

(3) see for exuple (W.E. Aytoun) 1Iow we got up the GleZUlUtehld.n Railway, 

and how We lOt out of it' Blackwood. vol.58 no.180(October l845)PP. 

453-66 

(4) Ia B. Disrael1: Sybil (1845) set during the mania, a dinner party 

i_ediately discu.sed the railways, illl'lying that the topic was to 

the forefront of attention in those circles pp.117-9 

(5) L.U. Ruegg: The History of a Railway: (1878) p .20 (The author 

further pOinted out that Sir William Tite, a noted architect of the 

period, defined a '.-11 residential injury as aillply the sound of a 

whistle') 
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railways·.(l) The Com.dttee had concluded that it was impossible to ' ••• 

establish any fixed rate upon which damage arising froa severance and other 

(2) 
injuries to property can be aaseaaed and coq,enaated'. This allowed 

the landowners and the railway companies to persist w1th their system of 

negotiation baaed cOlIPletely on the Jleri ts of each individual case. The 

Committee suggested that not lesa than ~ of the original value of the 

land ahould be giveD in cOlllpeDsation for the cOlllpulsion alone and that 

(3) 
.everance and ~ge "ere to be further cone1deratiCllls. They further 

.tated: 

public advantage may require all theae private considerations to 

be sacrificed but aa it is the only ground upon which a Man can 

justly be deprived of his property and enjoyments. ao. in the 

case of railway., though the public may be considered ultimately 

the gainers, the illllled1ate .,tive to their construction is the 

interest of speculators who have no right to cOlllplain of being 

obliged to purchase, at a aOlleWhat high rate, the _ana of carrying 

(4) 
on their lIP8CulatiOll. 

The witnesses that appeared before the Co.u ttee were drawn largely 

fro. the ranD of thoae ~loy.d by the railway companiea and their evidence 

throw. valuable light onto the I18thod. of negotiation practis ed at that 

time. ~ of the witnesses admitted that bribery of influential 1andownera 

(1) BL Se.sional Papers 184& vol.18 "The practicability and the 

expediency of e.tablishing .aae principles of compensation to be 

_de to the owner. of real property who.e lands etc •• y be com­

pulsorily taken for the CODstruction of public railways; and a1ao 

further to tab into consideration the question of aeverance and that 

of injury ~o residencea". 

(2) ibid. P.S 

(3) ibid. P.S 

(4) ibid. p.3, • 8iJld.lar argument was put forward by •• K. AytOUD in l8~1 

aee above P. 109 
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usually occurred before the line came to Parliallellt, and J. Duncan argued 

that the aJllC)tmt of cODlPensation did vary according to the ' ••• weight of 

his opposition and influence'. (1) This was compl_ented by the evidence 

of J. Clutton, who stated that t ••• only parties who have so .. in:Uuence 

in opposing railway companies • • • are settled wi tb before the passing of 

the bill,.(2) However the vast majority of the evidence was concerned with 

financial practices; IDOdes of evaluating land, aad the estimation of costs 

re.ul t1ng from t dB_ge' • 

The eo.a1ttee was of illlPortance in that it interred that landowners 

were iD need of a fo~l structure of protectica apinst the incursions of 

the railway cogpanies. The.are existence at the Comadtte. would have 

been effective in that knowledae of railway practice and procedure would 

bave becoae widely available at a tiM when many landowners were dealing 

with railway cOllllPlUlies, in earnest, for the very first tiM. 

During the ~ia itself landed attitudes toward the railway became even 

Imre contused than they had been at the ead at the l830s. Ward has shown 

that nuaerous members of the landed SOCiety of the Weat Riding invested 

quite heavily in the railway coJlt)anies during this decade, and a number of 

individuals actually served on the Provisional Co.m1ttees. He concluded 

that the available avideDce iJadicated the landed caotributiCll1, iJa terms of 

(3) 
:inVestment and managelMDt, was cOl1siderable. 

J. Francis felt that the radical change of attitude on the part of the 

landOWners since the 1830s had occurreci from the basest of .atives, that of 

(4) 
greed. Disraeli took an equally cynical stance and when Lord de Mowbray 

(1) ibid. p.1 (Q.54) 

(2) ibid. p.l5 (Q.140) 

(3) J. T. Ward: W •• t Rid1ng Landowner. and the Bail .. y.; Journal of Transport 

History vol.4 no.4 (Noveaber 1960) pp.242-5l 

(4) J. Francis: op.cit. vol.2 p.lll, see also H. Dyes and D. Aldcroft: 

op.cit. p.l28 ' ••• the towering opposition of the threatened property 

interests were tend1ng to dissolve into taCit, w.ll greased alliance' 
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exPre8sed some surprise to the news that Lord Marney had consented to the 

passage of a railway through his estate, Lady Marney re,plied that her husband 

had not consented t ••• until the compensation was aettled • • • George 

never opposea thea after that. He gave up all opposition to the Marham 

L:lne when they agreed to his terma'. (1) 

Greed peraeated both C&lIpa and the railway promoters have been heavily 

criticised for their brutal, insensitive attitudes. Aytotm wri tinS in 

1847, after the worst excesses ot the mania had occurred, concluded ironic-

ally, 'e • e we have been taught a new le8sOD with regard to the sacredness 

of rights and property; and the sooner those antiquated hered1tary notions 

are kicked out of the minds ot the landowners, the better,.(2) The same 

author.in hi8 savage attack on the railway interest in 1851, argued that 

the railway prOllOtera thought that all land '. • • DO _tter of what kind 

_ is to be eatimated according to the amount ot its yearly return and 

handed over without further question,.(3) At a public meeting at Sherborne, 

held in March 1848, & Mr. Rutter' ••• reminded them [the landowners] that 

they were living in 1846 when many noblemen were required to be reminded 

that their intereats and cODveniences muat give way to the intereats of 

the public'. (4) 

R. Ritchie, writing in 1846, was more conciliatory toward the landed 

interest. In discuasing railway construction he argued that, ideally, a 

railway should be as straight and a8 level as po.sible. 'It need hardly 

(1) B. Diaraeli: op.clt. p.117, sea also p.l44 'Railways are very good 

thing8 with high cOlIPenaation' and p.369 in discusaing the 'Cut and 

Come Again Branch line;' they have refused lie my coq>enaatlon and I 

am not going to haye my estate cut up into ribbons without coq:lenaatlon' 

(2) (W.E. A.ytoun) t.tter trom a railway wltnesa in London: Blackwoods 

vol.62 no.181(JulY 1847) pp.88-70 

(3) W.E. Aytoun: (1851) loc.cit. p.746 

(4) L.B. Ruegg: op.c1t. pp.l3-4 
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be observed, however' he wrote 'that in several cases it is iJllpossible to 

(1) 
avoid a curvilinear route, as in approaching doaainst, i~lying that 

avoidance ot estates was a tactor that had to be tolerated in the alignment 

ot any railway. 

Although the landed attitudes became les. hostile during this decade 

this is not to suagest that they ceased to oppose railways altogether. 

The arrogance ot .ny ot the prOl*)ters, allied to the tact that a railway 

~ cause a certain amount ot daEge no _tter Where it was located,ensured 

that their dislike did not coq,letely disappear. Lord Brougham, who had 

sut:tered at the hands ot the lancas'fer and Carlisle .Railway, argued in a 

Bouse ot Lords debate ot 20 May 184<6 t ••• that these railway projects 

asSUJDed the most unprecedented and alarming powers ot intertering with 

private property and the rights ot individuals' and, although uti11sing aome 

re_rJEable hyperbole, he then articulated the tears that haunted many ot the 

landowners at this time 

it was no light _tter • • • to have one ot these railways tormed 

near one's private residence - to be driveD trom one' a home - to 

tind it impossible to remain in a place Where they and the1r 

ancestors had resided tor perhaps 800 or 900 years - in consequence 

ot a railway being tormed near them. To this they were exposed 

by the 1ntri8Uea ot attornies, land-JIe&surera, land-surveyors, 

and land jobbers, who, under pretence o:t consulting the public 

good, were pursuing their private interest - and it they could 

trench upon your gardella, your pleasure grounds, or your WOOds, 

without control what was to prevent them trom driving a Railway 

through your hall or • • • sitting rOOll. (2) 

(1) R. Ritchie: Railways: Their Ri", Progress, and Construction (1846) 

pp.125-8 

(2) Hansard 3rd serie. 1844 Bouse ot Lords 20 May col.. 1297-99 
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He concluded: 

He would not allow himself to be tral!Ppled on by a railway cOJll)any, 

(1) 
merely because the,y had large sums of mone.y at their disposal. 

Despite his fears Lord Brougham bad 'ultimately yielded' to the railway 

coapany: 'he sacriticed his private convenience to the public goOd,.(2) 

1844 saw the grounds of landed opPoBition restricted by a ruling ot 

the House ot Lords Select Comm1 ttee reviewing the evidence ot the Eastern 

Union Railway Bill. A rival cOlllpany, the Eastern Counties Railway, had 

appealed to the Coaaittee that the landolmers at the locality through which 

both liDes were intended to run, tar preferred their alianment and theretore 

the Eastern Union liDe should be rejected. 'lbe CoDllld. ttee upheld a ruling 

_de by the Leeds and Bradford CoDDittee ot the same year, that had stated 

a landowner could otter opposition for no other rea.an than the protection 

of hiB private interests. The Eastern Union Co..tttee added that a land-

owner could only oppose a line ot railway it his property was seriously 

aftected.(3) 

The railway cOlllpanies theJl8elves found their treedom ot action 

seriously 1IIIpaired in that the sheer number ot schemes prolllOted to serve 

anyone area at anyone time (occasionally there were as any as three or 

tour cOlllpanies contesting the same piece ot country ct. western East Anglia, 

and the lower Thames Valley), severely lim ted any large seale tlexibil1 ty 

in aligDlWlDt. This is in arked contrast to the latitude available to 

(4) 
the engineers ot the previous decade. 

Deapi te this there were iDstances ot large seale realigDIDeDt to 

(1) ibid. 

(2) ibid. 

(3) HLRO MiD. of Evid. Be vol.8 Eastern Union Rly 8 May pp.2-l7, 

BL 1844 vol.6 Eastern Uniao Rly 5 July pp.1-6 

(4) Bee above, discusdon ot London and Dover Railway p. 1 2 6 
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placate landed host1lity. In it •• ilplest tOl'll the lanca'lIhire Yorkshire 

and North Eastern Railway ot 1846 was intended to run from Sld.pton, through 

lfhartedale, to Wetherby, and thence to York. (1) However that section of 

line between Arlington (where the L. Y. &5 N .E. Rly cro •• ed the Leeds and 

Thirsk Rallway) and York was stroagly opposed by IIOJae influential landowners, 

notably Lord Harewood. The enpneer, Alfred Gee, conceded that' ••• we 

went six III1les through hls property and he objected very strongly to 1 t -

I think that was the reason why that portion of the line was given UP'. (2) 

He 'Went on to uptain that as the Ea.t and West Yortshire Railway, whlch was 

to run between Iilaresborough and York, had been ali8Jled to the .. tistaction 

of the landowners, his coupany had decided to abandon their line and make 

(3) 
use ot the alternative. 

The Syston and Peterborough line, from Leicester via Stamford to 

Peterborough, was real18Jled under adD11ar circwutances. The railway was 

rapidly promoted late in 1844 by George Hudson, chainan of the newly created 

Midland Railway colIIPany, who willhed to preveot the London and York Railway 

(4) 
trOll capturing the East Midlands. The origiDal idea was that the line 

should leave the erstwhile Midland Counties Railway to the illlllediate north 

at Leicester, at Syeton, and run east-south-eastwards via Twyford, OWston, 

and Manton; and thus to Stamford, to terminate at Peterborough. (Flg.25) 

The engineers were George and Robert Stephenson. 

George Stephenson agreed that he had initially suggested this line: 

Q. Did you never yourself, 'With your own mouth, to propose a 

line via Twyford, Manton and so to Stamford that way? 

(1) HLRO 1Iin. o'f Bvid. He 1846 vo1.68 lancashire, Yorkshire and North 

Eastern Rly 19 May pp .25, 59 

(2) idem 21 May p.l1 

(3) ibid. pp.72-4 

(4) J. Slmmons: 'Railways': in Victoria County History ot Leicester8hire 

vol.3 (1955) p.117 
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Stepheneon: I did and have explained fully why I gave it up ~l) 

Bis assistant engineer, Charles Liddell, further explained why this line 

had been abandoned: 

Q. • •• (is there) any en;1neering dUficulty which interfered 

with the making of the line by Twyford? 

Liddell: There is a very heavy t\DUlel at OWston and very bad 

materials. 

Q. Was that the reason the liDe was abandoned? 

Liddell: Partially - I believe that, together with the d •• ire 

to aCCOlllDOda t. Mel ton • 
(2) 

• • 

Bis chairJI8D, George Hudson, gave a somewhat different version: 

It was iD consequence of a deputation consisting of Mr. Oreen, 

the Master of the Quom Hounda, and 14 or 15 other gentlemen 

connected with the diatrict, .. i tiDg on me and briDging with 

them a statement of the population aa showing lie that the liDe, 

by diverging towards Melton, would accOJmDOdate a much larger 

population thaD by the route originally proposed and also on 

a representation of 1Ir. Stephenson that the Twyford line 

would involve a tunnel of a llile and a half, at all events 

(3) 
three quarters of a mle. 

Be further argued that the huntsmen had not objected per se but had 

merely suggested that the Meltoo line would prove more lucrative. 

Stephenson, howeVer, atteJlll)ted to deny the hunting influence: 

Q. Had you not had sOile cOJll)laints from the foxhunters before 

(1) BLRO Min. of £Vid. He l845 vO'l.64 Syaton and Peterborough Rly 

23 April p .193 

(2) HLRO Min. of £Vid. HI. 1845 vol.2 S. " P. Rly 20 JUDe PP.25-6. aee 

also He l845 vol.64 S •• p. Rly 23 April p.240 (lbld. p.lOO 

describea the 'bad _terlals' aa the same strata as at lt1lsby) 

(3) HLRO Min. of £Vid. m. 1845 S. " P. Rly 20 June p.52 
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you altered your plan? 

G. Stephensan: I do not know that I had but I dare say there 

were, I wlll grant that there was a large deputatlon. 

Q. As to cutting up the hunting country? 

G. Stephenson: I never think about the hunting country. I 

want the best line. • • • 

Q. You know that was an objectlon made, do not you? 

(1) 
G. Stephenson: It might have been but not to ae 

177 

However Robert Stephenson suggested that the deciaion to amend the 

alignment was taken by the dlrectors of the railway coupany. 'Q. I believe 

the d1rectors generally determine what shall be the line do not they, after 

(2) 
having had the views ot the engineers? R. Stephenson: Yes'. In fact, 

as late as the October of 1844 the elder Stephenson had stated at a public 

meeting at Stamford that he far preferred the 'direct' line via Twyford, and 

Robert Stephenson also felt that his father believed the 'direct' line to be 

(3) 
the best, despite the necessity of a tunnel. 

However, the railway!!.! realigned northward v1a MeltOll Mowbray and, as 

a result, ran into great d1fficulty in attempting to c1rcumacrlbe Stapletord 

(4) 
Park, property of Lord Barborough. Perhaps the IIIOSt interesting p01nt 

stems from the s\1iiestiOll ot the Quom that the northern line would prove 

more profitable for the ra1lway company in that they oftered a posltlve 

contribut1on to the debate rather than purely negat1ve oppos1tion. The 

Master ot the Quom, Mr. Green, who had only been in office aince 1841, was 

atteJlPtlng to revive the fortunes of the Hunt and it was generally agreed 

(1) HLRO~. of Evld. He 1845 vol.64 S. Be p. R1y 23 April p.194, (HL 1845 

vo1.2 S. Be P. Rly 20 June p.26 Liddell agreed that there had been 

strong toxbunting pressure againat the 'direct'line.) 

(2) ibid. p.256 

(3) ibid. p.238 

(4) aee below p. 214 

. ' 
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that he was both a tine hunt8llBll and an excepticoal organiser. (1) The 

historian ot the Quom haa merely auggested that the Mel ton line followed 

the t ••• old natural barriers of the rivers fairly closely'. (2) A 

combination ot tactors would appear to have dictated this realignment but 

it would appear that without the initial, and perhaps continuous, pressure 

trom the Quom, the deviat~on would never have been considered. 

A large scale realignment alao occurred in the Derbyshire Peek district. 

In this instance the extent ot the deviation waa dictated by the availability 

of teasible routeways through the highland and caused one of the moat con-

siderable amendments ot the decade. The line in question waa that between 

Manchester and Derby, the Manchester Buxton Matlock and Midland Junction 

Railway. 

A a::heme had been proposed for the seas ion of ' l844, this being tor a 
I 

railway to run troll Stockport to Buxton, but this tailed on Standing 

Orders. (3) The idea lapsed until the early months ot l84~ when it was 

revived as a cOqlany int8llded to link stockport with Aaberpte, on the old 

(4) 
North Midland Railway _in line, via Buxton. lDrd George Cav8lldi8h 

became chairman of the company and George Stephenson was appointed as 

(5) 
engineer, with Joaeph Paxton, agent to the Duke ot Devonshire, also a 

member ot the directorate. 
(6) 

The physical topography of the region completely dominated the choice 

ot possible routes. To the north of Ambergate lay the Derwent valley 

which bifurcates at &owsley with Haddon Hall atraddling the western valley, 

the River .ye, and Chatsworth Ball commanding the northern valley of the 

(1) C.D.B. Ellis: Leicestershire and the Quorn Bun, (1951) pp.7Q-7 

(2) ibid. p.94, see below p. 214 

(3) HLRO Min. ot Evid. HC 1880 vol.a? Midland Rly 23 February p.4 

(4) B.G. Lewin: (1936) op.cit. p.180 

(5) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1860 vol.a? Midland Rly 23 February p.4 

(6) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1847 vol.69 M.B.I4 ... M.J. Rly 5 May p.66 
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Derwent. It was the Wye valley that led directly to Bakewell and Buxton, 

and apart from these two valleys the region was so lDOuntainoulI and lack1.ng 

in traffic that there was little likelihood of any alternative route being 

entertained. 

Stephenson originally decided that the line was to run along the 

southern bank of the River Wye, in front of Haddon Hall and was to be in 

a shallow tunnel; it would thea follow a 'low-level' alipmeat through 

(1) 
Bakewell before continuing along the valley to Buxton. (Fig.26) However 

the Duke of Rutland, the owner of Haddon Hall was distinctly uneathusiasUc 

about the idea of a 'low-level' line and bad made it clear that he ' ••• 

disliked a line dawn the valley at all', (2) and had told Stephenson 110.(3) 

In addition the town of Bakswe11 had addressed a aemoria1 to his Grace the 

Duke of Rutland, denoting their opposition to the 'low-level' line in that 

they felt a higher line would caulle less cIa_ge, and would link with the 

proposed North Derbyshire Union Railway. They therefore pleaded with the 

(4) 
Duke to use his influence to have the railway realigned. The Duke 

replied on the 3 November 1845 agreeing with their arguments and added 

that' ••• it was a great consideration that Haddon should not be inter­

fered with'. (3) 

The autum of 1843 therefore .w the railway coapany in something of 

a quan~. Their original choice ot aligDllleDt waa threatened by powertu1 

interests and yet there was time available for realignment before any 

submssion was _de to Parliament (the tinal date for the deposition of 

(1) ibid. p.67 

(2) idem 6 May p.5, also idem 5 May p.S7 

(3) HLRO Min. ot Bvid. HI. 1847 vo1.S ... B .... " M.J. Rly 30 June p.95 

(4) BLRO Min. ot £Vid. He 1847 vo1.70 M.B.M. " ".J. R1y 7 May p.39, 

IIeIIIIor1a1 dated 27/10/43 aee alao ibid. PP.41-4, HI. 1847 vo1.8 

M.B.M. " M.J. R1y 30 JUDe P .98 

(5) HLRO MiD. of Bvld. He 1847 vo1.69 M.B .... " M.J. R1y 5 May p.67 
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plans being 30 November). The Duke ot Devonshire, owner ot Chatsworth 

, " Ball had suggested to Caveadish ••• I lmc!erstand you have great 

difticulty in getting the Bakewell valley - you are welcome to come through 

any part ot my park it you can COile through it in a tunnel .. ·.(l) Although 

the prollOtera ot the M.B.II. " II.J. Rly COIIIPany had considered this proposal 

(2) 
they telt that it waa lIpractlcable, at that tiM. 

The promoters were placed in turther ditticul ties aa their enginoor, 

George Stephenaon, had gone to Spain in the October ot 1840 to survey a 

(3) 
railway there. Thus, in an attempt to enaure the successtu1 Par1ia-

mentary passage ot their line, they agreed to deviate the railway some way 

to the north ot Haddon, 80 as to ra at a much higher level. This 

necessitated the construction ot a con8iderable tunnel and was agreed with 

(4) 
the Duke ot Rutland in the tirst weeks ot NovOilber. This high level 

line had beea suggested by Paxton during the aUJIIIDer ot 1845 and was cursorily 

(5) 
surveyed by Stepheason who had diaa1ssed it as being too expensive. 

Paxton was questioned on this decisicliu 

Q. In adopting this high level line woro you 1nt1ueacod by tho 

desire to avoid the opposition ot the Duke ot Rutland? 

v (6) 
Paxton: ~e8. 

The revised lino came before Parliament in 1846 with the cordial 

support ot the Duke ot Rutland (despite the otter trom a 'particular quarter' 

that any cost. incurred in opposing the M.B .... " M.J. Rly would be defrayed~7» 

(1) HLRO Min. ot Evid. BL 1847 vol.8 II.B.M. " II.J. Rly 29 Jae p.159 

(2) ibid. p.160 

(3) L.T.C. Ro1t: (1960) op.Cit. p.288 

(4) HLRO Min, ot Evid. HC 1847 vol.69 II.B.M. " M.J. Rly ~ May p.139 

(5) ibid. pp.97-104 

(6) ibid. p.7l 

(7) HLRO Min. ot Evid. HL 1847 vol.8 M.B.II. " N.J. Rly 30 Jae p.110 
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but with the railway coq>any's own engineer lmhappy with the alignment, 

stephenson disliked that t. , • part of the l1ne beh1nd Haddon - he con-

sidered it very bad and very treacherous ground and wished to divert the 

railway from that particular locality,.(l) 

Despite the authorisation of .the line 1n 1848 the sUJIIDer of that year 

saw the engineer surveying alternative routes away froll Haddon. The only 

feasible substitute was for a line via Chatsworth and at thi. juncture the 

Duke of Devonshire ade two rather rearkable atatell8Dta: Firstly that 

' ••• he cODsiders it of great public advantage and he alao felt, I think, 

that it wou1d be a very creditable thing to be a .. ociated with Mr. Stephenson 

in carrying a. ~line through Derbyahire,(2) and secondly that' ••• he said 

he was rilling, for a great public object, that a main line ahould be 

carried through Cbat8Worth Park but that he should Dot wish a branch line 

from Rowsley up the Derwent valley'.(S) 

Stephenaon the argued that had he known that the Chatsworth line was 

(4) 
available he would never have atteq,ted to take the line via BakMrell, 

whilst Paxton firmly den1ed that any 'tinancial arrangements' had been 

(5) 
made with the Duke of DevCilllshire. (In 1848 the Duke ot Devonshire 

stated that the original line via the Wye valley had been choaen in order 

not to bother hill.)(6) 

In the August of 1846 the Duke of Rutland, leaminl ot Stephenson t s 

intentions to aJlleDd the authorised liDe, wrote to the railway coapany 

.tating that he could not conaent to any idea of a deviation in the line 

(1) BLRO Min. ot Ev1d. He 1860 vol.37 J41dland aly 23 February p.8 

(2) BLRO Min. ot Ev1d. He 1847 vol.89 M.B.M. " IrI.J. Rly 6 May p,7l 

(Caveodi8h) 

(3) HLRO Min. of !Vid. BL 1847 vol.S M.B.Y. " N.J. aly 29 June p.l~3 

(4) ibid. p.19l 

(5) BLRO Min. of Evid. He 1847 vol.69 M.B.M. " M.J. Rly 5 May p.77 

(8) mao Min. ot Bvid. BL 1848 vol.9 M.B.M. " N,J. Rly 8 August p.13 
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because Bakewell would lose the railway facilities granted by an Act of 

(1) 
Parliament. Hi. Grace and the town of BakeWell therefore joined forcea 

to oppose the amended line - which now ran from Rowsley up the Derwent 

valley as far aa Baalow to turn westwards and rejoin the original line to 

the north west of Bakewell, near Headstcme. Their joint opposition failed 

in the House of CollllllOns but in the House of lords, where the debate raged 

over the viability of the tunnel, it was decided that the tunnel could be 

built and the deviation was therefore rejected.(2) 

The 8\UIIIIler of 1847 saw the railway COIIIpany no further forward. The 

promotersl then took the _jor atep of realigning the Whole railway between 

Stoc~ort and Rowsley. The railway .. de use of the Derweot valley as far 

as Batheraage, turning westwards through Edale and then tunnelling under 

the Pennines to Chinley. The coapany planned to construct a branch from 

Baslow to Bakewell and also a somewhat longer branch to Buxton. The Duke 

of Rutland was satisfied with the Bakewell branch, although the residents 

(3) 
of the town were not, and although the Buxton branch was rejected, 

Parliaaent authorised this drastic realignment. 

By the t1llle the company decided that they had a satisfactory alignment 

the financial climate waa so unfavourable that only the southern section, 

between Bowsley and Ambergate, was ever bUilt. The problems the railway 

company encountered stemmed largely from the power that a single landowner, 

in a strategic location, could exercise, although the deviations would never 

have been SO extensive had it not been for the mountainous nature of the 

area. It is of interest to see that as the railway company attempted to 

solve the problem of avoidance ot Haddon the distance they were prepared 

(1) HLRO Min. ot Evid. In. 1847 vol~8 M.B.II •• II.J. Rly 29 June p .166 

(2) idem 20-30 June, 1 July 

(3) HLRO 141n. ot Evid. He 1848 vol.20 M.D.M. & M.J. Rly 5 June p.l2l 



to deviate their line increased each year. The tact that the railway was 

perceived as a trunk line, to link t.Bnchester with the East Midlands, was 

ot considerable iq)ortance as it allowed this great tlexibility in location. 

Although the landed opposition was scarcely intransigent, and, it anyone, 

it was the railway cOlllpany who overreacted, the impact ot the opposition 

was total in that the line was never built at all at that time and the Wye 

(1) 
valley_ .:!lad to wait another twelve years before the scheme was revived. 

It is curious that the promoters ot the N.B.M. & M.J. Rly, in applying 

the principles ot initial avoidance, chose the wrong park to avoid, the 

owner ot Haddon proving antipathetic to the idea ot baving a railway in 

close proximity to his park, whereas the owner ot Chatporth was prepared 

to otter it qualit1ed support. The reorientation ot the promoters' 

attitudes resulted in considerable delay and contusion. This is all the 

more remarkable in that a similar instance occurred in Staftordshire with 

the a11gnment ot the _in line ot the North Staftordshire Railway between 

Stoke and Colwich Junction. 

1845 bad seen various lines proposed to serve the area but all had 

tailed largely as a result ot mutual recrlm1nation.(2) By 1846 the rival 

tactions had tormed an alliance and had tormulated coq,rehenaive plans tor 

the provision of railways tor the resion. ~e ot the lines was to run 

trOll stoke via Stone to the Trent Valley Railway at Colwich. The 

engineers had aligned the railway at Great Haywood in a considerable 

cutting in order to avoid iJll)inging upon Shugboroulh Park, property ot 

Lord Lichtield. During 1846 the railway cOJll)any discovered that Lord 

Lichtield was prepared to allow the line to pass through the perimeter ot 

his park, desPite the tact that this brought the line IIlch closer to the 

Ball, and in 1847 part ot the North Staftordshire DeViation Act incorporated 

(1) see below p. 284 

(2) H.G. Lewin: (1936) op.cit. pp.37-8 
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thls amendment. (1) Forsyth, the eagineer, felt that the two and one half 

mile devlation would save some 12 IDOIlths work, (2) 

In &Lst Anglla the initial avoidance only came to light as a result 

of the sale of an estate that the railway was intended to aVOid. In 1836 

a branch line had been proposed by the Eastern Counties Railway to run from 

their main line, near Ardleigh, to Harwich. Although the Eastern Counties 

Railway managed to reach Colchester the powers to construct the branch were 

never exercised. However, in 1844, both the Eastern Union Railway coq>any 

and the Eastern CoWltiea Railway prOlDOted a branch to serve the port. 

Joseph Locke, engineer to the Eastern Union Railway, proposed that the line 

should follow that suaested by Braithwaite in 1836, Bralthwalte being the 

engineer to the Eastern Countles Rallway at that time, (Flg.27) Whereas 

Braithwaite himself (still being the engineer to the Eastern Counties 

Railway), proposed that a line ahould be built SOlie way to the south of 

his route of the previous decade. Both bills failed in CoIllll1 ttee on the 

grounds of insufficient trafflc and it was suggested that the rivals should 

(3) 
get together to promote a satisfactory line. 

In 1844 Lord Rivers estate at K1stley, on the southern bank of the 

Stour estuary, was brokeD up and sold. When planning his alignment Locke 

had felt that utilisation of the south bank was iq:,088ible: 

Q. You gave that up as a hopeless course? 

wcke: I did • • • 

but with the sale of the estate it was obviously now .' .posslble to pass 

through that area that had cmce been the park '. , • hitherto regarded 8s 

(1) R. Christiansen and R. Miller: The North Staffordshire Railway (1971) 

(2) HLRO Yin, of Evid. Be 1847 vol,71 North Staffordshire Rly. 11 May ~O-.3 

pp.16-7 

(3) B.G. Lewin: (1936) op.cit. p,leo 

(4) HLRO Min. of Evid. He 1847 vol.3l Harwich Rlys 7 June p.17l 
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an insuperable obstacle,.(l) 

Thus, in 1845, when the bills reappeared before Parliament, Locke 

had preferred an alignment that hugaed the shoreline, whilst Braithwaite 

remained wedded to his BOutherly line'. Both failed on Standing Orders. (2) 

In 1846 14cke refined his Yann1Dgtree, mstley and Harwich line whilst 

Braithwaite decided to revert to his alignment of 1836. This time both 

proposals were rejected 00 the rather tenuous ground that too many bills 

had been passed that sessioo(3) and it wasn't Wltil 1847 tha:t Locke's line 

was authorised. (4) 

The alignment of this branch seems to imply that certain areas Were 

still regarded as inviolable where credible alternatives existed. Thus 

the removal of this barrier offered a cheaper and easier routoway but one 

that could never have been considered had it remained as a park. 

A refinement of the idea of initial avoidance was the subll1ssion of 

plans of a proposed railway to the landowner whose property was to be 

interfered with, in the ellPectatioo that he would then offer his suggestions 

as to the desired route. In the autWlll of 1845 it was the Jockey Club 

who were approached with reference to a proposed line in the vicinity of 

Newmarket~ 

The prCJlDOters of the railway intended to construct a line from 

Chesterford via Six Mile Botto. to tel'lD1nate at N8W118rket; they also 

proposed to build a branch from Six Mile Bottom to Cambridge. (5) However 

a nUJDber of companies were interested in serving this area and, in order 

to gain a considerable advantage over their rivals, the promoters of the 

(1) B.G. Lewin: (1936) ap.cit. p.l60 

(2) ibid. pp.160-1 

(3) ibid~ p.16l 

(4) ibid. p.306, BLRO Min. of Evid. He 1841 vol.3l Harwich Rlys 1 June p.4l 

(5) B.G. Lewin: (1936) op.cit. pp.16l-2 



Newmarket and Chesterford Railway approached the Jockey Club, in an 

attempt to gain their support by acceding to any viable alignment that 

the Club might choose. The Steward of the Club, Lt. Colonel Anson, spoke 

in evidence: 

Q. I believe they, before finally determining that line, submitted 

their line to the Jockey Club tor its approbation? 

Ansoo: Yes. 

Q. And the Jockey Club _de suggestions with respect to the 

mode in which the line should be laid doWn? 

AnSOl1: Yes, they did. 
(1) 

The Jockey Club bad not only determined the alip.ment but had also chosen 

the locatioo of the station. (2) 

During the S1lDID8r of 18.6 it was proposed to exteod the railway 

northWard from Newarket toward Ely and eastward toward Bury St. Edmunds. 

<Dce more there was CODsiderable rivalry and again the Newmarket and 

Chestertord Railway cOllll>8DY had great need ot the Jockey Club's support. 

The major problem st~ tro. intertereoce with the Exercise GrolU1d, 

which lay to the illlllled1ate north-east at Newmarket, (Fig.28) and the 

railway company therefore asked the Jockey Club to select the route they 

telt would cause the least amount of damage. Lt. ColOilel Anson, the 

Duke of Rutland, and Lord Exeter bad ridden out one day in late 8UIIIIler 

1846 and bad chosen the aliSDJII8Dt which calle before Parliament, and was 

(3) 
authorised by thea, in l847. 

The railway engineer said that the Club bad demanded certain pre-

cautions - a 1,639 yar.d long tunnel under the Exercise GrOlmd, and a high 

(1) HLRO Min, of Bvid, HC 1847 vol.37 Newmarket and Chelltertord Rly 

22 March p.ll:; 

(2) ibid. p,l17, see also ibid. p.206 

(3) ibid. p.l28 
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embankment to screen the railway trom the Ground. He estimated that the 

two teatures would cost approximately £90,000 to £100,000. (1) Anson 

confirmed the willingness ot the railway company to accede to the demands 

ot the Club. 

Q. Are you able to say that these two railways (the Ely branch 

and the Bury st. Edmund. branch) have been so adapted all to consult 

the convenience ot the Jockey Club ot Nenarket in every reapect? 

Anson: So tar as Newmarket is concerned, ent1rely, and the rest 

ot the remaining project ot the COJIf)any being cCllUlected with that, 

the Jockey Club sanctioned the whole project and agreed to give 

the1r support to it • • • 

Q. Have the promoters adopted those precautions w1 th respect to 

those grounda which were suggested by the Jockey Club and were 

deemed essential to aatety? 

Anson: Yes, they have adopted all the plans that were suggested 

(2) 
by persons interested in race horaes, to protect them. 

The alignment ot this railway ret1ect. the philosophy ot increasing 

the elQ)enditure upon engineering works in order to placate the landed 

interests, rather than ignoring them and risld.ng cOlll'lete, and very 

eJrPensive, tailure in Parliament. In this instance the .ucce •• ot the 

policy can perhaps be traced to the tact that the chairman ot the cOllPany 

was the son ot the Duke ot Rutland. (3) It i8 also of note that Lt. 

Colonel Anson stated that, having had the railway aligned to the1r 

sat1sfaction, the Jockey Club the supported the railway cODpany·. pro-

(1) ib1d. pp.203-381 but especially Pps. 215, 324, 342 

(2) HlBO Min. of Evid. HI. 1847 vol.l N. " C. Rly 11 May p.140 

(3) HLRO Min. ot Bvid. He 1847 vol.37 N. " C. Rly 22 March pp.147-8, 

the line had also been SO aligned aa to avoid any damage to Cheveley 

Park, property ot the Duke ot Rutland. 
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posals in toto. 

The discretion given to a landowner in the choice of route depended 

to a large extent upon the attitudes of the railway promoters and engineer. 

The classic idea of polarisation of attitudes, perhaps typical of the first 

years of the 18308, was contused by the mid 184011 (for exauple landowners 

were strongly represented on the directorate at the Newmarket and Chestertord 

Railway) and thus, relationships between the two parties could be extremely 

amicable. This was not always the case and in Northumberland the in-

transigence of the engineer and, to a lesser extent, the chairman of the 

railway coq,any concerned, created a rather curioull IIi tuatiCll. 

A railway to run between Newcastle and Berwick upon -r.eed was ini t1ally 

proposed during the latter years of the l830s and, in 1838, a plan was 

(1) 
deposited for such a line. The engineer was George Stephenson and he 

had suggested that the railway should pass betweeo Howick Hall, the 

property of Lord Grey, and the German Ocean. (Fig.29) Although the 

proposals came to nothing at that time they were discussed by the 

Commissioners cCXlcerned with the ~rovement of the rail cOalUlication 

with Scotland at the turn of the decade. (2) CUe of the Coaaissioners 

had, in fact,visited Bowick Ball and agreed With Lord Row1ck, the son of 

Lord Grey, that there was no reason why the line should not pass to the 

(3) 
west of the estate. The scheme was revived during the IIWlller of 1843 

and Stephenson again favoured an alignment that ran between the llall and 

(4) 
the sea. Lord Grey was strQ1gly opposed to this because, as his son 

argued, the eastern line would pass across Lord Grey's favourite daily 

walk to the sea. and, in addition, '. • ~ a portim of a village which he 

(1) RLRO Min. of Evld. HI. 184:5 vo1.4 Newcastle and Berwick R1y Z1 June p.12 

(2) ibid. p~12 

(3) ideJI 28 June p.34 

(4) ibid. p.3S 
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has very lately taken great pride and pleasure in rebuilding and omamenting 

would have to be pulled down and, in short, a railway there would be the 

. . ,(1) 
greatest possible annoyance • 

Stephenson was incensed by their attitude and in a letter ot December 

1843 he wrote 

I am rather astonished at Lord Hawick's observations about the 

line passing Hawick. It does not go through any ot their pleasure 

grounds, it passes over one of the drives which run down a dingle 

to :*he coast • • • it is cOJll)ensation they want and nothing else. 

The line caDDot be moved to the place Lord Hawick alludes to, west 

of the house; it would require a tunnel a mile long ••• i8 the 

great thoro~are through &!gland and Scotland to be tumed aaide 

injuriously for the frivolous remarks made by Lord Howick? No! 

(2) 
The times are changed ••• I can have no patience with them. 

Lord Bowick called upon Stepheo8Ol1 in the May of 1844, in an attempt 

to ,have the railway realigned. He discussed the problem with the engineer 

and stated: 

that it he could carry that railway through the county in the 

manner best adapted to the public convenience. paying, at the 

same time. due respect to private property, he should have my 

(3) 
best support and co-opera Uon 

This is perhaps the most pithy and articulate statement of landed 

attitudes of this period, in its encapsulation ot recognltiOQ ot the 

national interest yet demands tor the protection ot the privacy of the 

estate. Stephenson, however. retused to Dake any conces8ions and said 

(1) ibid. p~31 

(2) L.T.C. Bolt: (1960) op.cit. pp.21B-9 

(3) HLRO Mini of !!.'vid. HI. 1845 vol.4 N. Be B. Rly 28 June p.35 
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that the western line was '1Dpracticable', whereupon Lord Hawick angrily 

replied that 1 t was not inpracticable, the engineer merely chose not to 

make it.(l) 

Lord Bowick then decided that in order best to ach1eve his a1m, he 

would have to create h1s own railway conpany which would construct a line 

between Newcastle and Berwick. (2) He felt that this was the only possible 

alternative largely because he considered that any opposition to stephenson's 

line on residential grounds would prove an insufficient basis for a valid 

(3) 
case before Parliament. He cco.sulted his father and although lord 

Grey was not particularly keen on the western line and '. • • did not 

like the idea ot a railway coming even SO near as that, yet for a great 

(4) 
public object he would not resist it'. 

Lord Hawick therefore contacted I. K. BruneI and enployed him as 

engineer to his own cOlJl)any, the Northumberland Railway. BruneI pointed 

out that George Hudson, the chairman of the rival Newcastle and Berwick 

Railway, would immediately otter Lord Bowick the deviation that the land-

owner desired and that he was therefore not to be used merely as a tool 

(5) 
to achieve this small aim. Lord Hawick accepted that the line was to 

be bona fide and, despite the fact that Hudson did write in the first week 

(6) 
of August 1844, agreeing to deviate his line to the west ot Hawick, the 

two lines came before Parliament in 1845. 

(1) ibid. p.36 

(2) ibid. p .42, see alao Letter of lord Hawick on the Northumberland Railway 

dated 14 October 1844, Reply of George Hudson to the landowners of the 

County of Northumberland: dated 22 October 1844, W.W. TOmlinson: 

op.cit. p.455 

(3) HLRO Min. ot Evid. HL 1845 'Vol.4 N. 8& B. Rly 28 J\Dle p.40 

(4) ibid. p.32 

(5) ibid. p.41 

(6) Report of George and Robert Stephenson on the merits of the Newcastle 

and Berwick Railway to the Board ot Trade: 1845 p.2 
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The Railway Coami88icmer8 at the Board of Trade reported OIl the two 

1ine8 early in 184S and, iD dhcuS8ing the Newcastle and Berwick Railway, 

atated: 

from a correspOlldence which haa been _de public, it appears that 

there would have beeo no likelihood of opposition to it had not 

the 1iDe a8 originally laid out threateDed to iDtertere in a 

particular instance with private property ill a maDDer conaidered 

so objectionable that an opposition colIJPaDy was got up tor the 

(1) 
exPreS8 purpoae of averting the inJury. 

They then argued that it did not cQllcern them at all whl railwaya were 

promoted as 10llg a8 they were of reasonable public advantage. (2) 

Brune1 inteDded to ellJP10y the AtmospheriC principle of locomotion on 

hi8 railway but this waa discounted by the Board of Trade and the two lines 

Were coapared as if both would be operated by at .. 10collOt1ves. This 

JIOde of cOlIIPariaon was repeated by the Select ColBittees in Parliament, to 

the detriment of the Nort'humberland Railway, whieb waa rejected. 

Lord Hawick therefore pined his deViation, but at considerable 

personal exPense. Perhaps the most intereating feature was the atU tudes 

of the parties involved. Lord Bowick's acceptance of the public nece8sity 

but his rather curious assu.ption that a purely residential caae would 

prove too trivial as a foundation for OPposition, appears eaiDently rea SOD-

able and this contrasts markedly with the intransigence ot the eogineer and 

the duplicity of the chairman of the railway company. (3) Robert Stephenson 

(1) Report trom the Railway Co-.1ssioners: HL Sesaional Papers 1845 

vol.39 p.19 

(2) ibid. 

(3) HIBO Min. of Evid. m. 1845 vol.4 N. " B. Rly 28 June P.37 

Lord Hawick had SeeD Hudson in 1844 and Hudson had stated that 

he would try to get the line amended but he was in the hands of 

his engineers. 
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agreed that the cost ot the deviation was to be just 230,000 - not a 

(1) 
considerable sum. 

The realignment ot the Newca.tle and Berwick Railway is perhaps 

anomalous in that there was a considerable time available tor negotiations 

to take place betore the line came bat ore Parliament. One of the major 

teature. ot the mania period was the rapidity with which railway. were 

promoted, the speed at which policiea were altered, and the swiftness with 

which rivals changed position •• In East Lancashire two railways were 

promoted in late 1845, which caDle batore Parliament in 1846, that were to 

run between the HUdderstield and Manche.ter Railway at Friezland and Oldham. 

One was to be a branch ot the Hudderatield and Manche.ter Railway i tselt , 

the other was sponsored by the Manche.ter and Leed, Railway, and was named 

the Oldham District Railway.(2) 

A Mr. Lees, who owned the Clarkatield eatate to the east of Oldham, 

peti tiCl1ed against the Oldhall Diatrict Railway on the grounds of damage 

to his estate. (Fig.30) Lees stated that the Hudderatield and Manchester 

Railway had intimated to hi. that should his opposition prove successful, 

(3) 
they would reimburse him his e2Penses. Lees had therefore opposed the 

line at a cost of £1,500 and had caused it to be rejected by the House of 

CommoDS Select Committee who had aauctiCl1ed its rival. The Huddersfield 

and Manchester coapany then refuaed to pay Leea hi. e2Pen,.s but did agree 

that they would a.end the alipJDeDt of their branch before it ca1l8 before 

the Houae of Lord. Co.m1ttee stage, by deviating it further to the Bouth, 

away from the Clarkatield e.tate, if Lees would agree not to oppose them 

(1) idem 27 June p.225 

(2) H.G. Lewin: (1936) op.cit. p.180 

(3) HlRO Kin. of Evid. He 1853 vol.19 London and North We.tem Rly 

(Oldham branch) 27 April p .15 
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(1) 
at the Committee stage. This Lees agreed to do and the branch was 

authorised. 

Having gained Parliamentary approval tor their branch the Hudderatield 

and Manchester Railway immediately promoted a bill for the aession of 1847 

to alter the alignment of their railway. Thia waa a direct rellUl t of 

negotiationa held with their eratwhile rlvals, the Manchester and Leeds 

Railway. The new proposals once again interfered with Mr. Lees property 

and he was forced to petition apinat this new bill. At the first sitting 

ot the Select CoIlll1 ttee ot the House of ColllllODa the railway cOJll)any and 

(2) 
1Ir. Leea reached an agreement. 1Ir. Lees waa to receive £500 costa, 

the line would be realiped along the southern limit of the Parliamentary 

fence, a · station could only be conatructed on the south aide of the line, 

and there waa to be a six toot high wall on the north alde ot the railway. 

Lees telt that he had very little chance ot defeating the bill and therefore 

decided that he had DO option but to accept these tera.. Although the 

line was authori.ed lt waa never built during the l840a but it reappeared 

(3) 
in l8~2, with 1Ir. Lees once .ore atteq,ting to protect his estate. 

The landowDer therefore pined no IDOre than a minimal deviation in 

both 1846 and 1847. It is e..,ec1&lly interesting to aee that Lees 

cancluded that a landowner atood little chance ot defeatina a railway and 

therefore had decided to a.sent to the terms at a treaty that were patently 

unfavourable to his interesta. The dltficulties ot negotiating in Parlia-

aeat are well illustrated by his case. The legal exPensea during the 

Co.ana eo-tttee Staae alone a.ountec1 to £l,!500. 

The rivalry prevalent at this time l..,lied that the landowners 

(1) ibid. pp.l8-20 

(2) ibid. p.M, treaty dated 13 April 1847 

(3) see below p.291 
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bargaining position often incre.ned in strength if his estate was in a 

particularly strategic location. A thoughtful coapany recognised this 

danger and occasionally prepared alternative alignments tor submission to 

Parliament. The South Eastern Railway to\D1d itseU in such a position in 

1846. 

1845 had seen three COJII)anies proposing to serve North Kent, these 

beiDg the South Eastern Railway, the LondCll Chatham and North ICeot Railway, 

and the Croydon Railway, all ot which were rejected in Committee. (1) All 

three schemes were resubmitted tor the leas ion ot 1846 but only the South 

Eastern and the North Kent (as the London Chatham and North ICent had become), 

proposed to pass through Greenwich Park. 

The engineer tor the South Eastern Railway was Robert Stephenson and 

he init1ally proposed that the railway IIhould pass through the Park in a 

ahallow tUDDel between Depttord and Woolwich. He tel t that because of the 

controversial nature ot his proposals, an alternative line was necesaary 

and he therefore surveyed a loop line that ran to the immediate south of 

the Park via Blactheath. (Fig.3l) He also surveyed a third alternative 

tha t ran some way to the south via El them. 

Perhaps because of the available alternatives Pearson, the South 

Eastern Railway soliCitor, didn't write to the Admiralty tor permission to 

pass through the Park until 19 January 1846. Be stated in his letter that 

stephenson had undertaken experiments that proved no cIa_ge would occur to 

(2) 
the instruments of the Royal Observatory. Despite this the Admiralty 

replied on 4 February'. • • that under no circuastances whatever will 

their Lordships perait a railway ot any description to be carried through 

or under GreenWich Park'. (3) Pearson then wrote to the Colllliss1oners of 

(1) B.G. Lewin: (1936) op.cit. pp.23-4 

(2) BLRO Min. of !vid. Be 1846 vol.21 South Ea.tern Rly 28 April pp.299-308 

(3) ibid. pp.305-6 
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Woods and Forests on the 13 February who a180 indicated that they could not 

(1) 
tolerate a line through the Park. 

Bidder, the deputy engineer, di8cua8ed the alternative al1gnment before 

the Houae of CollllOJl8 CoIB1 ttee of 1846 and said of the original line 

pa88ing through the lower part of Greenw1ch Park • • • there 18 

no intention of proceeding with that in conaequence of the di8sent 

of the Adadralty. 

Q. That was an alternat1ve line on the northern loop? 

Bidder: Ye.; it would have been a preferable line, a shorter 

line, a cheaper line with better gradieot8 but where the 

Admiralty di.s_ted of cour8e it was no U8e proceeding with it. 

Q. Anticipating a difficulty, in that relPect, the alternative 

line (via Blackbeath) was adopted? 

B1dder: It was.(2) 

Vignoles, the engineer to the rival North EeDt Ra1lway, had a180 been 

forced to avoid the Park in order to gain the approval of the Admiralty. 

He said that he had had to '. • • tunnel under the whole length of BiLackl-

heath - it was also a requir8llellt of the Admiralty that we should not come 

within nine hWldred and fifty yard. of GreenWich Obaervatory'. (3) 

Deapi te the apparent acquiea8Dce on the part of the South Eaatern 

Railway COJIP~y, negotiation8 continued during the IPring of 1846 with 

both the AdIa1ralty and the Co.a188ioner8 for Wood. and Foreat8. All 

the while Stephen80n had beeo att8lll)ting to prove that the railway would 

not affect the in8truaenta of the Obaervatory. On the 12 May a letter 

fro. the Adalralty was produced by the South Ea8tern Railway which 

(1) ibid. pp.307-l3 (reply dated 26 March 1846) 

(2) , ida 31 March pp.14a-3: Stephen801l confirmed thia point and felt that 

the loop would coat an extra £100,000 idea 27 April p.176 

(3) HLRO 1U.n. of Evid. He 1846 vol.20 North Kent Rly 18 March p.48 
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indicated their con.ent to the original line through the Park, (1) and on 

the 15th a letter from the Commissioners of Woods and Fore.ts was produced 

which also withdrew the1r OPPos1t1on.(2) On the 18 May the Committee 

decided in favour of the South Bastern line and rejected the North Kent 

proposals. 

U.,st illlllediately the North l:ent ISDaged to get an MP, Sir Robert 

(3) 
Inglia, to ask a question in the Bouse of Commona on their behalf. 

He asked the Prime 1U.n1.ter, Sir Robert Peel, whether the poa1tion had 

been clarified aa to po.sible damage to the Royal Obaervatory by the con­

(4) 
struction of a railway. A further question waa asked on the 15th 

Jtme (5) which resulted in the Admiralty rever.ing their deci.ion and, in 

so dOing, overuled the Astronomer Royal (who agreed with Stephenson). 

Thi. necessltated the South Eastern company promotlng the Blackheath loop 

in the House of Lords. It .... this line that was authorised late in 

(8) 
1848, and the line through the Park was not achieved until the l870s. 

Thus the intellig~t planning of the South Ea.tern Railway coq>any 

nearly succeeded and it was only the actlon ot a vindictive rlval that 

ultimately thwarted thelr ambltioa.. The exi.tence of the alternative 

alignaeota allowed an tmuaual amount of treedom withln the negotiations 

as there were none of the normal pressures of an 'all or nothlng' outcome. 

I t may also reflect the increasing confidence of the promoter. in that 

(1) HLBO M1n. of £Vid. HC 1848 vol.22 S.E. Rly 12 May pp.5-6 

(2) ldem 15 May pp.2-l4 

(3) Han.ard Srd series vol.S7 5 June 1846 p.102 

(4) aee also R.G. Lewin: (1938) op.cit. p.146 

(5) Hanaard 3rd aeries vol.S7 15 June 1848 p.480 

(8) C.D. Marshall: Ristory of the Southern Railwax (1938) Pp.4l2, 421, 

R.P. White: Reglonal History of the Railways of Great Britain vol.3: 

London (1963) pp.45-8, R.W. Kidner: The South Eastern and Chatham 

Railway (1953) p.14 
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they actually atteapted to pass directly through the Park, and, even more 

surprisingly, almost succeeded. 

The examples discussed above illustrate the importance of negotiation 

between the railway company and the landowner if a mutually satisfactory 

alignment was to be attained. By and large, if a railway company found 

that its prq,osed alignment was opposed in Parliaaeot, 1t waa rare for a 

landowner to be content with the one hundred yards allowed in Parliament 

or for the company to have an alternative prepared that it could fall back 

on. More usually, should strOllg landed oppoa1t1on ma.nifeet itaelf 1n 

Parliament, and a b111 be rejected, negotiations would occur during the 

sumaer and the bill would return to Parl1ament for the subsequent aesa101l, 

often having gained the support of the landowner. 

The Berkshire and Hampshire Railway 1s a case 1n pOint. The railway 

companies propolled to aerve southern Berksh1re and northern llaq)ahire late 

in 1843, the Great Western Railway promoting a line to run frOil Reading to 

Newbury, and the London and South Western Ra1lway PZ'OllOting a line from 

(1) 
Basingatoke running northward to Reading. Both liDea came before 

Parliament in 1844, the Bouse of CommoDl Select Coa.ittee rejecting the 

G.W.R. scheme on the ground. of landed oppoa1t1on, and the L. " S.W.R. 

liDe being rejected by the Bouse of Lorda Select Co..tttee because they 

felt that the G.W.R. proposals were llUPerior. (2) 

Both linea were resubmitted for the lesaion of l84S but in the 

January of 1845 the Board of Trade reported in favour of the Berks and 

Bants Railway and, aa a re8Ult, the G.W.R. and the L. " S.W.R. reached an 

agreement, that the Berka and Banta Railway waa to be unopPosed by the 

(3) 
L. " S.W.R. cOlipany. The G.W.R. had al80 .. liorated landed oppos1t1on 

(1) B.G. Lewin: (1938) op.cit. p.187 

(2) E.T. MacDer.ot: op.cit. vol.l pp.142-4 

(3) ibid. 
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(1) 
to the proposed route by considerable negotiatiODs and realignments. 

The engineer to the Berks and Bants Railway, I.X. Brunei, stated that 

t 
• • • those landowners generally, without committing themaelves on that 

occasion, stated that U certain modifications of the line could be adopted 

to meet certain objections of theirs, the.y would generally assent to the 

(2) 
measure', Thua, during the summer of 1844, aubsequent to the rejection 

in Parliament, the railway cOlIPany had negotiated with the landowners to 

reach an alignment that was acceptable to all. The moat difficult land-

owner was a 1Ir. Fowke of M1~. whose estate lay JDiclWay between Reading 

and Newbury, (Fig,32) Brunei had met Mr. Fowke and the landowner bad 

shown him the line he preferred, this being parallel to the Xennet and 

Avon Canal, Brunei argued that if this alignment waa submitted to Par1ia-

ment the Canal co..,any would have a valid case of diaturbance. A com-

promise was eventually reached that neceas1 tated the construction of a 

(3) 
considerable curve in the railway where it paased through the property. 

Brunei had said " . , it was nothing but the extreme desire at that time 

to stand well with the landownera there, that would have induced the coupany 

or justUied them in _king aueb a bend', (4) The line wa. authorised 1n 

1845 with little, if any, opposition, Perhaps the moat iuportant aapect 

is Brunel'a linld.ng of the wish 'to stand well with the landoWners' and 

the 'juatUication· of auch a disadvantageoua realignamt, 

In Cheshire the North Staffordshire Railway propoaed to construct a 

branch frOID their main line at Kidsgrove weatwarda to Crewe. This was 

intended to paas Crewe Hall, property of lord Crewe, on the north side 

(1) H.G. Lewin: (1936) op,c1t. pp,28-9 

(2) HLRO Min. of £V1d, HC 1845 vol.4 Berka and Bants R1y 29 April p,16 

(3) ibid, pp.16-52 

(4) ibid, p.52 
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(1) 
and just touched the periphery of the Park. Despite the fact that this 

branch was authorised in 1846 1 t did not meet w1 th the approval of Lord 

Crewe and therefore, during the 8UDIDler of 1846, it was realigned to pass 

to the south of the Park, thus joining the London and North Western Railway 

_in line to the south of Crewe station. (Fig.33) The engineer, J. 

Forsyth, described why the realignment had occurred: ' ••• the object 

of it is to avoid passing through a part of Crewe Park' and was some three 

and one half II1les in leDgth~ (2) 

Similar dUficul ties occurred in an urban context and were solved in 

a like fashlOD. The lower Thames valley, betwen London and Windsor, saw 

the promot1on of nwaerou8 schemes during 1846 and 1847. The G.W.R. had 

proposed a line froll Ealing via Brentford, Isleworth, Hounslow, to Sta1nes 

for the aeasion of 1846 • . There were at least three rival coapaniea alao 

in the field but the most 1aportant opponent was the Staines and Richmond 

(3) 
JunctiOl1 Railway, which had strong affll1at1ons wlth the L. Be S.W.R. 

The G.W"R. &ponsored line failed on standing orders whilst the Staines 

and Richmond Junction line successfully surmounted this hurdle, only to 

fail in the Cou.ons Co-.1ttee stage as a result of landed opposition. (4) 

The oppoai tion CIUIe fro. the Collll1s8ioners of Woods and Forests who 

objected to the proposed alilDJleDt through the Deer Park and also to the 

suggeated lDOde of bric:lgiDg the Tha.s. (:5) (Fig.34) 

The residents of TwickeDhaa had also registered their opposition to 

the al1anment and argued that the railway would cut their village in two 

(1) BLRO 1I1n. of Bvid. BC 1846 vol.47 North Staffordshire Rly 27 April p.30 

(2) HLRO 1I1n, of £Vid. He 1847 vol,7l North Staffordshire Rly 11 May p.9 

(3) B.G. Lewin: (1936) op.cit. p,l40 

(4) ibid. p.140 Lew1n suggested that the opposition was largely instigated 

by the G.W.R. disappointed w1th the failure of their scheme 

(~) HLRO 1I1n. of Bvid. HC 1846 vol.37 Staines and Rlcbaond Junction Rly 

29 April pp,4o-~2, " May pp,7-30 
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and would seriously interfere with property. (1) During the Il\UlDer of 1848 

the engineer to the Staines and RichJDond JunCUOIl line, Joseph Locke, 

aaended his railway where it ran through TwickaDhaa, in order to minimise 

(2) 
da_ge to residences and the village itself. The promoters then re-

aubmi tted their line to ParliallleDt for the sessian of 1847, as did the 

promoters of the G.W.R. scheme. 

At a public meeting held at TwickeDham to discuss the rival schemes, 

the coosensus was that the G.W.R. proposals were 'useless' for the local-

i ty' s needs but the Windsor, staines and South Western Railway (as the 

Staines and RichmoDd Junction had now become) would be of benefit to the 

area. The meeting then re80lved ' ••• that, in addition to the above 

merits, the W.S. & S.W.Rly is so judiciously traced through this pariah 

as to produce the least possible amount of injury and inconvenience to 

private property and private individuals and is therefore entitled to the 

cordial approval and support of the meeting'. (3) The line was authorised 

in 1847. (4) 

A similar problelll had arisen with the alignment of the York and 

Scarborough Railway which had COIle before ParliallaDt in 1844. The 

engineers. Robert Stephenson and his deputy Birk.enahaw, had found great 

difficulty in selecting an alignaent that croased the River Ouse to the 

satisfaction of the Conservators of the River. Eventually a satisfactory 

alignment was determined but this then ran through the centre of the village 

of CUfton before it turned north-eastwarcla and ran on to Mal tOQ and 

(1) BLRO Min. of Evid. BL 1847 vol.2 W.S •• 8.W.81y 7 June p.147 

(2) idem 8 June p.163 

(3) idelll 7 June p.l59 

(4) idea 8 June p.163 Locke had also realigned the railway to avoid 

the Deer Park and thus gained the approval of the CommiSSioners of 

Woods and Forests 
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(1) 
Scarborough. (Fig.35) 

When the line came before the House of CollDOns Select CoIllll1 ttee the 

residents of Clifton offered some rather tentative opposition which proved 

inadequate to defeat the bill and the railway was accepted. (2) As a 

re8ul t of this oppos1 tion, negotiations were opened between the railway 

company, represented by its chairman George Hudson, and the inhabitants of 

(3) 
Clifton, their spokesman being Earl de Grey. Various deviations of the 

(4) 
line were discu8sed but little was resolved. The inhabitant. felt that 

the value of their property would fall with the construction ot the railway 

and thus merely wanted it away from the centre of their v1llage but weren't 

at all sure where it should run. However, they did concede that they 

(5) 
supported the general idea of a railway. 

Many feasible alternative alignments had been proposed and all were 

discussed by the House of Lords Select Committee of 1844. Birken shaw , 

the assistant engineer, admitted there were no engineering difficulties 

in the construction of the line, the locality being extremely flat, and it 

(6) 
was merely a matter of e2l)8Dse. The CoIllll1 ttee therefore adjourned and, 

after a further two weeks of fruitless negotiation had occurred between the 

railway collf)any and the landowners, reCCllvened at the end of May. The 

Committee decided that ae nothing had come of the discussions, they felt 

tha t although the bill was obviously of great public Mri t, 

they feel that in the !lOde in wh1ch that great public benefit is 

to be carried into effect an interference has been _de with the 

(1) HLRO llin z of £Vid. He 1844 vol.44 York and North Midland Rly 

19 March pp .1-80 

(2) HLBD Min. of £Vid. BL 1844 yol.l Y. " N.II.Rly 17 lIBy pp.29-30 

(3) ibid. p.36 

(4) ibid. p.4l 

(5) ibid. pp.52, 54-80 

(6) ibid. p.34 
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rights of private property which they do not consider essentially 

necessary to the carrying out of the principle of the meaaure.(l) 

They therefore introduced a clause, which was accepted by both parties, 

to the effect that no railway was to be constructed through the parish of 

Clifton without the coosent ' ••• of all and every of the owners and 

occupiers of the lands in the aaid township required for the said railway 

• (2) 
and works • • 

Although the counsel for the landed oppOllents intimated that they would 

(3) 
be happy with a line to the north of the village the railway coupany 

returned in 1845 with a l1ne that ran to the south of C11fton (F1g.35) and 

as th1s was also to the sat1sfact1on of the landowners it met no opposition 

in Parliament. 

The ,use of th1s clause is one ot the JIOst s1p1ticant features of the 

decade. It auto_tically 1a.,lied that negotiations betwellll1 the two parties 

would have to oc~ or that the whole area of land delineated by the Act of 

Par11aJRel1t, which author1sed the rest of the railway, would have to be 

coapletely avoided. It alsO highlights the changing attitude ot Parliament 

itself. In the instance quoted the Lords CoIlllll1 ttee accepted the basic 

need for the line and realised that the controversy affected only a small 

.ection of the alisa-eDt. They therefore authori.ed the majority of the 

liDe thus saving the pro.oters a great deal of time and extra expense. 

CGe of the noted coUllsel of the period, Sergeant Bope, spoke on the 

benefits of this claUse and argued that it allow~d any landowner who felt 

any cause for grievance whatsoever, but was 80 confused by rival railway 

interest. that he felt he could not assent to anything, a considerable 

measure of time to ponder the 1111P11cations of a scheme and not be hustled 

(1) idem 31 May p.10 

(2) Local and Personal Act 7 Be 8 Vict. cap. ~ (61) clauae 2 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HI. 1844 vol.l Y. Be H.M.Rly 31 May p.14 
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into a decision. He further argued the clau8e was of benefit to a railway 

cOJJpany a8 a sub-optimal line was not forced upon them through pressures ot 

time and allowed them to return the following year Wi th a sui table 

(1) 
deviation. 

The clause was alsO applied in what appears to have become accepted 

as the IDOst notorious instance of landed hostility toward a railway cOJJpany 

seen during the mania, this being the conflict over the proposed alignment 

of the Syston and Peterborough Railway through Stapleford Park. The clause 

was again introduced because a number of feasible alternative alignments 

had been suggested to avoid the Park and the Committee of the House of Lords 

felt that further negotiation between the landowner and the railway cOJJpany 

should occur. 

In choosing to follow the valley of the River Eye(2) the railway 

coq>any closely followed the course of the oakham Canal, which a1d.rted 

stapletord Park on its northern and eastern boundaries. (Fig.36) Hudson, 

chairman of the Syston and Peterborough Railway co!pany, therefore felt 
I 

that the purchase of the canal and its conversion into a railway would 

solve many problema in the attempt to avoid the Stapleford eatate: 

Bud.em: I have always had an objectiem to buying a canal and 

conaequently I have alway a refused • • • but this waa a caae 

out of the common way - not a competing canal • • • I agreed 

wi th the proJDDtera of that bill to take the railway along the 

bed of the canal and by th08e means I had hoped to get rid of 

(1) Speech by Mr. Hope on behalf of the BUdderafield and Manchester 

Railway's Bradford Branch before the House of CoIllDODB Comm1 ttee 

dealing with the West Riding Union and Hudderstield and Manche'st~ 

Railways: (1846) pp.7-8 

(2) aee above P. 174 
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(1) 
Illy Lord Harborough' s opposi Uon. 

216 

Negotiations were opened in the October ot 1844 and as the canal 

company was in dire tinancial straits(2) it quite quickly agreed to sell. 

The purchase was successfully concluded in the April of 1845. (3) The 

negotiations spanned the final date for the llUbm1ssion of plans (4) and 

the railway colJ1)any, not wishing to coDllli t i tael! to an alignment tliat 

might prove iIJ1)racticable should the negotiations fail, therefore propoaed 

to pasa through the nortb-eaat sector of Stapleford Park, between the Hall 

and the canal. 

It waa thia decisiOll, to invade the Park, that led to the infamous 

'Battles at Saxby' in the November of 1844, fought between the railway 

(5) 
aurveyors and the estate employeea. Despite the conflict the line 

came before the CoBlDOns CoIllll1 ttee in the April of 1845 where it was 

opposed by Lord Harborough on residential grounds. He argued, through 

an eJII)loyee, that he had spent aome £80,000 on iuproving and extending the 

(6) 
Park aince 1830 and he reaented the incursions of the proposed railwayo 

He turther suggested that he preferred the railway to be aligned at the 

back of the Park, to run to the south-west of the estate, which became 

known as the 'direct line', although this would, necessarily, involve 

considerable excavations. Deapite the potential disturbance he otfered 

the necessary 20 acres at the rear ot the Park, tor £20,000 and then stated 

(1) HLRO Min, of Evid. HL 1845 vol.2 Systan and Peterborough Rly 20 June 

p.56, see also ibid. p.39, Min. ot Evid. Select Committee on Railway 

and Canal Ama1gamatiOll 1846 2nd Report: evidence of G.H. Betta 

Q's 480, 504, 505 

(2) G.H. Betta loc.cit. Q.497 

(3) C. Hadfield: Canals ot the Eaat II1dlanda (1968) p.190 

(4) i.e. 30 November 1844 

(5) J. Simmons (1955) loc.cit, p.l18, E,G, Barnea: (1966) op.cit. vo1.l p.76 

(8) HLRO Min. of Ev1d. HC 1845 vol.54 S ••• p.Rly 25 Apr1l"pp.169-83 
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that one acre of land at the front of the Park would coat the railway cOJqJany 

an equivalent £20,000. (1) 

Liddell, one of the railway engineers, recognised the difficulties of 

attempting to pass the estate: 

Q. Fro. what you know of Lord Harborough' s views with resPect to 

railways should not you have been very glad if you could have 

laid out your railway without touching hi. property at all? 

Liddell: Certainly. 

Q. Would not that have been an object if it could have been 

affected without .erious detriment to the line? 

Liddell: Most certainly, we tried ~ery plan we could. (2) 

How~er the chief engineer, George Stephenson, was les. conciliatory. He 

was asked about the • direct line': 

Q. Is not that a practicable line? 

Stephenson: No - any line can be called a practicable line if 

there is plenty of mooey • • • 

Q. It would be JIOre expensive? 

StepheDlIOD: It could cut up Lord Harborough·. ground far worae 

than thi. - we should theo make .ome heavy cutting. • • • 

The line would also have necessitated the conStructiClD of a tunnel:-

Q. What would be the length of your tunnel? 

stepheDlIOD: I cannot .y but the th1.D& was .0 abaurd that I 

abandoned it altogether(3) 

thua diamis.ing the idea out of hand. 

The eo.mon. Coamlttee reviewed three pos.ible alternativea: the 

Parliaaentary line through the Park, lord Harborough·. line to the rear 

(1) ibid. pp.159-69 

(2) idea 23 April p.23~ 

(3) ibid. pp.178-80 
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of the Park, and finally the canal line alcmg the north-eastern edge of 

the Park. They argued that as part ot Lord Harborough' s case rested upon 

the op1Dion that the canal was worse than the railway, therefore the railway 

should be built on the bed of the canal.(l) 

During the weeks that intervened between the sitting of the CoJllDOllS 

Coaaittee and that of the lords, Hudson again attempted to negotiate with 

Lord Harborough but failed to reach a satisfactory solution. (2) Earl 

Fitzwilliam, having earlier in the year advised Hudson to reach a rapid 

(3) 
settlement with lord Harborough, proposed a further pos8ible alternative 

alignJlellt, which ran SOll8 way to the north of the canal. (4) Thus four 

separate alignments ca.e before the Lords Committee, with Lord Harborough 

still in oppositiOD. 

The Lords Co.aittee took a di8t1nctly biased attitUde, with some very 

(5) 
hostile questiooning of railway witnesses, and, despite Hudson's plea 

(or perhaps because of it) 

I am quite ready on behalf of this company to deviate this line 

it it becomes a matter ot expense, rather thaa interfere with 

Lord Barborough - we would rather increa8e the expense than 

cause annoyance to his LordahiP(6) 

the Lords reeoaaended tba t a clause be introduced into the Act which 

prevented access by the rallway coq)&ny onto any part of Lord Harborough 

land without his writt_ CODa.t. They further reco __ ded that the 

tunnel line should be used. (7) 

(1) idem 28 April pp.I-6 

(2) HLRO Min. ot Evid. HL 1845 vol.2 S. " p. Rly 20 June pp.52-59 

(3) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. p.259 

(4) mao Min. ot Bvid. HL 1845 vol.2 S. & p. Rly 20 June p.42 

(5) ibid. p.15 

(6) ibid. p.59 

(7) ibid. p.80 
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The cOJlllany returned to Parliament in 1846 promoting a line that ran 

under the Cuckoo Plantation to the south west of the Hall. (Fig.36) 

However Lord Harborougb still appeared in opposition as he now felt that 

the Parliamentary limit of deviation should be moved so as to be cOJlllletely 

outside his Park. He cOIIIplained that the Railway coapany' a choice of 

(1) 
aligDlHlllt was dissimilar to his suggestions of the previous year and, 

al thouah the ra1lway collpany protested, they agreed to deviate the line 

(2) 
further to the west. The coupany attelJl)ted to tunnel under the 

Plantation but as a result of the enforced, inadequate surveying, the tunnel 

(3) 
collapsed. 

In 1847 the collipany returned to ask for authorisation of a line now 

using the bed of the old canal. This was unopposed by Lord Harborough 

(4) 
(who rece1ved 224,800 for hi. 'land'). The line between Melton Mowbray 

and oakham was therefore cOlliplete but at the price of a very sharp curve. 

This was realigned 1n 1892, follOWing, almoat exactly, the proposed route 

of 1845. 

The case highl1pts a number of interesting points perhaps the most 

obvious being the difficulty created by a landowner who refused to 

negotiate, to the extmt of not even allOWing surveyors onto his land. 

The collapse of the tunnel can be directly attributed to this restriction. 

The role of the two CoIIIIIl1 ttees of 1845 also appears rather curious. The 

ea1nently reasonable attitude of the members of the Commons Committee, who 

recoJllUllded the cOllstructiCID of the line that was eventually built, con-

trasted sharply with the biased Lords Committee, which recommended the 

doomed tunnel line. It i. also of interest to see the one mode of 

(1) HLRO Min. of Bvid. He 1846 vol.5O B. II p. Rly 30 March p.9l 

(2) idem 31 March p.2 

(3) B.G. Barnes: (1966) op.cit. vol.l p.78 

(4) Local and Personal Act: 10 II 11 V1ct. cap. CCXV (215) especially 

clause 12 
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transport superceding the other, with the railway being bull t on the bed 

of the canal. COce again the clause preventing access without written. 

consent was of great value to both parties. 

Al though the purpose of the claUse was self-evident it was possible 

for sOIDe railway cC>q)anies to behave extremely foOlishly and attelq)t to 

ignore it. The North Staffordshire Railway, in its bill of 1846, proposed 

to construct a line through the Churnet valley to join the Midland Railway 

to the south of Derby, at Willington. That portion of the line between 

Willington and Marston, a _tter of two III1les (Fig.37) was opposed, in the 

House of Lords, by Sir Henry Every of EggintOlD, largely on the gro\Ulds of 

severance. The Lords CoJlllli ttee therefore proposed that the clause be 

enacted and that the railway coapany should '. • • abandon that portion of 

the line passing through Sir Henry Every's property'. (1) 

During the ~er of 1846 the railway coapany failed to contact Sir 

Henry and merely deviated the line to a position that they considered was 

(2) 
satisfactory. When the line came before Parliament in 1847 Sir Henry 

once again registered his oppoai tion in the House of Lords and although 

the railway engineer argued that it bad been shifted some balf a mile and 

(3) 
that the level crossings had been replaced by bridges, the Lords Committee 

agreed with Sir Henry that despite this, the railway company had completely 

contravened the purpose of the clause. Sir Henry himself proposed a line 

which the railway company dismissed as being too c1rcui tous and that it 

interfered just as badly with other landowner's property. (4) 

The railway company offered a deviation to the northern limit of the 

(1) HLRO Min I of Evid. HL 1846 vol.14 North Staffordshire Rly 

12 June p .22:5 

(2) H!Bq Min. of Evid. HL 1847 vol.4 N.S. Rly 18 June p.ll 

(3) HUlOMin. of Evid. HC 1847 vol.71 N.S. Rly 11 May p.18 

(4) HUlO Min. of Evid! HL 1847 vol.4 N.S. Rly 18 June PP.7:5-93 
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parliamentary fence and £5,000 costs but this was refused by the landowner, (1) 

and the line was rejected. The conpany returned in 1848 and, as a direct 

result of having negotiated with Sir Henry, and having achieved a mutually 

(2) 
satisfactory alignment, the bill was quickly authorised. This clearly 

illustrates the value of the clause in the protection of a landowner. 

The negotiations that occurred to select an alignment that was to the 

satisfaction of both the landowner and the railway company usually involved 

just these two participants. However, in one ~uch CBse, it was decided to 

employ the services of an impartial arbiter. In 1844 a railway had been 

promoted by a Mr. castleman to run from Southaq>ton via Ringwood to 

Dorchester. captain Moor som, the railway company' s engineer, found that 

his concept of a suitable alignment through the New Forest and that of the 

Colllllliaaioners of Woods and Forests, the body resPonsible for the protection 

of Crown property, differed quite radically. Moorsom' a original idea was 

for a reasonably direct line to run between Lyndhurst and Brockenhurst, 

acro.s the south-eastern corner of the Forest, but he conceded, in evidence 

'. • • I know they wlshed us to go nearer their boundary. 

(3) 
that i. ~ belief'. 

At any rate 

In order to resolVe thls dlfflculty lt was announced during the Commons 

Coaa1ttee .tage that Mr. I.X. BruneI had been appointed as an independent 

(4) 
arbi ter and it would be up to hill to declde upon a aui table line. 

Brunei discussed hls role and I18.ld that he cOllpared captain Moorsom's line 

with that favoured by the CollllD1saioners of the Wooda and Forests, and felt 

that he could remove the latter's objectlons wlt~out devlating Moorsom's 

(1) idem 19 June p.l 

(2) R.G. Lewin: (1936) op.cit. p.370 

(3) HLRO Min. of £Vid. HI. 1845 vol.2 Southanpton and Dorchester Rly 

23 June p.60 

(4) HLRq Min. of £Vld. He 1845 vol.76 S. ,. D. Rly 7. May p.l 
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(1) 
liDe to a great extent. Further discussion ensued and BruneI eventually 

recommended that the clause preventing access without consent be introduced 

to allow time for a sa tiafactory alignment to be determined. This eventual-

ly occurred in the 8UJ111D8r of 1846 and a deviated line was authorised in 

1847. (Fig.38) 

The success of the negotiations depended, to a large extent, upon the 

willingness of each party to diSCU8S the various alternatives. The 

atti tudes of the railway COIIPan1e8 often proved far more tlexible than 

those of the landowners, owing to the numerous elements that influenced 

their decisions pertaining to al1gnment. Rival coq:,anies could become 

allies, or a branch liDe tight be rejected iD Parliament, thu8 rendering 

the location of a junction redundant; promoters of a apecific railway 

coq,any, or their engineers, might be replaced or resign and this could 

al80 cause a radical change of opinion as to the iq>ortance of the various 

factors that determined alignment. 

The London and York Railway CoJIpany, having been 1n1 Ually promoted 

(2) 
during the 183Os, was revived in the early months of 1844 and Joseph 

Locke was appointed as eng1neer. As a result of hi. res1gnat10n 1n the 

September of that year, the promoters employed William Cubitt as his 

(3) 
replacement. Locke's plans were almost finalised and Cub1tt found it 

virtually iqJossible to amead them if the Parliamentary deadline was to be 

met. Consequently he was forced to defend another' 8 engineering during 

1845 and 1846 wh1lst planning 1q>rovements of his own. He was also 

negotia ting w1 th the landowners along the route to incorporate any iuprove-

ments that they considered would prove benef1cial. 

Thus in 1847 Cubi tt returned to Parliament with proposals for a large 

(1) mao Min. of Ev1d. HL 1845 vol.2 S. & D. Rly 23 June p.1OO 

(2) see above p. 123 

(3) C. Grinling: op.c1t. pp.22-3 
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(1) 
number of deviation a and realiKJllllenta. At Doncaster the .. in line was 

moved from the _.t to the west .ide of the town at the reque.t of the 

inhabitants. (2) This waa alao a _tter of strategy on the part of the 

railway coapany as the failure of their Bawtry and Sheffield branch line 

in 1845, and the authorisation of the Doncaster to Sheffield line 

necessitated a station in that 10cality.(3) (Fig.39) 

Sim1larly, at Grantham, the line waa moved from the east to the weat 

(4) 
aide of the town, once again to meet the wiahea of the inhabitants. 

In so doing it interfered with the property of a Mr. Ostler, to the north 

of the proposed station. He coq>lained of residential damage and the 

Committee suggested that the clause preventing access without permission 

be incorporated into the bill. The deviation to avoid Ostler' a land was 

no more than 200 yards.(5) (Fig.40) 

At Hatfield the .. in line had been amended: 

Q. NOw as to the Hatfield deviation, is the object of that to 

give better accommodation to the town of Hatfield? 

Cubitt: Yes. 

Q. And also to remove some residential objections on the part 

of Lord Salisbury? 

Cubitt: Y 
(6) 

es. 

The line in fact was altered to run closer to Hatfield Park but in such a 

mnner as to merge with some road and field iuprovements proposed by Lord 

(1) H.G. Lewin: (1936) op.cit. p.3l2 

(2) HLRO Min. of )Wid. He 1847 vol.79 London and York Rly 7 June p.209 

(3) HUlO Min. of )Wid. He 1847 vol.8S L. & Y. Rly 14 May pp.6-17 

(4) HUlO Min. of Evid. He 1847 vol.48 L. & Y. Rly 14 May PP. 76-107 , 

HL vol.13 L. & Y. Rly 8 July PP.6-7 

(5) HLRO Min. of !Wid. He 1847 vol.48 L. & Y. RlY 17 May pp.59-60 
(6) HLRO Min. of !Wid. HL 1847 vol.13 L. " Y. Rly 8 July P.3 
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Salisbury. (F1g.41) 

To the north of Peterborough the main line was intended to run to the 

~ of the Syston and Peterborough Railway and to cross it near Helpston. 

(Fig.42) Earl Fitzwilliam coaplained that this would create a strip of 

land some six miles long and three hundred and fifty yards Wide, and would 

(1) 
therefore render it useless. The line was altered to run parallel and 

on the east side of the Syston and Peterborough Railway. 

As late as 1849 Cubitt was still altering and amending his alignment 

in response to the requests of landowners. Near Bentley, to the north of 

Doncaster, Sir William Copp gained a small two and one half mile deviation 

(2) 
to accommodate certain fence. and diVisions of land. The railway had 

been promoted through an area of strong landed support and, in discussion, 

Denison, the vice chairman of the railway coapany, stated: 

Q. We understand that this originated very much with the landed 

proprietors along the line? 

Denison: Yes, it had their entire support.(3) 

This warm support on the part of the landowners all1ed to an engineer 

with greater sympathy for their point of view. resulted in a considerable 

mileage of the original al1gnaent being modified. 

In certain instances the attitudes of the landowners could prove 

equally flexible. As Ruegg has pointed out, unscrupulous promoters could, 

and did. make use of landed opposition to further their own amb1t10ns(4) and 

a landowner could find h~self opposing one line on principle whilst support-

ing another. The efforts of the Great Western Railway and the London and 

(1) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1846 vol.8 L. Ie Y. Rly 21 May pp.I06-11. 

BL 1847 vol.13 L •• Y. Rly 8 July p.4 

(2) BLRO Min. ot Evid. He 1849 vol.29 L. Ie Y. Rly 12 June pp.2-3 

(3) HLRO Min. ot Evid. HL 1846 vol.7 L. Ie Y. Rly 18 May pp. 9-10 

(4) S88 below p. 235 
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South Western Railway to serve Windsor illustrate this pOint. 

The town of Windsor was strongly in favour of railway accommodation 

and in October 1844 had employed an engineer, Mr. Page, to survey a line 

that was intended to link the town with the G.W.R. at Slough and also 

(1) 
suggested that a branch should run down to Staines. Access to the 

town was extremely limited (Fig.34) in that the grounds of Eton College 

dominated the northern and north-eastern approaches Whilst the Home Park, 

adjacent to the Thames, guarded the southern, south-eastern, and, to a 

certain extent, the eastern approaches. 

The engineer therefore decided to align his railway to run between 

Eton and the Home Park as far as Black Potts, and then bifurcate, with the 

northern branch running to Slough and the southern to Staines.(2) The 

coup any was to be named the Windsor, Slough and Staines Atmospheric Railway. 

The engineer stated that his criteria were ' ••• selecting a line which 

will accommodate the intervening villages, avoiding expensive property and 

(3) 
free from practical difficulties'. The chairman further explained that 

the railway had been planned to coincide wi tb the ideas of Prince Albert 

(4) 
who wished to improve the town of Windsor. 

These ideas failed to gain the approval of the CoDllll1ssioners of Woods 

and Forests, who were reapCJllsible for the Home Park, and it was therefore 

decided not to submit the railway to Parliament for the session of 1845.(5) 

In the summer of that year the directors of the railway company approached 

Page, who declined to resurvey his line, and thus, in the June of 1845, 

(1) HLRO Min. of Evid. He lS46 vol.37 Windsor Slough Staines Atmospheric 

Rly 8 May P .138 

(2) ibid. pp.1S5-S7 

(3) ibid. p.1Sl 

(4) ibid. p.169 

(5) idem lS May pp.7l-2 
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C.B. Vignoles was appointed as their engineer. Vignoles had discussed the 

line with Page who said: 

I stated to Mr. Vignoles that the line which he had taken between 

Black Potta and Eton was not acceptable to the Board of the 

CoDllli8sioners of Woods and Foresta and the line which I had 

(1) 
suggested to the west of Etan would be preferred by them. 

Vignoles wrote to the Commissionera of Woods and Foresta suggesting 

either a line via Black Potts or a line to the south of the town crossing 

(2) 
the Long Walk. Both of these were rejected. ViiDoles therefore 

decided to Eke use of RolIDey Island situated in the middle of the Thames, 

which would touch neither Eton's property nor that of the Crown(3) despite 

the fact that the Woods and Forests were ill disposed tOlrard any line 

between the Home Park and Eton College. (4) 

The Windsor Slough Staines Atmospheric Railway came before the House 

of CoIlDODS CoJllD1 ttee in May of 1846 being opposed by Eton College and the 

Commissioners of Woods and Forests. The Town Clerk of Windsor immediately 

stated that Eton had bought Romey Island aolely to oppose the railway 

c~any.(5) Although the College attempted to deny this(6) further 

witnesses suggested that this was in fact 80.(7) Vignoles said that he 

had att8q)ted to ascertain from the Woods and Foresta whether they bad an 

alignment they preferred for the access, of a railway into Windsor, and then 

stated that he had discovered that they had nODe prepared. (8) ,As a 

(1) ibid. pp.73-4 

(2) BLRO 1Iin. of Bvid. He 1847 vol.2 Windsor Staines and South Western 

Rly 8 June p.l27 

(3) ibid. 

(4) HLRO MiD. of Evid. HC 1846 vol.3? W.S.S.A.Rly 18 May P.?? 

(5) idem 6 May p.16 

(6) ibid. p.5l 

(7) ibid. p.52 

(8) idem 6 May PP .46-60, also idem 16 May pp .110-11 
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result he had choseD the alignment that he preferred. The Commissioners 

conceded that they were agreeable to the idea ot a line but did want one 

(U 
that was unobjectionable to the Crown. The House ot eo.aons Colllll1ttee 

decided that although no one was quite sure what the beat aligDJIent JD1ght 

be, there was strong evidence to suggest that the W.S.S.A.Rly wasn't it and 

cCllsequently rejected it on 19 lIay 1846. 

The G.W.R. then _de its atteq:»t OIl the town. Lewin has auggested 

that the G.W.R. " " squared EtQD College and the Wooda and Foreats in tavour 

ot its intended line troll Slough to Windsor and had aho atteq:»ted to take 

over the r~ins ot the W.B.B.A.Rly atter its tailure in 1846.(2) The 

shareholders ot the latter railway rebelled against thia and had quickly 

allied themselves with the LoDdon and South Western Railway, the Windsor 

staines and South Western Railway cOiling into existence in the October ot 

1846. (3) 

The sw.er ot 1846 saw a great deal ot negotiation between the rival 

bodies. The G.W.R. were intending to prOlDOte a branch troll Slough to run to 

the west ot Eton, whilat the W.S •• S.W. Rly (under the aegis ot the L •• 

s.W. Rly) decided to leave the whole matter Of alipMIlt into Windlor in 

the hands ot the Woods and Fore.ts t ••• to deterlline where the terminus 

(4) 
and station should be" and t ••• in short, we cODsulted the convenience 

ot the court in every possible way and _de every concession". (5) 

By the May ot 1847 the L •• S.W. Rly and the WOOds and Forests had 

reached agreement. The L •• S.W. Rly were to pay the Crown 260,000, the 

station was to be bull t where indicated, all the railway worts were to be 

(1) idem 15 May P .80 

(2) B.G. Lewin: (1936) op.cit. p.14l 

(3) R.A. Willi ... : op.cit. vol.l pp.17l-2 

(4) BLRO 1Iin. ot Bvid. BL 1847 vol.2 W.S •• B.W. Rly 8 June p.39 

(S) ibid. p.40 



approved, there was to be no ext en Ilion into Windsor without the cOllllent ot 

the CommilllliOllers ot the Woodll and Foreatll (the line was to terminate at 

Black Potta), and abould the G.W. 81y attempt to reach Wind80r the opposition 

(1) 
waa to be merely on technical ground.. This agre_ent was linked very 

clollely with a Bill tor the IIlProvememt ot Windsor also before Parliament 

in 1847. The G.W. Rly having had their branch rejected by the ColllDOIla 

Committee of 1847 aa a reault of the oppoaition of Ston to the propolled 

(2) 
destruction ot the Brocaa CIUIIIP, appealed to Lord Morpeth, one of the 

CoJD1aa1onera 0'1 the Woods and Foreatll, that the IlIProveaent B111 was tar 

too favourable to the L. " S.W. Rly and thus, an 1 June 1847, the CoDlll1asioners 

informed the L. " S.W. Rly that they intended to withdraw the IlIIProvement 

Bill.(3) The W.S. "S.W. Rly was therefore authorised as far as Black 

Pottll. 

During the a~r of 1847 the Woodll and Foresta hoped that the G.W. 

Rly and the L. " S. W. Rly would reach an agreement on the alignment of 

(4) 
just one line to serYe Windsor. Although the G.W. Rl,. had depoll1ted 

plans for a branch from Slough, which had been alllellded 80 all to run some 

way to the west of thelr line of 1847 to placate stan, a conference wall 

arranged between the two partiea for March 1848. (6) The G.W. Rly then 

reTealed that it had pledaed to BtOl1 College that it would neTer pails by 

on the eaat slde of the aroundll and were therefore unable to join the W.S. 

(6) 
and S.W. Rly at Black Potta. The idea 0'1 one eet of ral1a into Windsor 

thus calle to nothing and the G.W. Rly achieved their wiab of indepelldent 

(1) ibid. pp.281-324 (Pull Text 0'1 agreement 

(2) lbld. p.llS 

(3) ldea 9 June ~.140t BC 1848 Tol.28 w.s. " s.W. Rly 19 May p.10? 

(4) BLRO 1Iin. of Bvld. DC 1848 Tol.28 W.S. " S.W. Rly 19 May p.31 

(6) lbid. p.63 

(6) lbld. p.1M (full text ldem 23 May pp.9-12) 
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access with the authorlaatiao ot their branch in 1848, which had the doubttu1 

support ot EtOl1 College: 

A: ••• it has been very much a choice of evils with the 

authorities ot Eton; they would rather not have any ot these lines. 

Q. They do not object to it? 

A: No, they do not; they teel the neceaaity ot it(l) 

In the November ot 1841 the W.S. 81 S.W. Rly and the Wooda and Foresta 

had reached a turther agreement (2) which stated that the Slough branch 

prOllOted by that colIPany would be abandoned(3) and should the G.W.R. gain 

access to Windsor, the W.S •• S.W. Rly would be allowed to construct ita 

(4) 
line through the Home Park. Thia waa ao authorised in 1849. 

The influence ot the G.W. Rly on the decisiaoa ot the Wooda and Foresta 

is selt-evident. Thedr use ot a landowner to delay a rival's ambitions ot 

serving a tt:attic centre is a tine eDq)le ot one railway coq,any taldng 

advantage ot the landed locus standi. The role of the Crown in its atteJlpts 

to utiliae the amb1t1on ot a railway company to t1nance deve1opmeots ot its 

awn 1s a180 ot intereat. 

An evs more blatant instance ot such duplicity occurred in the West 

Rl~ where the internecine conf11cts ot 184~ had lett the t1eld clear tor 

the pro.,tiCll1, by two rival coapanies, tor the ses810ft ot 1846, ot schemes 

to serve that area ot country betwes Bradford and the Calder valley. (5) 

The Weat Riding Union Ra1lway, atrongly supported by the Manchester and 

Leeds Railway cOlllPany, was the Mat alibi tious and proposed to construct a 

number ot lines, its rival being the Hudderstield and Manchester Railway 

(1) ibid. pp.122-26 

(2) idea 22 May pp.99-140 

(3) H.G. Lewin: (1936) op.cit. p.318, R.A. Williaa.: op.cit. vOl.l p.113 

(4) BLRO Min. ot £Vid. He 1849 vol.23 W.S. 81 S.W. Rly 30 April p.11 

(~) H.G. Lewin: (1936) op.cit. p.182 



who intended to erlfJlld their main line northward to Bradford, which 

necessitated passing through the eastern edge of Ilrklees Park. (Fig.43) 

The HUddersfield and Mancheater Railway branch was rejected by the 

CoJlllllODS CoDIIl1 ttee OIl the grounds ot residential damage to Ilrkleea Park, 

despite an eloquent speech by Sergeant Hope pleading that the preventive 

(1) 
clause should be applied. The Hudderatield and Manchester company 

theretore bitterly opposed the West Riding Union in the Lords and argued 

that it was notorious that the owner ot JC:1.rklees, Sir George Armytage, was 

in the pocket ot the Manchester and Leeds collpany, and that the tenant ot 

(2) 
the Park, Mr. Wickhall, was the chairman ot the Weat Riding Union Railway. 

Despite the tact that the Hudderstield and Manchester company ottered Sir 

George a deviation that would have coat an estimated 270,000, their pleas 

were rejected. 

Numerous landoWnera telt, aa did Eton, that although they resented the 

damage that the railway would cause, they felt obliged to accept it for the 

general good of the nation, but requested that it should be aligned in such 

a tashion as to cause thea the least amount ot harm. Solle landowners, 

however, felt that a propoaed line ot railway would be intolerable and was 

also 1Dill1cal to the general interest ot the country. They theretore 

asserted the maximum influence possible on any alignment in that they had 

it rejected by Parliament and had the satistaction ot never seeing 1t 

reappear in that particular torm. The line via Xirklees 1s a case in 

point, but the most cODtroversial instance ot the decade occurred at 

(3) 
Stalllford, in Lincolnshire. 

In April 1844 the Great Northern Rly, with Joseph Gibbs as its 

(1) see above P.213 

(2) HLRO Min. ot Evid. HL 1846 vol.38 Weat Riding Union Rly 5 August 

pp.1-88 especially pp's 8, 56 

(3) W.O. Hoakins: op.cit. p.288 



Br adford \ 

• Brighouse 

land above 

400 feet 

e l i f ton 

• 

H udd ersfield 

.# \. 
""---~ o 

miles 

Ri v e r 

Spen 

H u d d e r s fie I d and Man c he s t erR a i I way 

Bradford Branch 1846 

Fig.43 

237 



238 

engineer, published its prospectus and proposed. that its line would run 

through Lincolnshire via Stalliford, on its way northward to York. (1) In 

the following month the London and York Railway company, which quickly allied 

itseU with a further company named the Direct Northern, published its route, 

their engineer being Joseph Locke. This line was intended to paas a 11 ttle 

(2) 
way to the east of Staaford. Wlth the reslsnatlon of Locke in September 

1844, hls replacement, Cubltt, suggested that a nall branch should be 

(3) 
built to Stamford and, as such, the b1ll went betore Parliament. 

Wlth the publication of the London and York prospectu8, Sir John 

Trollope, of Casewick Ball, contacted Earl F1tzwlllla. and asked the Earl 

(4) 
to use his influence to have the lIIBin line JIIIOVed away from his .. tate. 

(Fig.4l) It was agreed during the passage of the bill that the line would 

(5) 
be deviated alishtly to the eaat. 

In the ~r of 1846 Cubl tt BDDOUDced hls plans for real1pment ln 

Southern LincClAnahire and proposed to push the _in line further to the 

weat, thus passing aucb closer to Stamford. The Mayor of Stamford stated 

that the l1De, aa plaaed, would be no JDOre than a mle away fro. the town 

(6) 
centre, and that lt was sla11ar, in many rec>ects, to that proposed by 

the Direct Northern 1D 1844. (7) The owner of Burghley House, the Marquls 

of Exeter, and the owner ot Uffington Hall, Lord Lindaey, registered strong 

opposition to the deviatlon and petltloned against it before the CoIllllODS 

Committee of 1847. 

(1) C. Grinling: op.cit. pp.13-4 

(2) lbld. p.2l 

(3) ibid. p.2~ 

(4) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.clt. p.2~ 

(5) HLRO Min. of Evid. HI. 1846 vol.8 L. & Y. Rly 22 May p.52 

(6) HlRO Min. of Evld. HC 1847 vol.47 L. & Y. Rly 11 May p.44 

(7) ibld. p.86 
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Lord Lindsey argued that in 1844 he had been presented with proposals 

tor three separate lines, the Midland Railway's By.ton and Peterborough, 

the Direct Northern Railway, and the lAmdon and York Railway. He said that 

as the Board ot Trade had sanctioned the Midland line and had rejected the 

others, he had therefore decided to come to terms with the Midland cODtlany, 

(1) 
as had Lord Exeter. Daring 1846 the Direct Northern had been revived 

and was aligned in such a manner as to pas. between Uttinlitton and Cas_ick. 

Lord Lindsey had decided to cOllsent to this in preference to the London and 

(2) 
York's new proposals tor a line that passed uttington on the south side. 

The Direct Northern and the London and York cOJll)8Dles had amlgamated 

in 1846 and Lord Lindsey tound hlmself indirectly supporting that which he 

(3) 
was attell>ting to defeat. Both he and Lord Exeter ottered OPPOsition 

on the grounds ot cODslderable residential damage and, although the London 

and York was intended to parallel the Byston and Peterborough line, this 

rather doubttul plea was accepted by the eou.ons Coaa1 ttee and the devlation 

(4) 
via Stamford was rejected. 

Lee has argued that it was telt at that time I ••• [Lord Exeter's 

cOlltrol ot Stamford is] a state ot barbarous intervention and blindness' (5) 

and that restrictions had been placed on the growth ot the town tor political 

PUllPoses. (6) In tact Lee concluded '. • • the building ot the Midland line 

• • • and the new poll tical s1 tuat10n wh1ch made tire town )lOre 1J11)ortant to 

the Protectlanist wing ot the Conservative party, to whlch Lord Exeter 

(1) 1dem 12 May pp .123-81 

(2) ibid. pp.189-92 

(3) ibid. p.192 

(4) lb1d. pp's 79-80, 138-40 

(~) J .M. Lee: 'Modern Stamford' in The Making ot Stamford ed. A. Rogers 

(1965) p.94 

(6) ib1d. p.98 
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(1) 
belonged, made possible his opposition'. The railway company theretore 

reverted to their original idea ot a main line to the east ot Casewick Hall. 

The london and York coapany atteapted a similar realignment to the 

immediate 80uth ot Doncaster. Their tailure on this occasion stemmed more 

trom appalling public relations than any other tactor. With the tailure 

ot the Sawtry to Sheftield branch in 1845, the London and York decided to 

realign the northern sector ot their Lincolnshire loop to run trom Doncaster 

to Gainsborough, and also to realign their main line trom Doncaster so that 

it would run directly to Baat Rettord. thus leaVing Sawtry without any form 

(2) 
of railway service. 

The line between East Rettord and Doncaster was to run via Blyth and 

Tickhill and in so doing croased the eatate ot Lord Galway, whose property 

lay to the weat at Sawtry at Serlby Hall. (Fig.39) Cubitt argued that he 

bad considered the views ot the landowners: 

Q. You have dane your beat to avoid residential injury? 

Cubitt: I did and no part ot the railway Where it i. objected 

to runs through Lord Galway's property • • • (3) 

Lord Galway then argued that he had met Denison, the Vice-Chair.n ot 

the railway company, during the September ot 1846 and had discussed tbe 

realigruaent with hill, Lord Galway .aid that Denison bad bebaved in an 

extremely otfhand maDDer and had suggested that his Lordship should blame 

(4) 
the engineer, Cubi tt. Lord Galway became very annoyed and had written 

to the London and York company in September 1846 discussing the new align-

IIeI1t, and had said t ••• I conaider it is SO great an att1iction upon me, 

(1) ibid. p.l02 

(2) see above p.225 , also H.G. Lewin: (1936) op.cit. p.312, HC 1847 

vo1.79 L. " Y. Rly 7 June pp .13-4 

(3) HIBO MiD. ot Evid. HC 1847 vo1.79 L. & Y. Rly 7 June p.3:5 

(4) idem 9 June p.133 
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by cutting directly through the very best property I possess and going 

within hearing and sight of the front of my residence' that he was there~ore 

willing to oppose the railway coupany in Parliament. He further stated that 

he was dissatisfied with the blame attached to Cubitt.(l) 

He then assembled an impressive array of evidence before the House of 

CollDOns CoIlllD1 ttee of 1847. He argued that be had helped and supported the 

London and York Railway in its early and most difficult years and had been 

content with lllinimal compensation for daDBge to one of his farms. (2) The 

Earl of Lincoln argued on his behalf that the prop08ed realignment was 

(3) 
scarcely in the public interest, and Lord Galway himself pointed out 

that there wasn't a single a8sent to the new line, whereas there wasn't a 

single di8sent to the original main line. (4) Mr. Vernon, UP for Retford, 

argued that Serlby Ball would be seriously damaged, as would the property 

(5) 
of other landowners. 

Grinlimg has suggested that Lord Galway's opposition was merely to 

maintain the status quo 1na81llUch as his father in law, Pemberton Milnes, 

was to receive a large sum of lDODey from the London and York in coq,ensation 

(6) 
for damage to his land. This was, in fact, discuaaed in evidence and 

Lord Galway vehemently denied any 8uch interest (7) and it was Pemberton 

Milnes himself who argued that he had bought some land on the strength ot 

the promise of the London and York company to pay him £25,000. (8) He 

further argued that had the landowners not stood by the London and York in 

(1) ibid. pp.136-9 (Full Text of letter) 

(2) ibid. pp.123-33 

(3) idem 7 June p.18l 

(4) idem 9 June p.140 

(5) ibid. p.l02 

(6) C. Grinling: op.cit. p.76 

(7) HLRO Min, of EYid. HC 1847 vol.79 L. & Y. Rly 9 June p.163 

(8) ibid. pp.166-85 



PLATE 4: . 

Serlby Hall , ncar Hawtry , Nottinghamshire . 

Typical of the smaller country house . 

see Fig . 39 . 



1845 and 1846, there would have been a strong likelihood of the line ,' s 

failure. (1) Lord Galway made the additional point, in a brief discussion 

on foxhunting, that opposition to a line of railway on the grounds of damage 

to the hunting country, would be scarcely adequate as an objection, (2) which 

is in conflict with Grinling's ideas on this facet of the case.(3) 

The proposed line via Blyth, and the realigned northern loop, were 

both rejected by the Commons Coami ttee. The failure seems to stem directly 

from the shabby treatment lleeted out by the laldon and York railway to its 

suPporters. It also adds weight to the argumeot that a landowner could argue 

a line of railway caused hi. considerable damage to his estate no matter how 

it was proposed to pass through it; should the landowner lupport the line, 

however, the daage was accepted as necessary and lI1Di1li.ed becau.e of the 

benefi ts the CODstruction of the railway would bring. 

The Isle of Wight saw a much less coq:>lex form of opposition. A 

notice appeared in the Railway Times of 8 November 1845. It read 

••• at a general meeting of the landowners and ratepayers of the 

island held at Newport on the 26th June last, resolutions were 

carried declaring the opinion of the meeting to be adverse to the 

introductic:o of railways into the island and that a cDlllllittee of 

gentlemen was at the same time appointed to watch the proceedingS 

of the railway projectors. And I am further directed by this 

coJllllittee to state that DOt only Will the scheme be opposed by 

the .ost influential landed proprietors through whose estates the 

railways would pass but that it is also intended to offer a 

vigorous public OPPOsition to the project in Parli&mellt should 

(1) ibid. p.16? 

(2) HlBO tin. of Evid. HC 1847 vol.85 L. " Y. Rty 17 May p.22 

(3) C. Grinlini: op.cit. p.76 



(1) 
a bill be sought for. 
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There were no lines of railway authorised for the Isle of Wight in the l840s. 

Such statements of outright hostility were comparatively rare during 

these years. However the dramatic nature of such opposition and its 

(2) 
iJlpact on alignmeot (for exaq>le at Stapleford ), has tended to obscure 

the role ot those landowners who either maintained a position of benevolent 

neutrality or went SO far aa to provide active support and encouragement , 

for a proposed line of railway. 

The Books of Reference were divided into three separate sections in 

ascertaining the attitude of a landowner to a line of railway, being Aasent, 

Dissent, and Neuter. By and large, the railway companies assumed that if 

a landowner signified neutrality it conveyed tacit assent. For exaJll)le 

the evidence of the engineer J .C. Birkenshaw: 

Q. Are the landowners on our line very well satisfied with its 

course and direction? 

Birkenshaw: Yes, the majority are either assenting or not opposing. 

Q. A very large majority is it not? 

Birkenshaw: Yea, I believe more ' than is of the line~3) 

Usually, those who supported a line could have little impact an its 

(4) 
alignment, as Ruegg haa indicated, but it was difficult for the eng1neer 

and promoters planning the alignaent to have any concept1on of the attitudes 

that a landowner might take and ther~ore neutrality or assent were always 

aimed for: 

Q. I believe aa you laid out the line you made it your business 

(1) Quoted in R.M. Robbins: The Isle of Wight Railways (1963) p.2 

(2) see above P. 214 

(3) BLRO~. of Evid. He 1847 vol.97 Harrogate Knaresborough and 

Boroughbridge Extension Rly 20 May P .138 

(4) see above P. 168 



to avoid interfering with any ornamental property? 

BirkenShaw: Yes, I did. 

Q. Did you acconplish that purpose? 

Birkenshaw: I believe so, I believe we do not affect any 

(1) 
ornamental property whatever. 
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Birkenshaw's alignment gained the reaul t quoted above, three quarters of the 

landowners either assented or registered neutrality. The element of 

neutrality would appear to inply a passive assent on the part of the land­

owner, an acceptance of that alignment selected by the railway engineer, 

rather than contributing more positively by suggesting a certain alignment 

to the engineer. 

It was far less common to find the more active landed supporter of a 

railway being able to influence its alignment to any marked extent although 

a good eXBnp1e of this did occur in the East Midlands. One of the many 

deviations that Cubitt prq,osed for the London and York Railway in the 

summer of 1846 was in the vicinity of Tuxford. 

three-quarter miles of the line was intended: 

An alteration of nine and 

Q. I believe it was suggested by the Duke of Newcastle? 

Cub1tt: Yes, and the understanding 'Was that although the B111 

passed as lt was orlgina11y, a bl11 should be brought into 

Par1lament for this deviatiCXl. 

• • • 

Q. Was it not to conciliate his Grace's support ~hat you gave 

the assurance that this deviation ahou1d be app1led for, is that 

a correct representation? 

Cubitt: Jlartly, you put it as it it was solely with that view. 

It was a me. tter whlch was wished tor by the Duke of Newcastle and 

(1) HLRO Min. of Bvld, He 1841 vo1.91 H.X. & B. Extn. Rly 20 May p.l38 
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t.he inhabitants of Tuxtord ••• being asked by his Grace and 

Tuxtord being the centre ot a considerable district, we consented 

to the deviation!l) (F1g.44) 

In Kent the landowners played a BOlD8Irhat ditferent ro1.'. Once the 

JlBin line ot railway between Redhil1 and Dover, passing through Tonbridge, 

was opened in 1842, the landowners ot Tunbridge Wells were SO anxious to 

gain the benefits ot a railway tor themselves that they began to construct 

(2) 
one without waiting tor Parliamentary sanction. Their line was thus 

finished just two months after the passage of an Act in l84~ authorising 

its construction. De~i te the enthusiall1ll on the part ot the landowners 

tor the railway, the aligDJlellt was still chosen to minimise any damage to 

property: 

A: • • • the object of that [a tunnel] is to paBs under the town. 

There would not be 80 great a length of tunnelling required except 

tor the purpose of avoiding valuable property 

Q. You mean that tunnel is to avoid interfering with residential 

property? 

(S) 
A: Yes. 

It would be reasonable to assume that the landowners, in financing the 

line in order to beneti t their property, would not diminish the value of 

their residences by the close proximity of a railway. 

landowners also took a stance that might be termed 'benevolent 

neutrality', typified by a desire, on the part of a paternalistic landowner, 

to gain the 'best' line for the locality. At Stamford the Marquis of 

Exeter, vilified for his oppoai tion to the main line of the London and York 

(1) BLRO 1Iin. of Evid. Be 1847 vol.79 L. " Y. Rly 10 June p.84, see 

also pp.19O-l 

(2) B.G. Lewin: (19S6) op.cit. pp.9l-2 

(S) HLRO MiD. of Evid. HI. l84S vol.lS Tunbridge Wells branch 25 July p.8 
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(1) 
Railway, took a much more syupathetic position toward the proposed Syston 

and Peterborough Railway of 1844-5. The initial idea, was that the line 

Should pass through the centre ot Stamford on the north bank of the River 

Welland. (Fig.45) Although the townstolk were strongly in favour of this 

(2) 
alignment, the Marquis felt that a line sk1rting the north of the town 

would prove ot greater benetit and therefore retained Francis Giles to 

(3) 
evaluate this ' idee.. Giles' engineering and proposed alignment were 

heavily criticised by the engineers of the Syston and Peterborough Railway, 

(4) 
the Stephensons, and the scheme came to naught. Despite the criticism, 

Giles argued cogently that the Marquis ot Exeter was promoting the northern 

(5) 
line solely because he te1t that it was better for the town and stated 

' ••• his lordShip wishes well to the railway. 

(6) 

I know, he said so to me 

and wishes to support it'. 

With the approval of the Syston and Peterborough Railway's proposals 

the Marquis decided not to pursue the matter in the House of lords and the 

line was thus authorised. However, in 1846, the railway company returned 

to Parliament tor the approval of a deviation at Stamford. 

A: It was at the request ot Lord Exeter that it was made in 

order to go through the town of Stamford more easily than the 

(7) 
plans which were prepared last year • • • 

The railway had been realigned to pass through the town on the south bank 

ot the Welland and was quickly authorised in that year. (Fig.45) 

. , 

(1) see above p. 237 

(2) HLRO Min, ot Evid. He 1845 vol.64 System and Peterborough Rly 22 April 

p.70 

(3) idem 25 April p.7l 

(4) idem 23 April pp.93-207 

(5) ibid. pp.65-8 

(6) idem 25 April p.98 

(7) HLRO Min. ot Evid. He 1846 vol.50 System and Peterborough RlY 30 March 

p.l6 



., 
((l 

~ 
U1 

Syston and Peterborough 
Railway 

Stamford Dev i at ion 

1845- 1846 

~;' 

lin e of 
1845 

o L' __________________________________ ~ 

miles 

STAMFORD 

~~o ~ ~~~~~-----~ ----~ ~1//~~ ~~=-J~~~;;~7~\:"::" :!:': :' : '::':" .... P.'.'bo'o,O" 
) / ; / \\\ T,oo.'·:·:··:· · .. ···· " ..... . :., .. :. :.: . ...... . ;. / ,\t?:" · : ... ... : . : ...::/:.\.i[.: 

.. .. . Helpston 

. ~. ' .. : .~~ 

Road 

Hunt ingdon 

... ~::~'~.:. 
°:°:; :':. :/.\ 

-: .: .. . 
. :::;.-
::.:;":: : 

. ~:.: .. :. 

BURGHLEr 

PAR K 

Burgh l ey 

House 

CJ 

(\) 
V1 
o 



251 

On the whole landowners tended to playa more passive role in support 

and this often manifested itself b,y considerable financial assistance. 

Ward has fully documented the West Riding landed involvement during this 

decade (1) and there are other such exaq>les. The Duke of Buccleuch and 

Lord Burlington gave large and wide ranging support to the formation of the 

(2) 
Furness Railway, Mr. Whitbread, WhOLOWJled some 15,000 acres of land in 

(3) 
Bedfordshire, warmly supported the Leicester and Hitchin Railway of 1847, 

and the Wisbech St. lves and Cambridge Railway, authorised in 1846, has been 

(4) 
classed as a pure 'landowners' line. 

Where landowners supported a line they otten appeared before a Select 

CoIllD1 ttee in order to present evidence in tavour of the railway. This was 

(5) 
obviously of some iD!portance to lines such as the London and York Railway. 

In this instance the w1tnesses were drawn trom the ranks ot the toremost 

landowners of eastern England; the Earl ot sandwich (Lord Lieutenant ot 

Huntingdon), (6) the Earl of Brownlow (Lord Lieutenant ot Lincoln), (7) and 

Lord Worsley (MF for North Lincoln and owner of 60,000 acres of land in the 

(8) 
county). The evidence of the Marquis ot Granby, who spoke on behalf ot 

the Duke ot Rutland, in tavour ot the Newmarket and Chestertord Extension 

(1) J.T. Ward: loc.cit., see also D. Brooke: 'The promotion ot Four 

Yorkshire Railways and the Share Capital Market': Transport Histo;rzt 

vol.5 no.3 Nov. 1972 pp.243-273 

(2) S. Pollard and J.D. Marshall: 'The Furness Railway and the Growth of 

Barrow': Journal of Transport History vol.l nO.2 (1953) p .112 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1847 vol.47 Leicester and Hitchin Rly 10 May p.17 

(4) D.I. Gordon: op.c1t. p.215, HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1846 vol.ll 

W.St.I ~ & C. Rly 20-22 July 

(5) see above p. 242 ev1dence of Pemberton Milnes. 

(6) HLRO M1n. ot Evid. HC 1846 vol.7 L. & Y. Rly 14 May pp.I-25 

(7) idem 15 May pp.33-7 

(8) idem 18 May pp.61-87 
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(1) 
Railway ot 1847, or the Duke ot Devonshire who spoke in tavour of the 

(2) 
Manchester Buxton Matlock and Midlands Junction Railway in 1848, was ot 

considerable weight as was that ot the less illustrious - a Colonel North-

clUfe, ot l.e.ngston Hall near Malton in Yorkshire, who spoke in tavour of 

the Scarborough line 13t the York and North Midland company in 1844; he 

said that the railway was ' ••• the greatest boon that was ever given in 

the cOWlty,.(3) 

Perhaps it is tUting to conclude with an instance that involved an 

individual who was possibly the most iuportant railway promoter ot the 

period, but, on this occasion, was cast in the unfamiliar role ot landowner, 

George Hudson. The juxtaposition had occurred in late 1845 when the York 

and North Midland Railway coapany, of which George Hudson was the chairman, 

decided to thwart the ambitions of the Mlnchester and Leeds Railway, who 

were atteupting to reach Hull via a gap in the Wolds near Market Weighton. 

Hudson quickly blocked this avenue of approach by the purchase ot the 

extensive Londesborough estate trom the iq)ecunious Duke of Devonshire. 

Any railway that wished to pass through the Wolds would have to cross this 

estate. Hudson then promoted the York and North Midland branch from York 

via Market Weighton to Beverley, which conclusively 'blocked' the area.(4) 

(5) 
Regarded as a great coup at the time, it was later discovered that Hudson 

had made a profit ot £18,000 from the sale of land to his railway company 

tor the privilege ot passing through his estate.(S) 

(1) m..RO Min. of Evid. He 1847 vol.37 N. & C.E. Rly 22 March pp.S7-7l 

(2) HlRO Min. ot Evid. HL 1848 vol.9 M.B.M. & M.J. Rly 8 August PP.5-21 
(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1844 vol.l Y.N.M. Rly 17 May p.28 

(4) R.S. Le.mbert: op.ci t. pp.159-S0 . 
(5) J. Francis: op.c1t. vol.2 pp.2l3, 219 

(S) R.S. Lambert (op.cit.) pp.272-3 
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CHAPI'ER EIGHT: 1850 - 1870 

The speculative fever in railway promotion prevalent during the 1840s 

had a considerable impact on the expansion of the English railway network 

in the subsequent decades of the 18508 and 1860s. The 18408 had seen the 

authorisation of nearly 10,000 miles of railway, of which just over 3,500 

(1) 
miles had been constructed by 1850. In addition to those lines actually 

sanctioned by Parliament, there were a vast number that had been rejected 

either in Committee or, more frequently, because of failure to comply with 

Standing Orders. As has been stated 1846 alone saw plans deposited for 

(2) 
the construction of 20,000 miles of line. 

By 1850 the railway had ventured into Virtually every region of the 

country. Although many schemes were never actually completed, landowners 

became extremely familiar with the primary stages of railway construction, 

of promotion, of finance, and of alignment. Those cOqlanies that were 

authorised had implicitly gained the assent or, at least, the neutrality 

of the landowners of the locality through which the line was intended to 

run. More importantly, this approval would imply that a satisfactory 

alignment had been selected, often as a result of negotiation between the 

landowner and the railway company. Thus the companies of the 1850s and 

1860s often found that, in a considerable number of cases, alignments were 

already in existence that could be used either as the basis for further 

negotiation with the landowner or could be duplicated, on the aSBumption 

that having once gained approval it would do so again. 

A further consequence of the mania was a strong reaction on the part 

(1) see above p.41 

(2) see above p.168 



of the major railway companies against the idea of further extensions to 

their networks which resulted in a vigorous movement toward locally promoted 

1
. (1) 
1nes. Herbert Spencer was extremely critical of the rapid increase in 

(2) 
the number of branch lines authorised in the early years of the l850s. 

He suggested that the unwillingness of the major railway companies to extend 

their systems stemmed from the fear that, if they did, the value of their 

overall dividend would fall. (3) The shareholders of such companies began 

to argue that it would be most desirable if the capital accounts were 

closed(4) and this automatically precluded the construction of unremuner-

ative branch lines. Spencer then argued that the new lines were in fact 

promoted locally by speculative lawyers, engineers, and contractors, usually 

with landed support, who then sold the company to an adjacent larger railway 

(5) 
company. He concluded that these factors, allied to an increasing 

pressure on the part of the local interests of the small towns and rural 

districts for railway accommodation, were tending to produce schemes that 

were much more local in character and felt that predominant amongst these 

local interests were the landowners who, he said, were ' ••• once the 

greatest obstacles to railway enterprise, (they) have of late years been 

(6) 
amongst its chief promoters'. He went sO far as to complain that lines 

were no longer being constructed for profit but more for local convenience; 

, . . • it has of late become common for landowners, merchants, and others 

(1) see above pf~ 
(2) H. Spencer: Railway Morals and Railway Policy: Edinburgh Review 

vol.1OO (October 1854) 

(3) ibid. p.423 

(4) H. Pollins: (1971) op.cit. p.43, 

(5) H. Spencer: loc.cit. pp.424-7, 431, 434 

(6) ibid. p.428 
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locally interested to get up railways for their own accommodation, which 

(1) 
they do not expect to pay satisfactory dividends'. 

This trend of landed support for the construction of railways, in 

order to increase the value of land, culminated in a House of Lords Select 

Committee of 1863 convened to ascertain possible methods of Charging 

Entailed Estates for Railways. The fact that it was convened by the House 

of Lords, the archetypal edifice of landed society, is indicative of the 

concern felt at that time by the landowners for the encouragement of the 

provision of railway facilities to benefit their estates. 

The witnesses before the Committee were unanimous that the proximity 

of a railway to an estate increased the value of the land considerably(2) 

and J. Dickson pointed out that farmers and tenants t ••• are very willing 

to do everything they can at the present time to promote the formation of 

• (3) 
railways in their district. A further witness, in discussing the 

financial arrangements of the Wansbeck Valley Railway, in central North-

umber1and, said that Sir Walter Trevelyan, the large landowner of Wallington, 

had subscribed £30,000 ' ••• not from an expectation of a diVidend upon 

his shares but with a view to the advantage which he expected his land 

would derive from increased communication'. (4) 

The Report concluded that the value of land was increased by proximity 

to a railway but, at that time, landowners found a great deal of diff1culty 

in raising sufficient capital to invest in railways that would be of 

benefit to their estates. It further concluded that bad the procedure 

been more flexible there would have been an increased amount of investment. 

(1) ibid. p.457 

(2) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. p.256 

(3) HL Select Committee 1863 The Charging of Entailed Estates for 

Railways. 18 March p. 9 

(4) ibid. q.112 p.12 
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~eir recommendations were immediately implemented in the Improvement of 

Land Act of 1864, which incorp~rated clauses allOWing such investment and 

two further Acts, the Railway Construction Facilities Act 1864 and the 

(1) 
Regulation of Railways Act 1868. 

Similar suggestions had come from the pamphleteers of the time, Sharpe 

having proposed in 1857 that the traditional, massively engineered, branch 

lines typical of the period were uneconomic for rural areas and that light 

(2) 
railways should be built. In 1867 Fox argued that despite the 1864 

Act rural branches were unremunerative because of the high costs of con-

struction and therefore light railways, heavily financed by the landowners, 

(3) 
should be promoted in those areas still without railway facilities. 

The 1850s and l860s saw the increasing involvement of landed society 

in railway promotion, largely in recognition of the considerable con-

tribution a railway could make to the rural economy. The salisbury and 

Yeovil Railway was revived in 1852, having been originally authorised in 

1848, and a provisional Committee was created whose members included such 

notable local landowners as Lord Westminster, Lord Sherborne, Lord Rivers, 

the Rt. Hon. Sidney Herbert, and Joseph Locke, the railway engineer, the 

latter having purchased an estate at Honiton. The landowners and local 

populace subscribed £550,000 of the required £1,100,000 and an Act to 

(4) 
construct the railway was gained in 1854. 

The Leicester and Hitchin RailWay, also abandoned after authorisation 

in 1847, was revived in 1852 and in this instance the landowners of Bedford-

shire played the fears of the Midland Railway against the ambitions of the 

(1) E. Austin: op.cit: introd: p.xiii 

(2) E. Sharpe: op.cit. 

(3) C.D. Fox: op.cit. 

(4) L.H. Ruegg: op.cit. pp.28-30, 36, R.A. Williams: op.cit. 

vol.l p.88 ' 
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Great Northern Company in order to achieve their objective of a line through 

(1) 
the county. The local populace Were strongly ~ favour of the line and 

their spokesman, Mr. Whitbread, said that he was ' ••• very much obliged 

(2) 
to the cOllq)any for coming through my property'. 

In East Kent the landowners had suffered ~ a like manner, in that 

those lines proposed during the mania had come to nothing and in 1852 they 

had therefore decided to promote their own line to run from Canterbury to 

Strood. In a pamphlet of November of that year they argued that the South 

Eastern Railway had pledged every year to extend their North Kent line but 

had never dane so. 
(3) 

The South Eastern immediately replied, that the 

landowners of the district had '. . . 
always been clamorous for the line but has never rendered that 

effective aid by which alone the line could be won. It has 

neither subscribed its money nor has it offered to take agri-

cultural prices for its land - two main considerations without 

which ••• but little (if any) railway extension will, in these 

(4) 
days, take place in districts mainly agricultural. 

However the strong landed support defeated the South Eastern company's 

opposition and the independent, local line was authorised in 1853. (5) 

In north-west Norfolk the Fakenham to Wells line was promoted in 1853 

with the strong support of the Earl of Leicester, of Holkham, and the local 

landowners. Of the necessary £70,000 the Earl subscribed £10,000 and the 

(6) 
other landowners £30,000. In Wensleydale financial difficulties 

(1) F.S. Williams: op.cit. p.139, E.G. Barnes: op.cit. vol.l pp.14o-4 

(2) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1853 vol.19 Leicester and H1tchin Rly. 

28 April p.8 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1853 vol.53 Canterbury and Strood Rly 21 May p.156 

(4) ibid. p.156 

(5) H.P. White; (1961) op.cit. vol.2 p.39 

(6) D.I. Gordon: op.cit. p.207 



forced the Bedale and Leyburn Railway company to appeal to the local 

landowners for support. They responded generously, particularly Lord 

Bolton, and, as a result, the cost of land for the construction of the 

(1) 
railway was kept to a remarkably low figure. 

The early years of the l850s saw the landowners to the east of Oldham 

demand the construction of the branch from Oldham to the Manchester and 

Leeds Railway at Greenfield, near Sadaleworth, originally authorised in 

1847 but abandoned. The line was sanctioned in 1853. (2) On the Welsh 

borders the landowners in the vicinity of Hay and Brecon 'strongly 

supported' the promotion ofa .line and, under the direction of Captain the 

(3) 
Hon. Walter Deveraux of Tregoyd, gained an Act for their railway in 1859. 

In Dorset the major landowners of the area were all firmly in favour of 

the introduction of railways. Lord Rivers took £10,000 worth of shares 

in the Dorset Central Railway and suggested that Lord Westminster and Lord 

ld do sO a180. (4) A_ th mi tId 1 f f Portman wou ~o er pro nen an owner n avour 0 

the l1ne was Sir Ivor Guest of Canford Manor whose father, Sir John Guest, 

the noted Welsh Ironmaster, had bought the estate in 1846, this being a 

good example of an industrialist moving onto the land and encouraging the 

construction of a railway. (5) 

If anything the involvement increased during the 1860s. In East 

Gloucestershire the failure of the major companies to prov.ide railway 

facilities caused the landowners to promote their own company and they 

met in the spring of 1861 at Fairford where most, if not all, of the 

(1) H. Parris: Northallerton to Hawes: A Study in Branch line History: 

Journal of Transport History vol.2 no.4 (1956) pp.238-40 

(2) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1853 vol.19 L. & N.W. Rly 26 April pp.2l-2 

(3) C.R. Clinker: The Hay Railway (1960) pp.42-3 

(4) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1857 vol.l4 Dorset Central Rly 12 June pp.42-3 

(5) R. Atthi11: The Somerset and Dorset Railway (1970) p.34 
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important local landowners either subscribed to, or warmly supported, the 

Ii 
(1) 

nee The landed financial support for the Wansbeck Railway was con-

siderable. Of the £44,260 worth of shares offered to the general publiC, 

(2) 
three local landowners subscribed £40,000. The East and West Junction 

Railway, promoted through Northamptonshire in 1863, was equally well 

supported by local landed society and the agent of Lord Cardigan wrote 

, tt 
• • • the Duke of Grafton, Lord Southampton, and Lord Pomfret are all 

tI, (3) 
anxious for the line • Of the £35,000 needed for the construction of 

the Chippenham and Caine branch line of 1860, more than half was provided 

(4) 
by the local Harris family, and, similarly, the Marlborough Railway, 

(5) 
authorised in 1861, was locally promoted by the Marquess of Ailesbury. 

Landed investment in the railways of these two decades was obviously 

of some considerable importance and this involvement was reflected to 

quite a marked degree in the alignment of these lines. Spencer had been 

critical of locally promoted companies because he felt that the speculative 

element dominated the purely local intere~ts to such an extent that the 

railway often served its chosen locality extremely inefficiently in its 

(6) 
attempt to take advantage of the rivalry of the larger railway companies. 

This concept of the 'best' alignment was extensively debated in an 

important Parliamentary Select Committee of l863~ (7) 

(1) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1864 vo~.15 East Gloucestershire Rly 31 May 

pp.8-l4, also HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1881 vol.54 Swindon Cheltenham 

Extension Rly. 7 March p .130 

(2) F.M.L. Thompson: (1963) op.cit. p.256 

(3) J. Wake: op.cit. p.19 

(4) C.R. Clinker: 'Railways' in Victoria County History of Wiltshire 

vol.4 (1959) p.287 

(5) ibid. pp.287-8 

(6) H. Spencer: loc.cit. p.459 

(7) F. Clifford: op.cit. vol.2 pp.867-8, HC Select Committee on Private 

Bi ll Legislation 1863 
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The consensus of the .witnesses before this Committee, which ostensibly 

discussed Parliamentary railway procedure in general, but concentrated 

largely upon the role of the landowner, was that landed society, on the 

(1) 
whole, was in favour of the continued expansion of the railway network, 

but wished to be certain that a proposed line of railway was the best 

possible. G.P. Bidder, the railway engineer stated: 

that if a landowner's land is to be taken against his will he 

is, at all events, entitled to know that that is the best line 

which the country will afford: that I have no right to 

sacrifice A in order to avoid B but that I should make the 

line through B's property if that is the best line.(2) 

When asked 

Q. With regard to a landowner, if he objects to a railway, 

is he to be confined to his own special case? 

Bidder: No, I think that every landowner has a right to say 

that the railway is not wanted, or that a better line can be 

had: I do not think that you can limit a landowner be he who 

he will. (3) 

Bidder further agreed that if a landowner's property was to be taken any 

landowner should be entitled to oppose a railway if he felt the alignment 

(4) 
was not the best possible. 

This latter point had also been advocated by Lord Grey, formerly 

Lord Hawick: 

I do not think that it is at all true that the interest of a 

landowner ••• with reference to a railway, is really limited 

(1) ibid. Q.'s 2613, 3316, 2818 

(2) ibid. Q.2372 

(3) ibid. Q.2352 

(4) ibid. Q.2369 



261 

by the fact of what is done upon his own land. The scheme may 

not, in that particular pOint, be an injury to him but every 

person inhabiting a district has a very great interest in having 

the best line of communication which is practicable and the line 

may be laid out either injudiciously or unfairly; it may be laid 

out with a view to afford unfair advantage to one individual at 

the expense of another; I think that every landowner should 

therefore have an opportunity of opposing a bill upon its general 

merits, as well as upon the manner in which it affects his own 

land, because the construction of one bad line through a particular 

country will, almost invariably, make the construction of a good 

one impracticable, SO that if the line is badly laid out all 

persons inhabiting that district should have the power of being 

(1) 
heard against it. 

This point of view was couplemented by the evidence of many other 

witnesses. Mr. B1enkinsopp, solicitor to the London and North Western 

Railway, felt that the landowner was the best judge whether a line of 

railway was needed at all and, by implication, should therefore have the 

(2) 
freedom of general opposition. 

Thus the attitudes of the railway engineer, the railway solicitor, 

and a major landowner were united in the view that the landowner played, 

and should continue to play, a major role in the selection of the 'best' 

alignment of a railway in a locality. In discussing railway interference 

with parks and estates in general, 81enklnsopp argued that the criteria 

applied by Stephenson and Vignoles in the 1830s were equally applicable 

(1) ibid. Q.1019 

(2) ibid. Q.2594 
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(1) 
in the 1860s. He said that interference with a gentleman's park, 

or a proposal to run near his house, were cases of 'solid objection' and 

(2) 
that ' ••• it is perfectly right that that should not be allowed'. 

Whalley complemented this and suggested a hypothetical method for the 

determination of an alignment of a new railway. A submission should be 

made that a line of railway between A and B was necessary; a general line 

would then be surveyed and submitted to a tribunal who would then refer 

the line to the relevant landowners. The plans could then be altered 

(3) 
' ••• deviate them, if requisite, in order to meet the views of landowners'. 

The witnesses made copious reference to a case that had been before 

Parliament the previous year when Lord Crewe had opposed the alignment of 

a railway that was intended to run from Market Drayton eastwards via 

Madeley to Silverdale, in Staffordshire. The line had originally been 

suggested in 1858 as no more than a short railway from the London and 

North Western main line at Made1ey, running north-eastwards to the North 

Staffordshire at Silverdale. (Fig.46). This bad been promoted by Ralph 

(4) 
Sneyd and the L. & N.W. Rly and had come before Parliament in 1859, 

where Lord Crewe had opposed it on the grounds that it was both unnecessary 

(5) 
and destructive. The engineer, Mr. Gregory, had argued that his sole 

intention was to construct a mineral line and had therefore located the 

(6) 
railway accordingly, parallel to an existing tramway. 

rejected by the House of Commons Select Committee. 

(1) see above pp. 100 , 133 

(2) ibid. Q.2600 

Thi s bill was 

(3) ibid. Q.2856 (very similar to Moorsom's ideas of 1840-1 see above P. 1 6~ 

(4) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1864 vo1.32 North Staffordshire Rly 19 July p.24 

also HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1862 vOl.17 Wellington Drayton and 

Newcastle Rly 8 July p.153 

(5) ibid. (1864) p.25, also ibid. (1862) p.149 

(6) idem. (1862) 7 July p.240 
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The scheme was revived in 1861 in a modified form and was intended to 

leave the G. W.R. at Wellington and run northwards to Market Drayton turning 

north-eastwards to cross the L.N.W. Rly near Madeley, and joining the North 

Staffordshire line at Silverdale. In the autumn of 1861 the engineer of 

this railway, Mr. Ashdown, encouraged the agent to the railway c0lli>any to 

write to Lord Crewe's agent in order that his Lordship's feelings might 

be ascertained as to the alignment of the railway across his estate, 

(1) 
between Madeley and Silverdale. The agent replied that Lord Crewe 

would not support such an idea which he felt would be ' ••• SO detrimental 

(2) 
to his valuable prop~rty at Madeley'. 

Clifford felt that the opposition on the part of Lord Crewe to this 

railway was poorly presented before the House of Commons Select Committee 

and, as a result, the bill had little difficulty in gaining the Committee's 

approval. (3) In the Lords the case was argued with far greater clarity. 

The railway engineer said that he had studied the evidence of 1859, 

particularly that of the then engineer Gregory, and, having clarified Lord 

Crewe's opinions as to the alignment, he had located his railway according-

I 
(4) 

y. He qualified this by remarking that Gregory was concerned with the 

location of a mineral railway whereas he was to locate both a mineral line 

(5) 
and a through route. He continued had he gone further to the south he 

(8) 
would have avoided the minerals, this latter point being confirmed by 

Sir Charles Fox. 
(7) 

Lord Crewe's agent replied that the Madeley estate, the central point 

(1) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1862 vol.l7 W.D. & N. Rly 4 July pp.64-8 

(2) ibid. p.68 

(3) F. Clifford: op.cit. vol.2 p.868 

(4) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1862 vol.17 W.D. & N. Rly 7 July p.239 

(5) ibid. p.240 

(6) idem 8 July p.18 

(7) ibid. p.78 
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being Madeley Manor and the Park, was a favourite residence of Lord Crewe 

and that the proposed railway would cause a great deal of damage on three 

counts: (a) that it was to run through the most beautiful part of the 

estate (b) secondly that it was to cross the best and most valuable land 

(c) and finally that it was to intersect five or six farms injUriously.(l) 

The agent agreed that Lord Crewe was willing to accede to the view that a 

line was necessary but felt that the alignment that had been selected was 

(2) 
extremely poor. This was the crux of the opposition case. 

Gregory, the engineer of the 1859 line was highly critical of the 

quality of the engineering: 

Q. Does this line bear traces as a whole of having been hastily 

laid out? 

Gregory: I think so; I think that any line is hastily laid out 

which recklessly runs through a landowner's estate at a very large 

cost when it might have done very much less damage and where there 

(3) 
may have been a saving of £40,000 to the promoters. 

G.P. Bidder strongly agreed with this analYSis(4) and further stated the 

quality of railway engineering in general was deteriorating to such an 

extent that advances in locomotive technology were being negated by 

increasingly worse gradients. (5) 

This hastily prepared and poorly planned scheme was also heavily 

criticised because the chief promoter, a Mr. Garrard, had already success-

fully promoted a railway from Staines to Wokingham in 1858, which he had 

then sold to the L. & S.W. Rly. 

(1) ibid. p.l02 

(2) ibid. p.113 

(3) ibid. p.17l 

(4) ibid. pp.194-5 

It was inferred by the opponents of the 

(5) HlBO Min. of Evid. He 1862 vol.76 W.D. & N. Rly 16 May pp.236-9 
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Wellington and Newcastle line that this line had also been promoted for 

(1) 
purely speculative purposes. 

The railway was rejected by the House of Lords Select Committee and 

was taken up by the North Staffordshire Railway company who compl etely 

realigned it. They gained an Act in 1864 for a line to run from Silver-

dale to Market Drayton, which ran some distance to the south of the lines 

of both Ashdown (1862) and Gregory (1859). The opposition of Lord Crewe 

had therefore prevented the construction of what was generally r egarded as 

a 'poor' line and necessitated a drastic amendment of the railway's a lign-

ment before it was possible for a line to gain Parliamentary sanction in 

that area. 

Bidder, during the course of the hearing, had made some important 

statements pertaining to the engineering ethics of interference with a 

landowner's estate: 

From long experience now I have never ventured to take a line 

through any large estate without taking care that that should be 

the best line which the country could afford. I have frequently 

had occasion to change the line to obviate the objections of 

landowners and to incur considerable expense in so doing but 

never in the whole course of my experience have I attempted 

adversely to an important landowner to take a line through his 

(2) 
estate which was not, in an engineering pOint of view, the best. 

He concluded: 

Q. In your practice have you incurred additional expense in 

order to obviate the landowners objection? 

Bidder: Yes, and I have never brought a line before a Committee 

(1) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1862 vol.17 w.O. & N. Rly 8 July p.2l8 

(2) ibid. p.193 
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adverse to a landowner that I had not shown was the best in an 

(1) 
engineering point of view - never. 

The influence of the landowner took a more orthodox form in the 

selection of the alignment of what might be considered a typical railway 

of this period, the Bedford Northampton and Weedon Railway. The railway 

(2) 
had been independently promoted and had strong local support; it was 

intended to run through a rural area linking two county towns via a number 

of small villages. Significantly, it was on the borders of two major 

railway companies, the L. & N.W. Rly to the west and the Midland Rly to 

the east. The line therefore ran through an area of relatively little 

traffic and depended, to a considerable extent, upon the support of the 

local landowners. 

The scheme was originally proposed in the years 1861-62 but had come 

(3) 
to nothing. It was revived in 1864, the chairman of, the company being 

the notable Bedfordshire landowner, Mr. Wh1tbread, who had also been in-

volved in the promot10n of the Leicester and Hitch1n Railway some years 

(4) 
previously. 

Mr. lVhitbread had written to Lieut. General Bouverie, owner of 

Delapre Abbey which lay to the immediate south of Northampton, for his 

opinion of the proposed railway and any preferences he might have as to 

the alignment. Bouverie had replied suggesting a line of railway away 

from his park running close to the River Nene and further intimated that 

(5) 
he disliked all railways. The assistant engineer, Mr. Risley, pointed 

(1) ibid. p.194 

(2) F.S. Williams (1876) op.cit. p.198 

(3) Rev. G.F.W. Munby: Former DayS at Turvey (1908) p.79 

(4) HLRO Min. of Evid. He 1865 vol o 6 Bedford, Northampton and Weedon 

Rly 16 March p.233 

(5) ibid. p.233, idem 17 March p.1OS 
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out in evidence that it was widely known that Bouverie was hostile to all 

railways and therefore the engineer had decided to follow the best engineer­

(1) 
ing line outside the park. Liddell, the chief engineer, agreed that 

(2) 
Bouverie was hostile toward all railways, and admitted that the initial 

proposal was to align the railway much closer to the park but this had been 

amended and it now ran further to the north and it was in this latter form 

that it came before Parliament. It crossed the Blisworth and Peterborough 

Railway by an overbridge and joined it from the north. This alignment was 

chosen to placate a landowner who had conceded that there would be no 

residential damage to his estate and his opposition was based solely on a 

. (3) 
general d1slike of railways. (Fig.47) 

Further to the east, at Little Houghton, the engineers had negotiated 

wi th the ta.1liff of the landowner, Mr. Smythe, and the two parties had 

(4) 
agreed upon a mutually satisfactory alignment. The line was carried 

as close to the edge of the estate as possible and Liddell felt that it 

was aligned ' ••• in the least objectionable way that it could be to the 

(5) 
property' • 

At Weston Underwood the landowner, Sir H.W. Throgmorton, had never 

(6) 
been available for consultation with the railway engineers and, despite 

the fact that there was no residence on the estate, and that the land was 

(7) 
almost to1ally agricultural, the line ran some 300 yards to the north 

of the corner of an old park thus minimising any possible claim of 

(8) 
residential damage. 

(1) HLRO Min, of Evid. He 1865 vol.6 B.N. & W.Rly 16 March p.238 

(2) idem 17 March p.l08 

(3) idem 16 March p.235 

(4) ibid. p.206, idem 17 March p.104 

(5) idem 17 March pp.99, 104 

(6) idem 16 March p.2l6 

(7) ibid. p.143 

(8) ibid. p .210 
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One of the strongest supporters of the railway was the squire of the 

(1) 
village of Turvey, Colonel Higgins. As in the cases of opposition sO 

it was in support, the railway was aligned to his satisfaction: 

One peculiar feature in favour of this line is that the engineer 

has chosen the most advantageous line he possibly could, not only 

through my own parish but through a neighbouring parish, inasmuch 

as he has taken its course through all the bad land and avoided 

all the good land and of course that makes it particularly 

(2) 
advantageous. 

ldddell also made some important general statements relative to the align-

ment of this railway and the landed interests which neatly reflect con-

temporary engineering philosophy tov/ard the landowners. 

This plan ••• will show all the lines that Mr. Risley has 

levelled all through the country and it will show that we have 

tried every possible line that could have been selected in this 

county and we selected this as the best having regard to the 

landowners and to the getting of a good line~3) 

Further to this he added: 

Q. With reference to all those landowners I will ask you the 

general question - you have carried your line so as to make it 

least objectionable to all parties and most satisfactory in an 

engineering point of view? 

ldddell: We have tried with all our power to do so and we have 

(1) idem 17 March pp.9-38, see also Rev. G.F.W. Munby: op.cit. 

pp.79-80 

(2) HLRO M1n. of Evid. He 1865 vol.6 B.N. & W.Rly 17 March p.15, 

This would appear to contradict R.M. Robbins: Points and Signals 

(1967) p.2ll 

(3) ibid. p.1l2 
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tried to ascertain the general views of parties either directly 

or indirectly. 

Q. You had it in view in this case to conciliate as far as you 

could? 

Liddell: Certainly, we always do our best to accommodate parties 

that are hostile or are likely to be hostile. (1) 

(2) 
The line was authorised in 1865 and came into service in 1872. 

The promotion of a railway in the north-east of England, whilst 

illustrating the changing attitudes of promoters toward a major landowner 

over the decades, is also a prime example of the relationships which quickly 

evolved in the years after the mania. As early as 1832 the inhabitants 

of Barnard ·Castle, a small market town of south-west County Durham, had 

decided that their town needed a railway and they therefore approached 

Joseph Pease, the chairman of the Stockton and Darlington Railway for 

(3) 
assistance. Pease t. . . warned them that the Duke of Cleveland would 

be sure to oppose it, and advised the deputation not to enter into a 

Parliamentary contest with his Grace'. (4) The Duke owned most of the 

land to the north-east and east of Barnard Castle and 

it was well known that he had a great objection to railways. 

The inhabitants of Barnard Castle felt it would be useless to 

attempt to obtain subscribers to make a railway to the town with 

the certainty of being opposed by a wealthy and powerful nObleman.(S) 

Thus the idea of a railway was dismissed until the succession of the 

(1) ibid. pp.206-7 

(2) F.S. Williams: (1876) op.cit. p.28l 

(3) (T. Richardson): History of the Darlington and Barnard Castle 

Railway (1877) p.23 

(4) ibid. p.23 

(5) ibid. p.24 
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second Duke of Cleveland in 1842. The townspeople approached him during 

1844 but he rejected the idea of a branch line and told them ' ••• if a 

place was within twenty miles of a railway it was all that could be wished 

or desired'. (1) 

In 1846 the Northern Counties Union Railway was authorised to run 

from Bishop Auckland via Barnard Castle across the northern Pennines to 

T ba 
(2) 

e y. It was reported that the railway conpany had gained the Duke 

of Cleveland's approval for their line, which approached Barnard Castle 

from the northeast and ran to the west of Baby Castle, by the payment of 

£35,000.(3) The financial difficulties of the years after 1847 precluded 

(4) 
the construction of the line and the scheme came to nothing. . 

(5) 
In 1849 cholera devastated the town and the local economy collapsed. 

As a result, in the early summer of 1852, it was felt by the residents of 

Barnard Castle that only a railway could revive their town's fortunes. 

Meetings were held and it was argued that the best line was one that would 

run directly to Darlington along the Tees valley rather than north-eastwards 

across more difficult terrain to Bishop Auckland. The Duke of Cleveland 

had exPressly stated in 1844 his opposition to any railway despoiling the 

Tees valley and this decision was therefore a considerable challenge to 

his authority.(6) 

The railway company appointed Thomas Bouch as their engineer and 

although he was asked to align the railway through the valley of the River 

Tees, he was exPressly told ' ••• to interfere as little as possible with 

(1) ibid. p.27 (meeting held 17 October 1844) 

(2) H.G. Lewin: (1936) op.cit. p.196 

(3) T. Richardson: op.cit. p.32 

(4) H.G. Lewin: (1936) op.cit. p.459 

(5) T. Richardson: op.cit. p.34 

(6) ibid. p .36 
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the Baby estate'. 
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The railway company wrote to the Duke during October 

1852 and stated ' ••• "they are resolved to make every effort to conciliate 

your Grace's good wishes by interfering in the least possible degree with 

, (2) 
your estates" • •• • The major difficulty arose with the avoidance 

of Se1aby Park, situated on the north bank of the Tees. The primary stage 

of alignment was implemented when the promoters and engineers took great 

pains to avoid the Park and minimise any damage to the estate of the Duke. 

The second stage of negotiation was then applied and a meeting was held at 

Baby Castle on 19 October 1852 between the promoters and his Grace. The 

railway representatives used a map to point out t ••• to him the proposed 

(3) 
line of railway and offered to make any deviations which he might request'. 

By this time the Duke had decided that he preferred the Tees valley route 

to any other and ' • made several suggestions as to the way he Wished 

the line to go ••• and said it was the least objectionable line that had 

been submitted to his consideration,.(4) Despite this the Duke refrained 

from committing himself to unqualified support and later that year dis-

covered that his tenant farmers were opposed to the railway and although 

he attempted to ameliorate their opposition, his efforts proved fruitless. 

As a result he decided to oppose the railway when it came before Parliament 

in 1853. (5) The railway promoters wrote to the Duke of Cleveland on the 

15 March 1853 in an attempt to persuade him to withdraw his opposition. 

They argued that ' ••• from first to last we have entertained the most 

anxious desire to conciliate your Grace, and to interfere with your property 

as little as Possiblet(6) but despite this the Duke replied on 17 March 

(1) ibid. p.38 

(2) ibid. p.40 

(3) ibid. p.40 

(4) ibid. p.40 

(5) ibid. pp.44-6 

(6) ibid. p.49 
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re-emphasising his opposition and stated: 

Is it then a modest request ••• to mke landowners sacrifice 

their property against their will when they set a value upon it, 

for the speculative profit and advantage of a few interested 

individuals who live in the town; of Barnard Castle and Darlington? 

I will not disguise that I have always had the greatest aversion 

to having ~ property cut up by railroads, and I believe, a8 a 

landowner, I am not singular in that respect. I am perfectly 

ready, however, to allow that all trunk lines are essential for 

the public good, and IlUst be subjected to; with branch lines, 

however, it 1s very different, they are almost all Vicious in 

principle, and ought to be resisted as more detrimental than 

adVantageous to the district, but, whenever they are permitted, 

it ought to be trom the landowners taking the initiative, and 

trom being the promoters, to be the principal shareholders 
(1) 

theuelves. 
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The Bill came before Parliament in 1853 and although the traffic case 

was quite easily proved the Duke of Cleveland managed to have it rejected 

by the House ot CollllllOlls Select Co..t ttee on an engineering technicality. (2) 

The promoters resurveyed their line during 1853 and yielded turther to the 

Duke in acceding to his request tor a deviation between Gaintord and 

Piercebridge. (Fig.48) This was to avoid Snow Hall, the owner being a 

(3) 
personal' triend ot his Grace. The line was resubllli tted and autho~ised 

in 1854. 

During the hearings ot 1854 two witnesses had put torward interesting 

(1) ibid. pp.~1-2 

(2) ibid. pp.54-6, see also HLRO Min. ot Ev1d. HC 1853 vols. 72-4 

Darlington and Barnard Castle Rly 26 May - 7 June 

(3) BLRO Min. ot Ev1d. HL IBM vol.4 D. 8& B.C. Rly 19 June p.94 
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points of view. Sir William Eden, the chairman of the rival Bishop 

Auckland and Barnard castle Railway, was asked for his opinion as a land-

owner as to the advent ot railways. He stated that personally he was much 

averse to railways cutting up his property and gained little, if any, 

personal advantage whilst sustaining a great deal of private injury. 

However, he said he was reconciled to the fact that railways were to come 

sooner or later and that it Jlight as well be now and concluded that the 

line he was promoting was of great public benetit. (1) 

Thomas Smurtbwaite, a tenant farmer of Hope House near Piercebridge, 

spoke for all those directly affected by the construction of a new line. 

He stated that he ran a farm of some 650 acres and despite negotiations with 

the railway company over the alignment,(2) he said that 8 fields would be 

Jll8de into 13 of all shapes and sizes. He exclaimed that he had been 

'slaving' for thirty years to improve his farm and that there could be no 

(3) 
adequate financial coq:»ensation for this utter destruction. At a time 

of cODsiderable agricultural improvement the severance of farms and damage 

to recently enclosed fields, was obviously a heavy blow to the smaller 

(4) 
farmer. 

A further point that arose from the conflict in the Tee. valley was 

the amount of legal. expenses in Parliament ot both the Duke of Cleveland 

and the railway cOlIIPany. Richardson has calculated that both parties 

(5) 
spent £10,000 ~ over the two years. 

(1) HUlO Min. of Evid. HC 1854 vol.44 D. " B.C. Rly 27 March pp.29-33 

(2) (T. Richardson): op.cit. p.48 

(3) HLRO Min. of Bvid. HC IBM vol.44 D. " B.C. Rly 28 March pp.198-2l3, 

also HLRO Min. of Evid. HI. IBM vol.4 D. & B.C. Rly 19 June pp.12a-.40 

(4) HL Sessional Papers vol.18 1845 Select Co1lllll1ttee on Compensation 

Q.14l, p.15 see above p ) 69 

(5) (T. RichardsOD): op.c1t. p.89 
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In southern Surrey the railway engineer and promoters found similar 

difficulties in the alignment of their railway through a valley. The 

Horsham and Guildford Railway was an independent coq>any promoted on the 

frontiers of the L. & S.W. Rly and the London Brighton and South Coast 

Railway. The scheme was first proposed in 1859 and was quickly supported 

by the majority of landowners between the two towns; the sole opponent 

(1) 
was Lord Grantley of Wonerah. 

The engineer, Mr. E. Woods, originally intended to utilise the bed of 

the Weyand Arun Canal but felt that Lord Grantley would disapprove of this 

(2) 
and therefore selected an alignment some little way to the west of the canal. 

(Fig.49) Again the engineer refrained from determining the exact alignment 

until he had discussed the matter with the hostile landowner, and Woods 

vis1ted Lord Grantley during June 1859. (3) His Lordsh1p wall intransigent 

and could see~o public necessity for the line and therefore had decided 

to oppose it. (4) Woods argued that he could not avoid Lord Grantley's 

estate by making a major deviation to the west of the village of Bramley 

as this would cause considerable damage to the property of Lord Leconfield 

and would also run in front of Goaden. House. Woods explained his diffi-

culties: 

Commencing from Horsham to Cranleigh the country i8 not difficult 

as to properties but after that the ground becomes much more 

beautiful; the Whole valley is studded with ornamental property 

of various kinds; therefore the object being to layout a line 

passing through those properties without dOing them injury, the 

(1) HLRO Min. of 1Wid. HL 1860 vol.13 Horsham and Guildford Direct Rly 

3 July pp.1-118 

(2) idem 10 July p.15 

(3) ibid. pp.18-9 

(4) ibid. pp.2Q-2 
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line which I selected, in my opinion, affects that object. (1) 

This was firmly supported by the evidence of J. Hawkahaw, a noted 

railway engineer of the time, who said ' • • • the line of Mr. Woods is 

best in an engineering point of view and I consider it the beat line having 

reference to the properties on each side of it'. (2) 

Lord Grantley's oppoai tion was rejected by the CoIIIDi ttee of the House 

of Lords, who further refused a plea made by his counsel to insert the 

usual delaying clause preventing the railway cOlllpany from taldng his land 

without written consent. 

A railway cOlllpany in the east ' Midlands found similar difficulties in 

attelllpttng to align their railway between the property of two major land-

owners, the Duke of Newcastle and the Duke of Portland. In 1859 the 

Midland Railway proposed to construct a line to run northward from Mansfield 

to Workaop. (Fig.sq) The Duke of Newcastle and the . Duke of Portland, the 

latter being the owner of Welbeck Abbey. had a difference of opinion over 

the proposed alignment and, as a result, the bill was withdrawn from Parlia­

(3) 
ment early in 1860. By 1864 some measure ot agreement had been reached 

and the proposed line was deviated some distance to the west. This avoided 

encroaching upon the Creswell Crags, a noted local beauty spot, on the 

(4) 
Welbeck estate. The agent for the Duke of Portland suggested that his 

Grace should intimate SOlie approval for the Midland Railway' 8 proposals 

bu t hi s Lordship 

reasonably retorted that, when the supporters of the Midland 

project came to him and said they proposed to run a line across 

(1) ibid. p.53 

(2) ibid. p.70 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 18.&5 vol.45 Midland Rly 19 June p.199, 

F.S. Williams: op.cit. p.193 

(4) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1865 vol.45 M. Rly 19 June p.2l3 
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his land, whether he liked it or not, and he told them which 

route would 1be the least objectionable to him, that could not 

be construed as iq>lying consent to the proposition. (1) 

The line was authorised in 1865.(2) 
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In discussing the difficulties of the alignment of this railway the 

manager of the Midland Railway cOJlt)any, James Allport, pointed out that 

there was little the coupany could do but wait until the landowners had 

reached agreement over the alignment. He iJlt)lied that no coapeting railway 

coapany could construct a line in that area as they would meet w~th the 

same difficulties. Although the delay of four years was cOlllsiderab1e, 

waiting for consent wa~ far safer, in this instance, than atteq,ting to 

force an unsatisfactory alignaent upon two hostile and influential land­

(3) 
owner •• 

Finally it is significant that the Duke of Portland's dislike of the 

original alignment stemmed from a desire to protect the local environment. 

F .S. Williams, the .elf-confessed hi.torian of the Midland Railway coapany, 

stated that '. • • it would have been DIlch JD)re convenient to carry the 

line somewhat farther to the right (east), through a natural depression in 

(4) 
the range of hill. known as the Creswell Crags, the stre.s falling on 

the word 'coovenient'. The Duke of Portland was merely using his con-

siderable influence to protect an area of outstanding natural beauty against 

private enterprise. 

On the Welsh Borders the landowners exerted a similar influence. 

Benjamin Piercy, the engineer of the proposed Oawestry Bllesmere and 

(1) A.S. Turberville: A History of Welback Abbey and it. Owner,: 

vol.2 (1939) p.4l~ 

(2) F.S. Williams: ( r s.7S)op-.Cit... ~ .193 

(3) BLRO Min. of EYid. BC l86~ vol.45 M. Rly 19 June P.210 

(4) F.S. Williams: (1876) op.cit. p.58l 
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Whitchurch Railway ot 1861, stated that his alignment avoided any inter-

terence with residences and valuable property in an t. • • exceedingly 

tortunate manner' and further argued that he always took the greatest pains 

in aligning his railways to minimise such daJlBge. (1) This was confirmed 

(2) (3) 
by Seymour Clarke and George Farmer, the latter being a local land 

valuer. Farmer pointed out that the G.W. Rly scheme tor a line between 

Oswestry and Ellesmere was strongly disliked by the local landowners in 

(4) 
that it caused tar greater damage to property. 

Sir John BaDmer lIP, ot Bettistield, had suggested to Piercy that the 

proposed railway should avoid Bettistield Wood and the intersection ot some 

'beautitul tields' in the area. The line was theretore deviated to the 

(5) 
south and consequently torced to cross Whi:xall Moss. (Fig.51) Hanmer 

also made some rather dramatic reae.rks about the iq>act ot a railway upon 

the landscape: 

I may be peculiar but I do not object to a railway; I look upon 

a railway as a tine work ot art - I look upon a locomotive engine 

as a tine work ot art and I look upon a puft ot steam as such a 

feature in the landscape that it I were a landscape painter I 

should paint it in the horizon - therefore I do not object to a 

railway upon the COIllDOll, haclaleyed objection. (6) 

Thus, whilst the landowner was a strong supporter ot the idea ot the 

railway, he had suggested to the eogineer an alignment which minimised 

(1) HlRO Min. ot Evid. HC 1861 vol.eO Onestry Ellesmere and Whitchurch 

Rly 21 March pp.14-5 

(2) ibid. pp.245-6 

(3) idem 20 March p.246 

(4) ibid. p.249 

(5) idem vo1.61 Ie April pp.61-2, aee a1ao R. Christiansen and R. Miller: 

Cambrian Railways : vol.l (1967) p.54 

(6) HLRO Min. ot Evid. HC 1861 vol.Sl O.E. & W. Rly 16 April pp.23, 56 
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damage to his estate. This teature ot strong support yet tald.ng great 

pains to protect the enviroDDlent is an iJJt)ortant characteristic of the 

period. 

The Gainsborough to Doncaster line was promoted in the years 1863-4 

and was yet another attempt on the part ot the Great Northern Railway to 

(1) 
couplete the eastern loop line first projected in the 1840s. The Vice-

Chairman of the railway company, Colonel Packe, stated ' ••• both Lord 

Galway and Lord Houghton support the bill, we have altered it and amended 

it until we got into a shape that was acceptable to those gentlemen' (2) 

which again stressed the strong element of negotiation necessary before a 

mutually satisfactory alignment could be selected, but with the landowner 

tending to hold the upper hand. 

During these decades, more especially the 1850., the railway coJJt)anies 

that had tailed to build lines authorised during the mania, tound that their 

proposed alignment of the JDid l840s could be renegotiated and 1q)rovements 

effected. (3) This was probably dUe to attitudes gradually changing through 

time but more especially due to the tact that negotiations could proceed at 

a far slower pace than during the mania. 

(4) In 1809 the Midland Railway revived the line froll Rowsley to Buxton, 

and this came before Parliament in 1860. It met JD1nimal oppoai tion and was 

aligned to run from Rowsley along the Wye valley via Bakewell to Buxton, 

thus reviving Stephenson' s ideas of 184:>-6. The liDe as proposed in 1860 

ran to the illDediate north of HaddaD Hall (Fig.26) in a shallow t\DUlel, and 

Dot SOlie three-quarters of a mile to the north as in 1846. This allowed a 

IlUch cheaper and more efticient line to be constructed. 

(1) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1864 vol.26 G.N. Rly 5 July pp.l-10 

(2) ibid. p.15 

(3) see aboVe P. 180 

(4) see above P.178 , also J. Simmons (1961) PP.209-22 
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Similarly in the south of England the promoters of the Salisbury and 

Yeovil Railway found that after further negotiations with a landowner the 

alignment selected during the mania could be modified to the railway company's 

advantage. The original idea of 1847-8 had been to pass to the north of 

the town of Sherborne to minimise damage to the residence of Lord Digby, 

who owned Sherborne Castle, (and was also a strong supporter of the Great 

(1) 
Western Railway backed scheme for the area). Lord Digby had caused the 

Salisbury and Yeovll proposals of 1846 to be rejected in the House of Lords 

(2) 
on a plea of residential damage. The line selected in 1847 was eventually 

authorised in 1848 (3) but the powers were never taken up and it was not 

until 1853 that the scheme was revived. (4) 

The alignment selected was that of 1848 but in 1855, after the passage 

Of the main Act in 18M, it was realised that Sherborne Castle had a new 

owner, 14r. Wingfield Digby, who proved much more ayDpa thetic to the railway 

than his predecessor. As a result a deviation act was gained in 1857 which 

radically improved the engineering of the line by making use of the shallow 

valley to the immediate south of the town.(5)(Fig.S2) Thus at both Haddon 

and Sherborne the landowner's wishes were consulted and in both cases the 

lines selected were JaUch nearer an engineering optilllUlll than they had been 

in the mid l840s. 

The landowners privately telt a great deal of distaste for the passage 

of a railway through their estates but tolerated their incursions because 

they felt there was a public necessity for the line. Occasionally this 

latent opposition predominated and the landowner successfully opposed a 

(1) L.H. Ruegg: op.cit. pp.22-4 

(2) ibid. p.17 

(3) H.G. Lewin: (1936) op.cit. p.370 

(4) L.H. Ruegg: op.cit. pp .28-30, 36-40 

(5) ibid. pp .40, 44 
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proposed railway. In 1853 an independent coq>any was created to promote 

a line from Watford via Rickmansworth to Ameraham, the scheme being taken 

(1) 
up by the London and North Western Railway. The railway was opposed by 

Lord Essex of Cassiobury Park, near Watford, Admiral Percy whose park lay 

near Rickmanaworth, Mr. J. Arden of Riclcmanaworth Park, Mr. Hayward whose 

(2) 
park was in Ameraham, and Mr. T. Drake who owned two thirds of Ameraham; 

in fact, of the eleven miles of railway four miles of the necessary land 

were owned by opponents.(3)(Fig.53) 

Mr. Arden argued that ' ••• they cannot coq,ensate me; it is not a 

(4) 
question of compensation with me it is a question of destruction' this 

being complemented ~y Lord Essex who said ' • • • the proportion of land 

they take 1s so very small in proportion to the excessive nuisance and 

annoyance it creates,.(5) Mr. Drake summed up the argument: 

Q. You do not suggest that there is any injury done to you 

persemally? 

Drake: Wherever a railway comes over your property 1 th1nk it 

is injurious. 

Q. You do not suggest that you have any grievance beyond your 

own feeling against it? 

Drake: I do not l1ke to have my property cut UP. 

• • • 

Q. So that you are opposed to it merely because it i. a railway? 

Drake: Merely becaulle it 111 a railway and I do not think it is 

at all required by the wants or the necessities of the country.(6) 

(1) BLRO Min I of EYid. He 1853 vol.37 L. & N.W. Rty 3 June p.197 

(2) 1bid. pp .22-203 

(3) idem 2 June p.l59 

(4) 1dem 3 June p.l52 

(~) ibid. p.28 

(6) ibid. p.20l 
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The interchange then lapsed into light banter but this was quite indicative 

of conteuporary feeling: 

Q. You have captured a theodolite or two I suppose? 

Drake: I am not aware. 

Q. You have got them and keep them as trophies? 

(1) 
Drake: I have not had one - I would have got them if I could. 

The landowners in this case also called a number of railway engineers 

on their . behalf who testified that the railway was poorly aligned with 

(2) 
respect to residential property. James Adie stated: 

the gentlemen opposing here have a good right to coq,la1n. 

You [the L. & N.W.R.] wish to accommodate the public. I have 

nothing to say against you doing so but I mean to 8&y that you 

should, in go1ng through such a country as this, take care that 

you get the cheapest line and do no damage. either 1n a public 

or private po1nt of view, to any of the pretty places lying 1n 

the d1str1ct~3) 

The line was rejected by the CoIllllOJ1S CoJllDi ttee and never reappeared. 

In Devon the Dartmouth and Torbay Railway decided to amend their line 

by altering the location of their terminus from Rlngswear to a site on the 

opposite bank of the River Dart. This iq>lied crossing the estuary at 

Greenway. (Fig.54) The proposal was rejected by Parliament in 1861 as a 

result of the strong opposition of Mr. Harvey, the owner of Greenway House, 

(4) 
and the railway reverted to its original plan. In the East Riding of 

Yorkshire Sir George Strickland of Boynton opposed the proposal for a line, 

suggested 1n the early years of the l860s, to run from Malton to Homsea, 

(1) ibid. pp.202-3 

(2) idem 10 J\Dle pp.I-58 

(3) ibid. p.4l 

(4) E.T. MacDermot: op.cit. vol.2 p.125 



TJ 
«) 

01 
W 

AMERSHAM 
@ " ~ ... 

Tring 

Riv er Chess 

'" " " "- - - ... 
'\ 

\ 

M i ssbo urn e 
Ri ver \ 

Cass iobury 

Park 

Junction 

o 5 
I 

mi l es 

E u ston 

London and North Western 

Rai Iway 

Watford and Amersham 

Line 1853 
[\) 
00 
..0 



Torquay 

Paignton • 

Dartmouth and Torbay 
Rai Iway 

o 
I 

Dittisham 

• 

1847 -1861 

2 , 

miles 

~ 

1861 - r 

2~ 
~, 
~; I 
/+ I 

Greenway Hou se 

Dartmouth • 

I 

I 
I 

/ 

1857 

• , 
, " 

'\ ,,/Brixham , 
'- --1 

,; 

" --__ ...... 1847 

, 
I 

I 
\ , 

\ 

" 

I 

" 

\ , 

Fi g. 54 



291 

across the Wolds. As he owned most of the Wolds between Driffield and 

(1) 
Malton, unsurprisingly the scheme collapsed. 

A conflict occurred in Wharfedale between the more conservative landed 

gentry and the local industrialists who were atteapting to improve the 

(2) 
local transport facilities. Mr. J. Garnett, who supported the proposal 

to build a railway in the dale, highlighted the problems in his puphlet 

of 1861: 

I assert that the present scheme is the best practicable scheme 

for the public generally, and if not the very best we could have, 

it is the best we could obtain considering the indifference of 

many and the decided opposition of two of our largest landed 

(3) 
proprietors. 

In Bast lancashire the L. " N.W. Rly revived a scheme of 1846-7 in 

the summer of 1852. This was for a line from the Manchester and Leeds 

Railway near Saddl_orth to run to the east side of Oldham. Mr. Lees, 

whose property at Shaw lay on the proposed route, opposed the line in 

Parliament in 1853. He argued that the railway would damage his estate 

but, more iq,ortantly, said that in 1847 he had negotiated with the 

Hudderstield and Manchester Railway and a mutually satisfactory alignment 

had been selected. He felt that this agreement should be honoured by the 

L. Be N.W. Rly who now intended to encroach further upon his property than 

either of the lines promoted during the mania.(4)(Fig.30) The L. Be N.W. 

Rly gradually acceded to Lees' deDlUlds and ultillBtely agreed that they 

could construct a line utilising an alignment very similar to that of 

(1) K.A. MacMahon: op.cit. p.19 

(2) P.E. Baughan: The Railwals of Whartedale (1969) pP.77-87 

(3) A Reply to Mr. FaWkes' remrks on the Wbarfedale Railway (1861) p.5 

(4) HLRO Min. of ENid. He 1853 vO'l.19 lI. Be N.W. Rly 27 April pp.l50-250, 

see above p. 197 
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1846.(1) 

There is quite a strong contrast between the rapid negotiations and 

(2) 
concessions on the part of the railway coupany in 1847, and the grudging 

acceptance of the landowner's requests in l853~ The power of the landowner 

is still apparent with Lees gaining his requirements and protecting his 

estate from any incursions on the part of the railway company. 

Further exaq>les of such concessions by the railway conpanies were 

(3) 
fOWld with the alignment of the Buntingford and Ware Railway of 1858, 

(4) 
and the Sevenoaks Railway of 1859. In the former instance the location 

ot a junction was attected by landed opposition, in the latter landed doubts 

prevented the access of the railway into the town and caused the station to 

be inconveniently located on the boundary of the town. This latter was 

rectitied just three years later. Significantly neither railway was 

opposed in Parliament these alignments having been negotiated and determined 

beforehand. 

Railways were introduced into the Isle of Wight during the: 18508 and 

the landowners here used their considerable power in an unusual manner. 

Atter various atteq>ts had been made during the 1850s to gain sanction tor 

a line trom Ryde to Ventnor, a bill for lIuch a line came before Parliament 

in 1860. It wall introduced into the House of Lords where it was opposed 

by the landowners at the Co.tttee stage on publtc, not private grotmds. 

They argued that the two coq>anies, one intend1ng to build a line from 

Ryde to Ventnor, the other a line trom Ryde to Newport, were far too small 

to be efficient and thus telt that they should merge together to torm one 

(1) ibid. pp.238-330 

(2) see above p.199 

(3) D.I. Gordon: op.cit. p.127 

(4) H.P. White: (1961) p.6l 
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complete system. (Fig,55) 
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The preamble of the bills were approved at this stage on the under-

standing that the landed opposition would be withdrawn if the two companies 

merged together. This occurred in April 1860 and all major opposition was 

(2) 
withdrawn. Both lines were authorised that year. The idea of intra-

duction of railways into the island had been bitterly opposed as late as 

1853 when the two major landowners, Lord Yarborough and Sir R. Simeon, had 

said that it was vital' ••• to the interests of the Isle of Wight that 

immediate steps should be adopted to prevent the formation of railways in 

(3) 
the island', The Bill of 1853 was defeated at its second reading before 

the House of Commons. Yet just seven years later the landowners were 

taking positive steps to ensure that if they were to have a railway system 

it was to be the best possible. 

In the North Riding ot Yorkshire the landowners also played an 

important role in railway po1itica. In 1862 Lord Feveraham of Duncombe 

Park, to the immediate west ot Helmsley, was the prime mover of a scheme 

(4) 
to construct a railway from Stonegrave via Helmaley to Kirkby Moorside. 

Although this line had the verbal support of the local landowners it proved 

impossible tor them to raise sufticient capital. The line was theretore 

ottered to the North !lastern Railway cODpany who replied that if the land.­

(5) 
owners built the line they, the North Eastern, would run it at cOst price. 

As the landowners had inadequate tinances the scheme collapsed, much to 

their annoyance. 

In 1864 an independent cOJlpany, the Leeds North Yorkshire and Durham 

(1) HLRO Min. ot Evid. HL 1860 vol.5 Isle ot Wight Rlys 23 March pp.l-l52 

(2) HLRO Min. ot Evid. HC 1860 vol.20 I. of W. Rly. 29 June pp.6l-78 

(3) R.M. Robbins (1963) op.cit. p.5 

(4) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1865 vol. 50 North Eastern Rly 15 May pp .17-24 

(5) idem 11 May pp.7-74 
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Railway, proposed to construct a line to run from the heart of the West 

Riding via the western edge of the Vale of Pickering there bifurcating, 

the western arm running northward to Teesside, the eastern arm running to 

Scarborough. (Fig.56) The North Eastern Railway therefore responded to 

this attack by promoting a line from G1l1ing via Helmsley and ICirkby Moorside 

to Pickering; both lines came before Parliament in 1865. 

The landowners were incensed at the duplicity of the North Eastern 

company and strongly opposed their line in the House of Commons. At a 

meeting of 20 February 1865 held at Pickering, the local landowners had 

(1) 
pledged strong support for the interloper (in fact of its 95 miles the 

L.N.Y •• D. Rly had 76 miles of landed support(2» and strongly criticised 

the North Eastern monopoly. Despite the landed support, the L.N.Y •• D. 

Rly was rejected and the landed attack on the North Eastern, their case 

(3) 
being that the North Eastern line was a poor one for the Vale of Pickering, 

caused the committee to reject the North Eastern Bill. 

The North Eastern resubmitted their bill in 1866 and, as it was 

unopposed, Helmsley got its railway. The landowners had been fighting 

a monopoly rather than the idea of a railway and once the immediate danger 

had passed the North Eastern coup any abandoned the eastern section of the 

(4) 
line by an Act of 1869 although it was subsequently realigned and 

eventually opened in 1875. 
(5) 

This conflict between the landowner and the railway was not limited to 

rural areas. In the late 18608 a significant new opponent appeared. In 

the West Riding an industrialist, whose plans for expansion of his factory 

(1) ibid. p.87, (see also idem 12 May p.1l7) 

(2) idem 15 May p.90 

(3) idem 11 May pp.75-117 

(4) Local and Personal Act 32-33 Vict.cap 105 

(5) X. Boole: op.cit. p.88 
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had been three. tened by the construction of a railway, appeared in oppoai tion 

against the Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway in 1872. His factory was 

located at Wyke, to the south of Bradford. 

In 1865 the Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway coup any revived a scheme 

for a branch line from the Bradford to Halifax main line at .ylee to the 

Manchester and Leeds main line at Brighouse. This had originally been 

authorised in 1846 and abandoned in 1852. An Act was therefore gained in 

(1) 
1866 authorising the railway. 

The line was intended to make use of the eastern side of the narrow 

valley of Clifton Beck. (Fig. 57) In 1862 two brothers named Sharp had 

bought some five and cm.e half acres of land to the inmediate south of the 

Bradford and Halifax line at .ylee and in 1864 they had established a dye-

works and commenced business. The line of 1866 was to pass some yards to 

the east of their works and they had therefore offered no opposition to 

the railway coupany' s proposals. The trade recession of the late l860s 

caused the railway coupany to postpone the construction of the branch and 

in 1868 they gained Parliamentary approval for the extension of time of 

its construction. 

In 1869 the Sharp brothers had ordered a great deal of new equipment 

and, confused by the delay in the construction of the line, they had opened 

negotiations with the railway coupany' s engineer, Sturges Meek, in order to 

gain some detini te promises that the railway would follow a certain align-

mente They asked for a viaduct to the east of their factory rather than 

the wide embankment originally suggested, as the former would allow them 

more room for expansion. Meek agreed to their requests but his directorate 

refused to sanction them as being too expensive. Negotiations dragged on 

(1) This and the rest of this section from HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1873 

vol.23 lancashire and Yorkshire Railway 16 May PP.1-219 
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into 1872 when the railway directors finally decided to realign the branch 

line utilising the western side of the valley at Wyke, and crossing the 

beck by a tall viaduct. This decision was implemented by the Act of 1873. 

The House of Commons awarded the Sharp brothers costs and compensation 

for the difficulties the railway company had caused them. The result was, 

in principle, similar to more bucolic exaq:>lcs, the realignment of the 

railway away from an area of land, but the change of emphasis was most 

significant. 

The years 1850 to 1870 also saw the railway coq:>anies striving to 

improve their urban facilities Which in turn necessitated the building of 

numerous stations, both passenger and goods, nearer to the central core 

of the cities. Kellett has argued that the l830s had seeD the railway 

(1) 
coapanies termiDate OD the edge of the city centres and that the l840s 

were also a period where the emphasis of development lay more on the 

prOVision of links between urban areas. Wherever it had been necessary 

to penetrate the urban fabric, the 18301 and 1840. had seen the widespread 

use of 'fissures of land' which had facilitated access by minimising legal 

(2) 
problems and costs. 

The l850s and l860s saw the companies move away from mutually harmful 

rate wars to the concept of attracting increased traffic by means of improved 

physical services, usually in the form of more convenient facilities in 

(3) 
urban areas. Kellett has suggested that most of the removals and 

demolitions between the years 1853 and 1901 were concentrated into the 

(4) 
period 1859 to 1867. 

In 1861 a railway was promoted to run eastwards from Chel tenham to 

(1) J.R. Kellett: (1969) op.cit. p.4 

(2) ibid. p.9 

(3) ibid. pp .65-70 

(4) ibid. p.68 
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Faringdon and thence to London. The promoters were landowners of East 

G10ucestershire(1) and also ' ••• some influential residents of Cheltenham 

who felt that their town was badly treated by the Great Western,.(2) A 

meeting was held in October 1861 where 800 residents of the town discussed 

the best mode of entry for the new railway. The meeting decided that 

another main station would be ' ••• altogether objectionable ••• to the 

general convenience and property of the inhabitants of Cheltenham' (3) and 

concluded that a line from Lansdowne Road, em the G.lf. Rly, to Bath Road 

(4) 
in a tunnel would prove the least destructive. (Fig.58) The engineer 

to the railway coupany was to be J. Fowler. a man who had gained considerable 

experience in the construction of urban railways. 

The line as proposed was opposed by two individuals, a Mr. Parsonage 

(5) 
who owned a small amount of land in the Bayshill district, and a Mr. 

(6) 
SJdllicome of Montpellier Terrace, who both argued that the advent of 

the railway would radically reduce property values and that it would be 

impossible to further develop the area tor building purposes. They opposed 

the Bill in both Houses and managed to convince the House ot Lords of the 

validi ty of their case. As a result Fowler was instructed to layout 

al ternat1ve a11gnments for an eastern approach and entrance into Cheltenham. 

The railway company returned to Parliament in 1864 and stated that 

Fowler had surveyed eight major routes and, with alternatives, there were 

in toto fourteen different, feasible al1gnments. (7) The southern line 

(1) see above p.258 

(2) E.T. MacDermot: op.cit. vol.2 p.13 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1862 vol.28 East Gloucestershire Rly 6 March 

pp.32-3 

(4) ibid. pp.27-35 

(5) idem 11 March p.24 

(6) ibid. pp.89-l84 

(7) HLRO Min. of !Wid. HC 1864 vol.15 E.G. Rly :31 May p.39 
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(Fig.58) was eventually selected as being the most satisfactory and it was 

authorised in 1864. 

The financial collapse of 1866 prevented the East Glouceetershire 

coupany from carrying out their proposals and it was the Banbury and 

Cheltenham Direct Railway of 1873 that eventually constructed the line -

utilising the alignment of 1864 rather than attempting a more controversial 

route. 

In 1863 the Midland Railway proposed to extend its main line southwards 

into London. The sole opponents proved to be the residents ot camden 

Square, in the vicinity ot KenUsh Town. The railway conpany had in fact 

reached an agreement with the landowner, Lord Camden, who had accepted a 

covered way through his property rather than a cutting. Despite this it 

was the residents themselves who appeared before the House of Commons 

Select Committee ot 1863 in an attempt to deteat the Bill on the grounds of 

residential damage. 
(1) 

They received short shrift from the Committee and 

merely gained assurances from the railway conpany that any da_ge would be 

kept to a m1nimwn. The line was authorised in 1863. 

In Leeds the L. " N. W. Rly and the North Eastern Railway prq,osed to 

link their existing termini and, in so dOing, construct a new central 

station. The original alignment of 1864 was intended to nm slightly to 

the north of the line as was eventually built (Fig.59) and was withdrawn 

trom ParliaJllent on the representations of the Leeds City Council. This 

was discussed in 1865: 

Q. I believe that the line which the railway now takes is in 

accordance with resolutions passed by the Corporation and at a 

meeting of the inhabitants last year? 

A. Yes, they objected to the line we laid out last year and 

(1) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1863 vol.22 Midland Railway 4 March pp.207-9 
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fixed the line which We have now adopted.(l) 

, , , 

Q. The scheme of last year, as far as the extension goes, was 

to carry the line further north through the town and bring the 

station down on to the Infirmary ground? 

A, It was, 

Q, That would have had the effect of cutting the centre of the 

town in halt? 

A, It was objected to by the Corporation and by the inhabitants 

(2) 
as interfering with their principal streets, 

Thus the railway cOllpany bowed not so much to landowning pressure per 

se, although it was the Corporation who exercised its right of opposition, -
but more to public opinion which was concerned with enVironmental damage, 

the destruction of the centre of their city, 

This period of widespread construction of new terminal facilities and 

inproved links through urban areas, had a great i'q)act on the working class 

sectors of the larger cities, Kellett has suggested that this idea of 

utilising an approach to a city centre via an area of poor housing was first 

put forward during the mania years by the new Municipal Authorities who 

felt that there were ', ' , , desirable areas for demolition',(3) This 

trend was intensified during the 1850s and 18608(4) and it has been argued 

that " • , the railways, wherever Possible, made their approaches to the 

(5) 
urban core through working class housing' solely because the slum-dwellers 

had DO legal rights of objection and could therefore offer little, if any, 

(1) HLRO Min, of Evid, He 1865 vol,50 North Eastern Rly 17 May p,3 

(2) HLRO Min. of Evid, HI. 1865 vo1,19 N.E. Rly 20 June p.l2 

(3) J.R. Kellett: (1969) op.clt, p.13 who suggested that this occurred 

in both Manchester and Birmingham 

(4) ibid. pp.108-9 

(5) ibid. p,322 
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opposition. The pattern ot landownership also tended to tavour this manner 

(1) 
ot approach. 

Lord Derby argued that the original Met rop 011 tan Railway Bill of 1854 

had been unopposed because there wasn't a single person attected with means 

(2) 
enough to otter any opposition. Dyos has suggested that local opposition 

was least where property was poorest because the level ot local rating 

liabilities was reduced with the destruction of the poorer property. He 

also pointed out that conteaporary opinion tended to support the enforced 

removal of the sl~dwellers, because this allowed the demolition ot un­

(3) 
healthy districts thus 'ventilating' the city. 

James Allport, manager ot the Midland Railway, confirmed the opinion 

of Lord Derby in his discussion of the alignment ot the Manstield and 

Worksop Railway ot 1865. He stated that there was no opposition to the 

line apart from some small owners in Mansfield itself, who had been unable 

to present a petition against the line. (4) 

(1) ibid. pp.332-4 

(2) H.J. Dyos; Railways and Housing in Victorian London: Journal ot 

Transport History vol.2 no.l (May 1955) pp.11-9. vol.2 nO.2 (November 

1955) pp.94-7, p.95 

(3) H.J'. Dyos: loc.cit. pp.95-7 

(4) HIRO Min. ot Evid. He 1865 vol.45 Midland Rly 19 June p.202 
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CHAPl'ER NINE: 1870 - 1900 

The 1870s saw a significant downturn in the fortunes of the Imglish 

(1) 
economy, both in industry and, more especially, agriculture, and the 

latter decades of the nineteenth century saw the British economy begin to 

lose its dynamism and Alan,. (2) This conservatism affected the major 

railway companies who tended to concentrate more on the improvement of 

(3) 
their existing networks rather than undertaking new construction. By 

and large, the majority of the new route mileage of these years was built 

by small, and sometimes not so small, independent companies who were often 

able to lease or sell their line to an interested larger railway company. 

These smaller companies were usually, if not always, locally promoted and 

the landowners played a highly important role in the promotion of such 

lines. 

These companies tended to fall into two major categories, those in 

rural areas, where the landowners promoted a railway to increase the 

efficiency of agricultural production from their estates, and those in 

the vicinity of the cities, the suburban lines, often promoted by smaller 

landowners who wished to develop their estates for speculative builQing 

(4) 
purposes and who regarded the railway as a major prerequisite. 

The latter years of the nineteenth century also saw the first 

theoretical discussions of the factors that determine railway alignment. 

A.M. Wellington had published his Economic Theory of the Location of 

Railways in 1882 in the United States of America, (5) whilst, in 1874. 

(1) see above P.59 

(2) E.J. Hobsbawm: op.cit. pp.172-94 

(3) see above P. ~9 

(4) see above P. 50 

(5) A.M. Wellington: op.cit., see above p. 10 



307 

Sir R. MacDonald Stephenson published 'The Science of Railway Construction' 

which referred, som~hat briefly, to the factors of alignment. He wrote 

, . . .. the natural unevenness of the earth's surface renders the use of 

curves in railways absolutely necessary • • • to avoid various other natural 

and artificial obstructions • • • also towns, parks, pleasure grounds, 

t 
,(1) 

e c. In 1898 W.B. Mills published 'Railway Construction' which dis-

cussed such influences in far greater detail and argued that: 

in a rich country, with thickly populated districts and large 

industrial enterprises, there are towns to be served, manufacturing 

centres to be accommodated, and harbours to be brought into 

connection; while, at the same time, there may be important 

estates which must be avoided and private properties which must 

not be entered. Each point will present its own individual claim 

(2) 
for consideration when selecting the route • • • 

The influence of parks and estates as a negative factor was therefore 

considered worthy of stress as late as the last years of the century. 

The continued impact of the landowners was to be felt throughout these 

years but it was to be modified by their increased involvement in promotion, 

especially in rural England. 

On the borders of western Berkshire and northern Hampshire the local 

landowners had revived a scheme for a line which ran southwards from Didcot 

via Newbury toward Southampton. This railway had originally been 

authorised in 1873, as a line from Oidcot to Micheldever, and in 1879 

the promoters submitted a bill to Parliament for its abandonment. The 

bill very nearly passed but in the early summer of 1879 the Earl of 

(1) R. MacDonald Stephenson: The Science of Railway Construction; 

(1874) p.52 

(2) W.B. Mills: Railway Construction: (1898) p.1 
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Carnarvon, and other landowners of the Newbury area, rescued the line and 

introduced a bill for the session of 1880 to construct the railway but this 

time saw it as no more than a local line to serve their immediate interests. 

(1) 
The Bill passed quite easily. In discussing the line Colonel R.J. Loyd 

Lindsay said that he had taken the agricultural value for his land and also 

£5,000 worth o~ shares in the company and concluded that the landowners of 

the district felt '0 • 

of the line' 0 (2) 

o the greatest possible anxiety for the construction 

The landoWners tended to support less ambitious schemes that were of 

service to their locality as in Oxfordshire where the Woodstock branch of 

1887, just three miles in length, was constructed t ••• mainly at the 

expense of the Duke of Marlborough'. (3) In the Isle of Wight, the Fresh-

water Yarmouth and Newport Railway of 1880 had the strong support of the 

(4) 
local inhabitants whilst in Devonshire, the Culm Valley line, authorised 

in 1876, the landowners and farmers professed strong support and were 'very 

(5) 
eager' for the branch. 

The late l890s saw the construction of many light railways in response 

(6) 
to the Light Railways Act of 1896. Landowners often opposed the con-

struction of such lines and the Light Railway Collllllissioners, the body who 

,(1) T .B. Sands: The Didcot Newbury and Southampton Railway: Paper to 

Railway Club meeting 6 November 1953 p.l alsO T.B. Sands: The Didcot 

Newbury and Southampton Railway: Railway Mapzine (February 1955) po 75 

(2) mao Min. of Evid. HC 1880 vol.ll Didcot Newbury and Soton Rly 

10 March pp. 3-l~ 

(3) G.D. Parkes: The Woodstock Branch: Railway Magazine (August 1952) 

p.52l 

(4) H.P. White: (1961) op;cit. p.149 

(~) D. St J. Thomas: Regional History of the Rallways of Great Britain: 

vol.l The West Countrx (1960) p.28, see also Railway Times 11 January 

1873 p.30 

(6) J.S. Oxley: op.cit. 
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decided whether a line was to be built or not, argued that a light railway 

(1) 
should never be built in the face of local opposition, but where the 

scheme had landed support, usually because it was the landowners themselves 

(2) 
who were promoting the line, the light railway was generally approved. 

The promotion of a small branch line was a coumon feature in late 

Victorian rural England and this process has been studied in some depth 

(3) 
by C.L. Mowat. The history of the Golden Valley Railway clearly 

demonstrates the iqlortant contribution that the landowners made to the 

creation of such cOqlanies. 

The initial proposal to construct a line through the valley came in 

a letter published in August 1875 appealing to the local landowners to 

take up the idea. This plea was answered by Sir Richard Green-Price whose 

estate lay in Radnorshire but whose family came from the Golden Valley, and 

he quickly organised the local landed support at a public meeting in 

September 1875. There was one opponent, also a landowner, who argued, 

from experience, that the roads would be damaged out of all proportion to 

any beneti t gained. Despite this the mood of the meeting was strongly in 

favour of construction of the railway and the landowners pledged financial 

support and no opposition. The prospectus stressed the fact that it was 

a landDwne~ line and that the landowners were taking agricultural prices 

for their land, and also accepting quantities of shares. 

The landowners e~ressed a wish to be brought into the nineteenth 

• " "I (4) century by •• • the great civiliser of the humn race. and their 

rather touching faith is best illustrated by the prospectus, with its 

expectation of financial success in an area of minimal potential. There 

(1) ibid. pps. 54, 56, 66, 24, 104 

(2) ibid. pps. 60, 97, 98, 100 

(3) C.L. Mowat: op.cit. pp.7-16 

(4) ibid. p.1O 
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were many such lines built during these years. With agriculture badly hit 

by the depression the advent of a railway into a previously isolated area 

was regarded as a saviour of the local economy, with its tiaprovement of 

the value of estates'. 

A line of a slightly different origins but of similar general features 

was that which ran from SWindon southwards via Marlborough toward Southampton, 

initially proposed by an engineer named Sewell in 1871. In the May of 1872 

it was adopted by a group of nine landowners, of the Marlborough district, 

led by Lord Ernest Bruce. 'Unfortunately, from the very first, the route 

was not discussed on engineering merits but where the landowners wanted it 
\ 

built'. (1) Financial difficulties caused the line's construction to be 

delayed, after its authorisation in 1873, and in 1879 a further Act was 

gained abandoning a section of the original alignment and deviating much 

of the remainder in an effort to lessen constructional costs. (2) However 

these amendments damaged a farm of the Marquess of Ailesbury, who insisted 

that the railway company should reconstruct those farm buildings that would 

be damaged, in a new location, away from the revised alignment. The 

promoters decided that a further realignment would prove cheaper and an 

(3) 
Act was gained in 1881. 

This railway therefore incorporated many of the characteristics of 

the period in that it was supported by the local landowners and also 

aligned to their wishes. Ih attempting to realise their requests the 

potential constructional costs proved prohibitive which resulted in a 

revised, and much less ambitious, scheme being built some years later. 

To the north of SWindon the local landowners exerted a similar impact 

upon the alignment of the SWindon and Cheltenham Extension Railway of 

(1) C. Maggs: op.cit. p.18 

(2) ibid. p.23 

(3) ibid. pp.24-6 
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1881. (Fig.eo) The witnesses who appeared before the House of Commons 

Select Committee in favour of the line were all major landowners of the 

area. The Earl of Bathurst pledged his strong support for the line, which 

(1) 
ran through two and one halt miles of his estate. The agent for Sir 

J. Goldsmidt of Rencombe, said that his eq>loyer had just paid between 

£300,000 and £350,000 for the estate and felt that the railway would add 

a great deal of value to the land despite the depression in the land market. 

He further agreed that ' ••• the line was laid out specially so that it 

(2) 
should not affect the residential character of the property'. 

The agent for Lord Eldon spoke of his employer's warm support for the 

line, which passed through two miles of his property, and stressed the 

consideration the promoters of the company had given to his employer's 

wishes: 

Q. Has the line been laid out in deference to his Lordship's 

wishes so as to avoid the Coln valley? 

A •••• the line does not go very close to the Coln valley. 

He has great objection to any line that would go down the Coln 

valley itself. 

Q. The line is laid out, as I understand you, in the best way 

to accommodate his Lordship? 

A. It is. (3) 

The engineer, Mr. Shapland, exPlained the d1fficul ties in selecting an 

a11gnment that was to the satisfact10n of the interested landowners(4) 

(1) HLRO Min. of Ev1d. HC 1881 vol.54 SWindon and Cheltenham Extension 

Rly 7 March pp.6-7 see also C. Maggs: op.c1t. pp.32-3 

(2) mao Min. of Evid. He 1881 vol.54 s. 85 C.E.Rly 7 March p.ll3 

(3) 1bid. p.116 

(4) idem 9 March pp .45-109 
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and C. Liddell, the engineer to the Midland Railway coq>any, spoke in 

support of Shop land' s line: 

Q. Do you think the course which Mr. Shopland has pursued, in 

keeping on the side 'of the hill, is an advisable course for the 

district? 

A. It is an advisable course in consequence of the properties. 

313 

There is no doubt that the opposition was great to the valley line 

and the best course to take was over the hill. 

Q. If he laid it out through Lord Eldon's property he would have 

seriously :1hjured it would he not? 

A. That was the very matter objected and the line that he has 

(1) 
laid out is pretty nearly as good, if not quite as good. 

Despite the authorisation of the line in 1881, as early as 27 June 

1882 the directors asked Liddell and Shopland to reconnoitre a deviation 

between Cirencester and Andoverstord in order to iuprove the engineering 

of the line.(2) The revised line was discussed in the October of 1882 

and it was decided that Lord Eldon, whose property was affected, should be 

(3) 
consulted to ascertain his opinions. The amended line was authorised 

in 1884 and the deviation act incorporated stringent clauses protecting a 

Roman villa on Lord Eldon's estate, clause one stated ' ••• the object 

at such point being to place the railway as far as possible from the 

(4) 
remains of a Roman Villa'. 

In the East Midlands a railway was promoted to run from Newark via 

Mel ton Mowbray to Leicester. Its origins and history were more complex 

(1) ibid. p.lll 

(2) Director's Minutes S. & C.E.Rly ~ute Book no.l 27 June 1882 

p.29a 

(3) idem 17 October p.47 

(4) Local and Personal Act 47-48 Vict cap LXVIII R.A. 23 June 1884 
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(1) 
than those purely rural lines discussed above. Despite this increased 

complexity the basic influence of the landowner can be seen quite clearly 

(2) 
both in the promotion of the line and in the opposi tion to it. 

The idea of a railway through the Vale of Belvoir had long been con-

sidered by various groups of railway promoters and during the l860s a 

number of schemes had been floated. The Steward of the Duke of Rutland 

had suggested that a line running north-south through the Vale should be 

constructed but this, and all the other schemes, had met with the Duke's 

(3) 
disapproval and nothing had come of them. The Duke of Rutland owned 

some 33,000 acres of the Vale of Belvoir, an area of land 17 miles long 

by 6 miles wide, and thus it is clear that without his approval it was 

Virtually, if not totally, impossible for any line to be authorised by 

(4) 
Parliament. 

In 1870 the Duke's attitude toward railway construction changed quite 

radically with the discovery of considerable deposits of iron ore on his 

(5) 
land at Waltham. He therefore wrote to the Great Northem Railway 

ask:1ng them to build a railway to serve the Waltham area and said that 

his '. • • scruples as to a railway from Melton to Grantham have been 

(6) 
removed by the consideration that it would be beneficial to the district'. 

The railway company replied in a very curt manner and informed the Duke 

that no railway was possible but an interview could be arranged if the 

(1) C. Grinl1ng~ op.cit. pp.265-8, 281-2, 289-92, 298, see also 

J. Simmons (1955) loc.cit. pp.123, 126 

(2) Simmons has referred to it as one of the last great battles between 

the landowners and the railway promoters. 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1872 vol.50 Newark Melton and Leicester Rly 

10 June PP .133-5 

(4) ibid. p.130 

(5) C. Grinling: op.cit. p.268 

(6) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1872 vol.5O N.M. & L.Rly 10 June pp.136-7 

letter of 14 February 1871 
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Duke wished it. (1) This would appear to be a further example of this 

company's poor public relations. The railway's rather offhand manner is 

worth bearing in mind in the discussion of the landed opposition to this 

(2) 
railway. 

The Duke then contacted the Midland Railway conpany who offered a 

(3) 
scheme which he felt would prove totally inadequate for his requirements. 

In October 1871 he was approached by a Mr. Firth who proposed to create an 

independent cOlIPany which would construct a railway from Newark via Mel ton 

(4) 
to Leicester and would then offer it to the Great Northern Railway conpany. 

The engineers of this line were interviewed by the Duke who l ,aid out the 

(5) 
route of the railway himself. Because of their consideration the Duke 

decided to support this scheme in preference to the Midland Railway's 

(6) 
proposals, to which he registered strong opposition. 

The line came before Parliament in 1872 and this section of the line, 

between Newark and Melton Mowbray, through the Vale of Belvoir, passed with 

little difficulty. The importance of the influence of the Duke of Rutland 

cannot be underestimated. His prejudice against all railways had prevented 

a large area of land from being served by a railway. When he had decided 

tha t a railway was desirable, the line was aligned in the direction he 

wi shed it to run.. 

To the south of Melton Mowbray, however, the railway company found 

that its proposed alignment in the vicinity of Scraptoft was bitterly 

(1) ibid. p.l38 

(2) see below p. 316 

(3) ibid. pp.151-3 

(4) C. Grinling: op.cit. pp.266-7 

(5) HIBO Min, of Evid. HC LB72 vo1.5O N.M. & L.Rly 10 June p.157 

(6) ibid. p.155 (in a letter of 8 November 1871 ~o the Midland Rly his 

Grace had said that he did not feel that their proposals were " 

the kind of accommodation the district requires and as such His 

Grace could not support it' ibid, p.l54) 

. , 
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opposed by a landowner and his tenant. It was originally intended that 

the railway should run to the north of the village, some 350 yards to the 

north of Scraptoft Hall. The property was owned by a Mr. HBrtopp and let 

(1) 
to a Mr. Barclay MP. It was argued that (a) the line crossed the whole 

estate (the railway passed through some 3 miles of Mr. HBrtopp's land) 

(b) that the railway would sever the House from the farms and that (c) 

this severance was exacerbated by the fact that the line would either be 

in a cutting or on an embankment, and to the immediate north of the House 

(2) 
the line was to run in a cutting aome 52 feet deep. The line was 

sanctioned by the House of Commons Committee but in the House of Lords 

the opposition case was strengthened and that section of line between 

(3) 
Melton and Leicester was r~jccted. (Fig.61) 

A great deal of discussion ensued as a result of the decision by the 

Lords committee. A meeting in Leicester strongly censured the House of 

(4) 
Lords for its action and the chairman of the Great Northern Railway . " company, Mr. Denlson, was quoted there is no kind of public case against 

this line and as far as the two landowner's cases, I am afraid I must 

offend them again by laughing at them. It. (5) 
I can only call them ridiculous • 

Grinling believed that the reason for the oppoaition waa baaed aolely 

(6) 
on the grounds of disturbance to the hunting country of East Leicestershire 

(7) 
as does SillllDOJla. The evidence before the Select Committee on this point 

(1) idem 12 June pp.155-6l 

(2) ibid. p.185 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. BL 1872 vol.16 N.M. & L.Rly. 17 JUly p.188 

(4) J. Simmons (1955) loc.cit. p.123 

(5) C. Grinling: op.cit. p.275 

(6) ibid. p.275 

(7) J. Simmons (1955) loc.cit. p.123, there is also evidence to suggest 

tha t the Midland Railway had a hand in the 0ppoai tion of Hartopp 

see Herapath 17 August 1872 p.882, 24 August 1872 p.90? 
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is inconclusive. Barclay agreed that the hunting had taken him to East 

Leicestershire in the first place but then argued that he had settled in 

(1) 
the county some 25 years earlier and that Scraptoft was now his home. 

He said that he found it convenient as a hunting lodge and a cOWltry 

(2) 
residence. In the House of Lords he made an equivocal statement which 

can scarcely be construed as conclusive: 

Barclay: • • • if the Quom country was destroyed I might go 

and hunt somewhere else. 

Q. Do you think that this present line will destroy the Quom 

Country? 

Barclay: Partly. (3) 

Despite the fact that the historian of the Quom Hunt felt that ' ••• 

the new line from Market Harborough to Melton cut a fearful gash across 

(4) 
the best country ••• ', i.e. along the edge of the Friday country, he 

went on to suggest that initially the huntsmen had oppoaed the coming of 

the railway, back in the l830s and l840s based on the ' ••• first and 

natural fear - that trains would scare the foxes out of the country and 

railway lines make runs 1q>osaible - [but thia] was very soon d1sproved 

(5) 
by experience' and felt that the hunting oppoa1t1on ~s based more on 

the fear of the disbenefits of increased accessibility provided by the 

(6) 
railways. 

The landowner and his tenant made a far stronger case for residential 

damage that would be caused by the railway. Huskiason, a land agent, said 

(1) HlBO Min. of Evid. He 1872 vol.50 N.M. & L.Rly. 12 June p.175 

(2) ibid. p.l68 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1872 vol.16 N.M. & L.Rly. 17 July p.119 

(4) C.D.B. Ellis: op.c1t. p.94 

(5) ibid. p.94 

(6) see also HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1873 vol.18 H.M. & L.Rly. 27 March p.248 
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that '0 0 0 the intersection ot the railway would be an extreme injury to 

(1) 
the property and disastrous in a high degree'o In the House of Lords 

Huskisson further argued that the damage to the estate and house could only 

(2) 
be justified by '0 0 0 imperative public necessity'. This might be 

considered a rather traditional argument, but taken in the context of the 

railway company's rather arrogant attitude it carried a good deal more 

weight. 

The promoters tel t that the case warranted no more than compensation 

and that the problem could be easily settled. (3) The deputy engineer to 

the railway company, Fraser, stated 

At Scraptott Hall I learned that he (Mr. Hartopp) was not a 

resident and never resided there and that it has been let to 

tenants, therefore it could not be sO important to him - I kept 

the line off at a reasonable distance~4) 

The chief engineer, Mr. Fowler, made one of the more significant statements 

of the hearing when he argued: 

There can be no public justification in order to take it away 

from Mr. Hartopp's land that you should carry the public for ' 

three quarters of a mile of greater distance 

and then exPlained that he had met similar 'difficulties' with the align­

ment of the Mansfield and Worksop Railway in 1859 (5) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

I felt obliged to t~ll the Duke of Newcastle • • • I would 

prefer going into Parliament with a line which would be three-

quarters of a mile shorter with his Grace's opposition than 

HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1872 vol.5O N.M. & L.Rly. 12 JWle p.185 

BLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1872 vol.16 N.M. & L.Rly. 17 July p.67 

idem 13 July p. m 
HLRO Min. of Evi d. HC 1872 vol.5O N.M. & L.Rly. 11 June p.2l6 

see above p. 279 
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with a line three-quarters of a mile longer with his Grace's 

support. That was when what may be called landowner's cases 

were considered more important and the companies made greater 

public sacrifices to avoid landowner's opposition than we do in 

(1) 
these days. 

Fowler then concluded by saying that the railway coupany could not afford 

(2) 
to alter the line to avoid such a small property. 

The a tti tude of both engineers toward the landowner's case fell between 

the grudging and the unconpromising and the attitude of the Great Northern 

Railway coupany itself toward the Duke of Rutland and Mr. Hartopp was one 

of unfriendliness and unwillingness to consider the landed point of view. 

It is of some significance that in this 'conflict' both landowners won 

considerable victories, the Duke of Rutland gained a line that was to his 

satisfaction and Mr. Hartopp forced the railway company to return to 

Parliament in 1873 With a line that was deviated some distance from his 

property' ••• almost entirely for the purpose of avoiding the oPPosition 

(3) 
of landowner s' • 

The railway company learnt their lesson extremely quickly and when 

Fraser discussed the alignment of the proposed branch from the Melton to 

Leicester line, that ran south-westwards down to Market Harborough he con-

ceded that all the landowners on the proposed route had been consul ted with 

(4) 
and their wishes had been respected. He further agreed that not one 

landowner had petitioned against the line.(5) Both the amended line from 

Melton and the branch to Market Harborough were authorised in 1873. 

(1) HLRO Min. of Ev.ld. HL 1872 vol.lS N.Y. & L.R1y. 15 July pp.239-42 

(2) ibid. p.242 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. He 1873 vo1.19 N.M. & L.R1y. 31 March p.222 

(4) idem vol.18 28 March p.199 

(5) ibid. p.2Sl 
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In the West Riding of Yorkshire similar modifications were made in 

the alignment of a railway to meet the wishes of a landowner. The 

proposed Leeds and Yeadon District Railway of 1881, which was intended to 

leave the Leeds to Harrogate main line between Headingley and Horsforth 

stations, was to run westwards to Yeadon and rejoin the Midland Railway 

at Guiseley. This route was t ••• later altered to avoid Horsforth Hall 

(1) 
as desired by Mr. Stanhopet • The scheme in fact came to nothing and 

(2) 
a small branch was authorised to run from Guiseley to Yeadon in 1885. 

Concerted opposition on the part of the landowners was often extremely 

effective during these decades as many of the proposed rural railways were 

of doubtful financial viablli ty. In rural districts potential traffic was 

light and if there was strong opposition on the part of the local inhabitants, 

who were, essentially, the sole recepients of any possible benefit, schemes 

usually stood little chance of Parliamentary approval. The North Eastern 

Railway promoted a line to run from Scorton, on their Richmond branch, to 

Spenni thorne, on their Bedale branch, in 1883. (3) (Fig.62) It has been 

suggested that the railway was to be no more than a tblock linet (4) and was 

thus not locally promoted. The landowners strongly opposed the idea of a 

line and at a meeting, held on 26 July 1883 at York, the railway conpany 

exPlained to its shareholders that as a result of the opposition they had 

discussed the whole concept with the local landowners and had subsequently 

(5) 
decided to withdraw the bill. 

In 1898 a line was promoted to run from Dorking southwards via Leith 

(1) P.E. Baughan: op.cit. pp.146-7 

(2) HlBO Min. of Evid. He 1885 vol.10 Guiseley Yeadon and Rawdon Rly. 

14 April pp.53-4 

(3) W.W. Tomlinson: op.cit. p.S90 

(4) P.E. Baughan: op.cit. p.172 

(5) Herapath 4 August 1883 p.936 
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Hill to Cranleigh (Fig.63); an alternative line was also suggested that 

was to leave the London Brighton and South Coast Railway main line near 

Holmwood. However the opposition of the landowners of the Oorting area, 

wi th Lord Ashcombe prominent amongst them, and the opposition of the land-

owners of the Holmwood district, with a Mr. A.H. Brown the spokesman for 

(1) 
the latter group, led the cOqlany to withdraw the bill. Again the line 

was not locally promoted. 

It could arise that the majority of landowners of an area wished for, 

and promoted, a branch railway whilst one of their number opposed it. This 

occurred in West Kent where a Colonel Warde and a Mr. Kitchen of Westerham 

revived the South Eastern Railway coupany's proposals for a line from 

Westerham to the main line near Sevenoaks. They brought their scheme 

before Parliament in 1876, wbere they were opposed by a Mr. Tonge of 

Morants Court. (2) (Fig.64) 

The evidence illustrates the two dominant attitudes of landowners at 

this time. Mr. X:l.tchin argued that the local landowners had had to promote 

the railway. on their own initiative as the South Eastern company had showed 

(3) 
no inclination whatsoever to construct the line. Mr. Tonge, whose 

estate was of about 1,000 acres, took the opposite point of view and argued 

that the railway would sever about 100 acres of his estate, that the view 

would be spoilt, and that his shooting would be ruined. (4) Much was made 

(1) H.W. Hart: HolDPood Cranleigh and Mtdhurst Railway 1884-1905: 

Journal of the Railway and Canal Historical Society vol.8 no.5 

(September 1962), see also H.A. Vallance Horsham and Guildford Direct 

Railway: Railway Magazine (September 1950) p. 587 

(2) E.A. Course: op.cit. (1958) pp.368-70: Course feels that the whole 

branch line '. • • had been carefully planned to avoid gentlemen's 

seats' (p.370) 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. He 1876 vol.42 Westerham Valley Rly. 22 March pp.2-22 

(4) ibid. pp.88-98 
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of this latter point and the railway company eventually presented evidence 

(1) 
to the effect that pheasants quite liked railways. 

However Mr. Tonge argued out a basic point concerning damage to his 

estate: 

Q. What harm do you apprehend from this line? 

Tonge: I apprehend this harm that as it is' I have now every 

accoDlDOdation that I want - I am within three miles of a first 

class e~ress station and within one mile of a slaw station -

a man cannot have much better than that. 

Q. But what harm would this railway do you? 

Tonge: Simply because it severs my estate right in two 

Q. What other harm will it do you? 

Tonge: It is a small property and I do not see what lOOney 

(2) 
will coupensate me for a place that I like. 

The argument then reached a rather dramatic conclusion: 

Q. Do you mean to represent that to see trains pass upon a 

railway at a distance of 1,000 yards is a serious residential 

damage which ought to prevent the people of Westerham having 

the accoJllDOdation that they want, you being a neighbour of 

theirs? 

Tonge: Looking at it in that light, or rather looking at it in 

the light that it is placed before me, I say every man for himself. 

Q. This is not quite every man for himself, it is what should be 

done for your neighbours. 

Tonge: I beg your pardon, I want to protect my estate for ~ 

children after me. 

(1) ibid. pp.33-6, 44-5 

(2) ibid. pp.lOQ-l 
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Q. Do }~u really seriously think that is a reason why Westerham 

should not have a railway, that if it has you will see the trains 

pass 1,000 yards off? 

Tonge: Yes, I think it is a great objection. 
(1) 

The line was authorised the CoDllD1 ttee not even granting Tonge 

protective clauses. The railway was to be just four and one-half miles 

long, one group of landowners felt that their estates would benefit from 

its construction, another d1.sagreed. Thus the idea that an estate would 

be irreparably damaged by the construction of a railway was felt by the 

landowner concerned to be as valid an argument as it had been 50 years 

earlier, and was put forward as equally valid 20 years later. 

Opposition was not lim1.ted to rural areas, nor was the landed 

promotion of railway coqianies. Perhaps one of the most significant 

phenomena of the latter years of the nineteenth century was the rapid 

growth in the number of railways constructed in the immediate vicinity of 

the larger cities, the suburban railways bu11t to serve that expanding 

sector of society, the commuter. Perkin has argued that although the 

development of suburban railways began, somewhat tentatively, in the 1860s 

(2) 
in the vicinity , of London, in the provinces it would seem to have begun 

(3) 
in the fo110'1r1ng decade and it has been argued that by the 1860s '. • • 

suburban railways could be regarded as sound propositions'. 
(4) 

The landowners played an iuportant part in the promotion of such 

railways. Perkin discussed their significance in the context of suburban 

(1) ibid. pp.104-6 

(2) H. Perkin: (1970) op.cit. pp.245-51 

(3) ibid. pp.242-5 ct. Birmingham and Manchester, see also J.A. Patmore 

(1964) loc.cit. p.241 

(4) H.J. Dyos: Victorian Suburb (1966) p.70, see also J.R. Kellett: 

(1969) op.cit. pp.354-83 
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development as a whole, in that the social character of a proposed suburb 

was determined largely by the landowners who also decided upon the number 

of houses per acre, and ultimately, if the area should be developed at 

all.(l) Kellett has substantiated this argument, and stressed the 

(2) 
importance of the support of the landowners for the suburban railways. 

The Watford and Edgware Railway was promoted during the 18808 as 

' ••• a speculative scheme brewed up by hopeful landowners or contractors 

in the expectation of interesting either the Great Northern Railway or the 

Midland,.(3) An Act for the line was eventually gained in 1897 but the 

powers lapsed and it was the landowners who once more promoted the line in 

1902. The Hounslow and Metropolitan Railway of 1880 was promoted by 

landowners ' ••• bent on increasing property values'. (4) The Harrow and 

Stanmore Railway, authorised in 1886, was also promoted by a local 1and­

(S) 
owner, Mr,,' F. GordOll, who subscribed 90% of the capital. The Wimbledon 

and Sutton Railway of 1910 was promoted by a syndicate of both land and 

property owners, who wished to increase the value of land and price of 

(6) 
property in that locality. 

The Harrow Ealing and Willesden Railway came before Parliament in 

1887. It was intended to r\Dl from South Harrow via A1perton to join the 

L. & N ••• Rly. at Willesden. The reason for the promotion of the line 

(7) 
was explained simply as to develop an area of land for suburban housing 

(1) H. Perkin: (1970) op.cit. p.261 

(2) J.R. Kellett: (1969) op.cit. pp.4QO-3 

(3) A.A. Jackson 'Beyond Edgware' Railway Magazine (February 1967) p.64 

(4) H.P. White: (1963) op.cit. p.133 

(S) K. Jeffrey and D.N. Ratcliff: The Harrow and Stanmore Railway: 

Railway Magazine (February ~9S3) pp.91-4 

(6) A.A. Jackson. The Wimbledon and Sutton Railway Railway Magazine 

(December 1966) pp.675-80 

(7) HmO Min. of Evid. He 1887 vo1.19 Harrow Ealing and Willesden Rly. 

23 March p.4 
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and that the failure to sell the existing land and property was a direct 

(1) 
result of the lack of railway accommodation. The scheme had three 

main promoters, one of whom was a Mr. Horne, who was also chairman of a 

property development company which owned 130 acres of land on the southern 

(2) 
slope of Harrow Hill. The railway engineer agreed that he had laid 

out the line to maximise the benefit to any property development in the 

. (3) 
area. 

In south London a railway was promoted to run from Nunhead via catford 

to Shortlands and came before Parliament in 1889. (Fig.65) Again it was 

made plain that the landowners were promoting the line to develop their 

(4) 
estates for housing and, consequently, the impact they had had on the 

alignment was considerable. A line had come before Parliament in 1884, 

promoted by the london Chatham and Dover Railway, which had been rejected, 

largely as a result ot the opposit1on ot the landowners whose estates, it 

(5) 
was argued, would have been badly damaged. , The line was revived in 

1888 as an independent coupany, promoted by the landowners to serve their 

own purposes. 

Q. One advantage of the promotion ot the line is the way it 

has been promoted here, as compared with the line of 1884, in 

that the landowners can, • • • determine what is the course 

which the line should take in order to do the least injury to 

them (sic)? 

A. Y 
(6) 

es, 

(1) ibid. pp.45, 86-7, 163 

(2) ibid. pp.1-4 

(3) ibid. pp.22o-30 

(4) HLRO Min. ot Evid. He 1889 vol.26 Short1ands and Nunhead Rly. 

14 May pp.44, 213-6 

(5) idem 15 Yay pp.ll5-20, 310 

(6) ibid. pp.129-30 
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The promoters laid out the whole line on this criterion and managed 

(1) 
to avoid damage to any house property. 

To the east of London the landowners played a somewhat different, but 
I 

no less effective, role in influencing the alignment of the proposed railway 

between Romford and Tilbury. An independent line had been promoted in 1882 

for a line between the two towns and had gained the strong support of the 

local landowners but had failed in Parliament on a financial technicality. (2) 

In 1883 two lines were proposed to run between Romford and Tilbury, the 

independent line having been taken up by the London Tilbury and Southend 

Railway coupany and the Great Eastern Railway company had submitted a line 

of their own to Parliament. (Fig.G6) The landowners once more supported 

the L.T. & S. Rly scheme and strongly opposed the proposals of the G.E. Rly, 

largely because the latter damaged the layout of their farms, cut through 

the residential area of Upminster, and spoilt the land for building 

(3) 
purposes. The L.T. & S. R1y bill was accepted whilst the G.E. Rly'8 

bill was rejected. 

Where one railway company served one town it often happened that the 

coupany abused its monopolistic position, causing the inhabitants to feel 

that competition was their sole salvation. This implied that if the new 

railway company was to duplicate, or preferably, better, the existing 

railway facilities, it had to penetrate into the 'urban fabric' to reach 

the town centre and thus antagonise those residents with property on the 

proposed line. This occurred in south-west lancashire where the in-

(1) ibid. pp.308, 311, see also E.A. Course (1958) op.cit. pp.298-300 

(2) HLRO Min. of Evid. He 1883 vol.42 London Tilbury and Southend Rly 

27 April pp .2-10 

(3) ibid. pp.53-4, damage to potential building land was also alleged at 

Leicester see HLRO Min. of Evid. HL 1872 vol.lG N.M. & LoRly 17 July 

pp.153-88 
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habitants of Southport appealed to the Cheshire Lines Committee to break 

the Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway company's monopoly of their traffic. 

Southport was a quintessential provincial commuter town of the period and 

the proposal to build the railway, which was to approach the town from the 

south, led to conflict with the tenants of a newly developed residential 

area. 

The line was originally proposed to run directly into Southport, 

virtually along the beach, i • e. loea ted between the sea and the large 

houses of Westcliffe Road (Fig.67) and as such came before Parliament in 

1881. (1) The tenants of this road successfully opposed the line and it 

was cut short at Birkdale. Such was the anxiety on the part of the town 

to achieve a competing service, the railway was realigned for the following 

Parliamentary seSSion, still to run between Westcliffe Road and the sea, 

but in an amended form that was now satisfactory to the tenants and it 

(2) 
was consequently authorised in 1882. 

The trustees for the will of Mr. Scarisbrick, who owned two-thirds of 

Southport, Were prepared to offer the necessary land to the railway company 

(3) 
at five shillings an acre, and the landowner of Westcliffe Road had 

(4) 
given the land to the railway company for nothing. The successful 

opposition therefore came from the tenants, not from the landowners. 

The c·onflict here is apparent in that the new railway would iuprove land 

values and yet would probably damage property values of those houses on 

Westcliffe Road already built. 

A similar yet more complex instance had occurred in East Yorkshire 

(1) G. Dow: Great Central: (1962) vol.2 pp.14o-l 

(2) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1882 vol.70 Cheshire Lines Committee 17 May 

pp.17~235 

(3) ibid. pp.97-l37 

(4) idem 16 May p.38 
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some years earlier. In 1872 a railway was promoted to run from Hull 

westwards to Hessle and then under the Humber in a tunnel to emerge near 

Barton and join the Manchester Sheffield and Lincolnshire Railway in north 

Lincolnshire. This failed in the House of Lords in 1873. (1) The North 

Eastern Bailway then promoted a railway for the following session which 

ran out to Kirkella. They gathered a sufficient number of witnesses to 

(2) 
argue that this was merely to iq>rove land values and property prices. 

The line was opposed by the Corporation of Hull who initially complained 

that the branch line would damage a number of streets and some water pipes 

(3) 
in the Springbank area but it quickly became apparent that the main 

reason for their opposition was that the North Eastern company had aligned 

this branch line strategically in an effort to block the last feasible 

entrance to Hull, this being a narrowing of the Wolds between Little 

Weighton and South Cave. The Corporation, who were very anxious that 

an independent line should reach Hull, considered the Kirkella branch no 

(4) 
more than a 'block line' and opposed it accordingly, but using the 

locus stapdi of landowners. The branch was rejected and in 1880 the Hull 

and Barnsley Railway was authorised which followed a very similar alignment 

to that of the North Eastern branch of 1874. (Fig.68) 

The l870s also saw the intensification of the opposition to railways 

on the grounds of damage to the environment. This had, to a large extent, 

been sporadic and indirect in the years prior to this decade(5) but the 

conflict was widely publicised with the opposition ot the poet Ruskin and 

(1) G.G. MacTurk: op.cit. pp.16l-4 

(2) HLRO Min. of Evid. He 1874 vol.26 North Eastern R1y 30 April 

pp.5, 38, 68 

(3) ibid. p.1l9 

(4) ibid. pp.148, 171, see also W.W. Tomlinson: op.cit. p.669 

(5) see above p. 281 
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others to the proposed railway from Windermere via Ambleside, Grasmere and 

Rydal to Keswick, of 1876. , Ruskin's attitude toward railways has been 

explained as one of approval of the through main routes but opposition i ••• 

to their intrusion into the peace of quiet valleys off the main tracks'. (1) 

The arguments against the desecration of the Lake District Were 

collated by Robert Somervell and incorporated into a pamphlet, which con-

tained a preface written by Ruskin. The poet argued in general terms 

against the extension of the railway network in this area in a rather 

emotive manner(2) and it was Somervell himself who stated 

it is not to guard that district in the interest of a small 

section of SOCiety, but to preserve it for those - and they 

are found in every rank - who can enjoy its unsullied natural 

loveliness, that this movement has been set on foot. (3) 

His main point hinged on whether an increase in material prosperity should 

outweigh ' ••• all other - even confessedly 'finer' _ considerations'. (4) 

Interestingly he suggested that ' ••• much of the injury which has been 

inflicted in this way has been due, not to the fact that a railway has 

been made SO much as to the fact that it has been made in a particular 

way' (5) and went on to argue that the nation should have' •••• a Government 

Department to see that ••• no needless injury shall be done to the 

(6) 
scenery of the district'. He concluded that dependance upon the land-

owners, who obviously had an interest in the economic development of the 

(1) J.W. Graham: Harvest of Ruskin (1920) p.249 

(2) R. Somervell: A Protest against the Extension of Railways in the 

Lake District (1876) pp.l-lO 

(3) ibid. p.21 

(4) ibid. p.25 

(5) ibid. p.38 

(6) ibid. p.38 



338 

area, would be an insufficient form of protection. The opposition proved 

successful and the line was never built. 

Attitudes toward the railway companies hardened during the latter 

third of the nineteenth century, and were often extremely criti~al. In 

1865 W. Chambers had written: 

the 'railway interest' has become a fOrmidable power in the 

state, and is able to carry lines almost anywhere, in disregard 

of land proprietors or town authorities, as if the destruction of 

rural amenity and the wholesale ruin of dwellings were matters of 

(1) 
perfect indifference. 

Perkin felt that there was a strong antipathy toward the railway coupanies 

at this time and has argued that ' ••• from the l880s to the brink of 

the First World War the railways were the constant butt of public 

criticism, rising at times to a state of national crisis,.(2) The 

arrogance of the railway interest is well illustrated by a brief report 

from Herapath of 1880: 

The South Eastern intend to make a short extension line to serve 

the beautiful district of Hayes. No doubt such a line would pay 

handsomely, but we hear there are some who would regret to see 

Hayes invaded by the steam horse. 

(3) 
the backwoods of America. 

These people should go to 

The idea of damage to the environment amenities was also referred to 

in the proposal to build a line from Harrow to Stanmore in 1886. The 

local landowners originally opposed the railway on the grounds that it 

(I) W. Chambers: About Railways (1865) pp.24-5 

(2) H. Perkin (1970): op.cit. p.283 

(3) Herapath 17 January 1880, see also J. Simmons in H. Dyos and 

M. Wolff (eds): The Victorian City: Images and Realities vol.l (1973) 

pp.303-4 
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would destroy the amenities of the locality. 
(1) 

The line was authorised 

in 1886 but was then realigned and the promoters instructed the surveyor 

' ••• to layout a less costly route at the same time taking care not to 

(2) 
spoil the beauty of the district' and the line was re-authorised in 1888. 

The proposed line from Guildford via Cobham, and Kingston to Putney 

was also opposed on amenity grounds. The line was promoted by local 

landowners in 1881 as an independent company because none of the larger 

companies were prepared to help them. 
(3) 

Despite the fact that the railway 

committee were ' ••• careful to avoid their line crossing public open 

(4) 
sPaces and commons' their choice of alignment was strongly opposed where 

it skirted the northern edge of Wimbledon Common, between Kingston and 

(5) 
Putney. As a result of the strong public reaction to the potential 

damage to the open space, the railway company negotiated a realignment 

with the Duke of Cambridge, the owner of the land adjacent to the Common, 

which allowed the line to be moved away from the common itself. (6) (Fig.69) 

A Report was issued solely ,concerned with the alignment of the railway and 

its impact on the commons of Surrey, which conceded that the railway 

Company had gone to considerable lengths to minimise any possible damage 

(7) 
to the commons. 

Two proposed light railways were also opposed by amenity interests. 

(1) (Anon)' Stanmore Railway': Railway Magazine (July-August 1942) p.203 

(2) K. Jeffrey and D.N. Ratcliff: loc.cit. pp.9l-2 

(3) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1881 vol.29 Guildford Kingston and London Rly 

11 May p.3 

(4) J.N. Faulkner: ' To Guildford via Cobham ' : Railway ~~gazine (September 1959) 

pp. 589-96. 

(5) HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1881 vol.29 G.K. & L.Rly 16 May pp.l28-JO 

(6) idem 11 May p.38 

(7) idem 24 May pp.1-13, see also R. Christiansen: Regional History of 

the Railways of Great Britain vol.7: The West Midlands (1973) pp.l07-8 
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The line from Didcot via Long Wittenham to Benson had been approved by 

the Commissioners in 1898 and in 1899 it was proposed to extend the line 

from Benson to Wallingford. This was opposed by the National Trust who 

argued that the railway would destroy the beauty of Benson Beach on the 

(1) 
Thames and the line was never built. 

Similarly, in Sussex, the Nutley Crowborough and Groombridge Light 

Ral1way was successfully opposed by the Commons Preservation Society in 

(2) 
their bid to prevent the light railway running through the Ashdown Forest. 

(1) J.S. Oxley: op.cit. p.74 

(2) ibid. p.103 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The l820s saw a considerable upsurge of interest in the development 

of railways in England. The construction and opening of the Stockton 

and Darlington Railway had, apart frem the appl1catien to Parliament 

(1) 
in 1823 for the authorisation of the utilisation of steam locomotives, 

caused little alarm in landed society but the proposals of 1824 and 1825 

for the construction of railways in southern Lancashire, Cheshire, and 

the north-west Midlands were met with some concern. Landed fears were 

largely engendered by the realisation that the railway, as a concept, 

was spreading quite quickly from its established centre in the north-

east of England to the other industrial regions and the full implications 

of this movement were rapidly recognised. To cOJpound their suspicions 

a number of pamphlets, articles, and letters began to appear at this 

time campaigning for the speedy establ1shment of a national network of 

railways and there can be l1ttle doubt but that landed society felt the 

schelle. of the mid l820s were but a portent of what was te come. 

It has been argued that the Liverpool and Manchester Railway was 

widely regarded a. an experiment for subsequent railway develop.aDts. (p.85) 

This is probably true in terms of the evaluation of the technology, of 

promotional and financial practices, and, perhaps, of alignment, but 

les. so in terms of a direct conflict between landed society and the 

railway interest. The cOldlict that occurred in south Lancashire was 

essantially transitory between the parochial disagreement. fought in 

the north-east over the alignment. of the colliery lines and the more 

'national' ccm.tl1cts fought in rural Ebgland over the great trunk lines 

(1) F.C. Clifford op.cit. vOl.l p.49 'Parliament naturally watched 

the new aperi.ant with some jealousy in the wish to protect 

private inter •• t. fr •• nuisance or danger'. 



of the early 183Os. South Lancashire was already an industrialised 

area, familiar with _ss movement of freight by canal. This local 

conflict was confused by the intervention of the canal interests, who 

wished to protect their high inc.mes and inordinate profits. The line 

itself was just thirty miles long and a good proportion of this ran 

across the barren wastes of Chat Moss. Landed hostility was limited 

to the immediate vicinity of Liverpool and the BUccessful opposition, 

and resultant realignment, bears stronger similarities to the conflicts 

of the 1840s than those of the early 183Os. 
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The dispute over the south lancashire line can thus be easily 

overstressed. The mid 1820s also saw the failure of the Grand Junction 

Railway, the abandonaent of the Leeds and Hull Railway, the wi thdrawal 

of the Newcastle and carli ale Railway from Parliament in 1826, and 

although the debate over the Liverpool and Manchester Railway was 

vociferous it was of limited iJllportance in a national context. Such 

landed hostill ty as there was tended to concentrate its attacks upon 

the stea_ locomotive, about which it knew nothing and feared everything. 

The early years of the nineteenth century had seen the landMmers invest 

large sums in agricultural iJllprovements and many estates had the 

remining open fields enclosed and new fara layouts and roads laid 

out. (p.~7) Large aJIIeunts of money had also been invested in em­

parkment. (P.69) Interest in the enhanced economic performance of 

the estate. and of iJllproveJlent of the visual amenities was thus wide­

spread and the advent of the railway, which threatened to cIa_ge by 

severence the newly established field patterns and to iJllpose an alien 

feature upon a carefully cOJllposed and exPensively created landscape, was 

.et with considerable concern. 

The cGllspicuou. success of the steua locOllOtive at Rainhil1 in 1829 

caused the landowners to undertake a further reassessment of their 
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attitudes toward the coming of the railway, and during the early years 

of the l830s their opinions were rapidly polarised. They quickly 

realised that with the promotion of the London and Birmingham Railway 

the railway interest no longer saw their lines merely in terms of 

limited usefulness to an industrial area but more as a national carrier, 

which automatically iaplied that the cODstructien of a national network 

was envisaged. The Loadon aDd Birm1nghaa line, being 112 IIliles long 

and tapping ff!lft traffic centres other than Coventry, ran for the vast 

_jori ty of its length through rural EDgland and came before Parliament 

in 1832. That year also saw the apparent Victory of the middle class 

interests over the rural aristocracy with the sanction of the Reform 

Bill. The rural landCllWners saw the promotion of this railway as a 

further challenge to their already threatened authority. They felt 

that the railway, linking a lIIUlufacturing area to the main docks, would 

provide little, if any, benefit for the countrYside whilst causing in­

estimable damage to the rural fabric and destroying the amenities of 

their estates; it was prolDOted by townsmen, for townsmen and to the 

erstwhile ruling class it symbolised the further advance of their most 

dangerous opponent, the a1ddle class. The rejection of the Bill by 

the Bouse of Lords was neither just nor objective. The Committee 

delMnded no opposition case and no evidence was presented by the 

'dissident landowners' to justify their claim of excessive damage. (p.l02) 

By 1833 landed society, through the medium of Parliament, had become 

sOJUWhat cal.JDer in its appraisal of railway achemes and both the London 

and Birmingham and Grand Junction Railways had little ditficul ty in 

gaining authorisation during that ae88ion. In the former instance 

bribery was used to ensure the successful passage of the Bill but it 

IIIIlSt be noted that bribery was coapletely ineffective UDless the land­

owner was receptive to the idea and fully aware of the iaplications of 
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his acceptance. Vignoles discovered that landed h08tility to the idea 

of a railway through the Vale of Micklehalll in 1832-3, was SO great that 

the offer of considerable sums of moDey to purchase the necessary land 

proved completely ineffective, such was landed dislike of the idea of 

close proxt.ity to a railway. (p.130) 

Once the national political 8ituation resolved itself and landed 

society discovered that the so-called 'Victory' of the middle classes was 

both transient and largely illusory, their attitude toward further railway 

CGDstruction became increasingly sympathetic. By 1834 Parliament had 

conceded the neces8ity of railways, this being a Parliament cODsisting 

almost entirely of landowners. (p.122) Landed society had traditionally 

aS8umed a responsibility to facilitate the increase of wealth of the 

naticm, so IUch so that even an arch enemy of railway cODstruction 

accepted 

that the diversions of one class of society are but a8 a feather 

in the balance when weighed against the practical ability of any 

work teod1ng to the advanceJDeDt of the general good; that it is 

the duty of a Govel'Dllent to pre_te, to the ut.,st. all feasible 

enterprise and undertald.ng proved to be ccmducive to the interests 

(1) 
of the state. 

The landowners'rapid recognition of the extent of the poteatial con-

tribution of railways to the econoJD1c welfare of the nation i8 consistent 

with this philosophy and is perhaps all the more re.rllable when it is 

r_abered that during the l830s the coaching and turnpike systell was at 

the peak of its efficiency, and that the canal systea. although imperfect, 

provided a freight carrying service of reasonable effectiveness. Thus 

the acceptance of the ilpl_entation of a further IIOde of- transport, 

(1) F.P.D. Radcliffe op.c1t. p.129 
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inimical to their own interests, smacks of considerable altruism and 

responsibility. In general the landowners ~elt that little benefit would 

accrue to the estates, apart from payment for the land necessary for the 

construction of the line, as it was yet to be conclusively established 

that land values rose in the immediate vicinity of a railway. 

Perhaps the MPs who debated the merits of Gibbs' london and York 

Railway provide the best illustration of the prevailing landed attitudes 

of the mid 18308 with their appreciation of the need for a railway, their 

strong dislike of Gibbs' alignment, and their approbation of the alternat­

ive which they felt would fulfil the necessity whilst resulting in con­

siderablp less damage. Their dislike of the speculative nature of Gibbs' 

line is also apparent, the1r arsument being that because of this it paid 

little, if any, reference to local interests or opinions. (p.l24) 

landed society was unsure of the effects of the new phenomenon but 

recognised the permanence of 1 ts iupact upon the landscape and thus strove 

to ensure that of all the possible alignments the one which was to be 

approved by ParliaDl8Dt was that whlch would cause the least aDlO\Ult of 

damage. The multiplicity of feasible alignments proposed for the railway 

between London and Brighton, (Fig.l4), similarly the numerous alternatives 

suggested in the vicinity of saffron Walden, (Fig.17), Robert Raikes' 

hesitancy at Welton, (p.137) and CapUdn Pechell's doubts over the Oxford 

branch, (p.143), all bear witness to this fear of committment to an 

alignment that might, in SOlIe way, be iuproved. The attitude of the 

University of Oxford, who opposed proposals for a branch line to their 

city arguing that the case for railways was not yet proven, was merely 

this view in extremis and could be accepted as reasonably valid in that 

virtually no lines, apart from the Liverpool and Manchester Railway, 

were, at that time (1838), in operation. (p.145) 

The turn of the decade saw a considerable sluq> in the English 
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economy which daq)ed down any thoughts of further investmeDt in railway 

construction. During the early years of the 18408, however, the c~ 

pletion of many of those lines authorised during the previous decade and 

firm evidence of both their financial viability and general u8efulness, 

coincided with the movement of the national economy into an upswing and, 

as a result, the investing public began to encourage and support proposals 

for the further extension of the existing network. The early 1840& also 

saw landed society conteuplating its economic position as many accepted 

the full implications of their indebtedness and strove to place their 

estates on a sound financial basis. (p.67) This reappraisal manifested 

itself in strong investment in the improvement of agricultural practices 

and techniques, in an a ttellPt to _xim1.se revenue frOJl their main source 

of income, but also saw an increasing number of landowners drawing up 

plans for the urbanisation of estates, particularly in coastal areas, and 

saw a movement away from direct involvement in industrial enterprises, 

especially in the field ot mining, toward a position ot rentier. 

Wi th the opening of JIiOst of the _in lines authorised during the 

previous decade the landowners began to recognise that the potential 

benefits from railways to their estates, both agricultural and urban, 

were considerable and further noted that their capacity for damage to 

tarmland and tarm layouts was equally great. This, allied to the tact 

that the landoWners could now assess the actual, rather than hypothetical, 

impact of a railway upon the landscape, caUSed thea to undertake a gradual 

moditication ot their personal attitudes toward the coming of the railway. 

Landed involvement and support for the Yarmouth and Norwich Railway of 

1842 is indicative of the new mood although this did occur in an area 

traditionally interested in agricultural iaprovements and investment. (p.l63) 

The onset of the • Railway Mania' illustrated wi th great clarity the 

degree to which landed attitudes toward the railway had altered. It is 
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important to remember that 1841-46 saW the spokesmen of the middle clas8es 

make a violent attack upon landed society, in their campaign to repeal the 

Corn Laws. The landowners argued that the l18intenance of the Corn Laws 

was imperative if their agricultural incomes were to be preserved and their 

eventual repeal, in 1846, caused a rapid intensification of their appraisal 

of their financial resources. It might be argued that the delicate 

political situation of the mid l840s forced the conlervative sector of 

rural landed society in Parliaaent to moderate ita views toward railway 

promotion in order Dot to play into the hands of their middle class 

opponents. Lee has argued that the Marquia of Exeter' a oppoaiUon to 

the London and York Railway waa only tolerated by the right wing of the 

Conservative party because of their need for his support at that diffi­
(1) 

cult time. (p.240) 

Deap! te this general reatraint the very number of schemes extant 

during these years implied that the support, or otherwise, of a land-

owner was a vital prerequisite to the succelS, or fa1lure, of a railway 

bill before Par11aaent. It quickly became apparent that the role of 

landed opposition, ehould 9 residctial da_ge' be proven, was of far 

greater sign1f1cance than any promises of support, although the COD-

certed action of those landowners in favour of the London and York 

Railway during 1845-6 played a large part in ensuring the successful 

author1sation of the bill. (p.242) Landowners di8covered that their 

opposit1on would be paid for, or at least proJlises were _de to that 

eff ect (p .181), a number were eq,loyed as directors of coq,anies, and. 

occasionally, some went so far as to promote the1r own companies, 

although this was rare at this time. 

Although their basic attitude throughout the decade was still an 

(1) J.Y. Lee op.cit. p.l02 
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insistence that private property was to be protected and that unnecessary 

damage could Dot be tolerated, they were alive to the1r nat100a1 respons­

ibilities in -their tendency to concede the necess1ty of railways, and 

Lord Bowick's statement of 1844 is a v1v1d and articulate synthe.1s of 

th1s attitude. (p.194) The ~irit of improvement apparent at this time, 

and the understandable resentlleDt of damage to theae schemes by railway 

cODstruction, is evident in the arguments of both Lord Bowick, whose 

father had just rebuilt a village which would have been destroyed by a 

proposed railway (p.192). and Lord Barborough, who had recently .pent 

SOlie £80,000 in iJlll)roving his park which was to be invaded by a railway. 

(p.216) This abhorrence of unnecessary damage to parks and estates is 

a basic feature of landed attitudes in this, in prior and in subsequent 

decades. 

Admittedly some landowners appreciated that the arrival of a railway 

in their locality could be of 80ae personal benef1t but the apparent 

regiGDal, if not national, objectives of -.ny raUway colIIPanies tended 

to obscure this element of local usefulness. Actual landed financial 

involveJlelDt would appear to have been on a moderate and insignificant 

seale (p.251), possibly because of their increased investment in 

agriculture, their general indebtedness and the reassessment of their 

fillaDces, with the concoJlitant unwillingness to 1:nvest in a new, untried, 

and hazardoUs field. 

The years i_ediately 8Ubsequent to the -.nia saw, in general, a 

radical shift in the a tti tudes of the landowners, more elJ)ecially those 

in rural areas, toward marked support for further railway cODstruction. 

The established railway coapanies showed little enthusia •• to construct 

lines in unreamerative rural areas, largely as a result of pressure troll 

their shareholders. The landowners, however, recognised the benefits a 

railway could brinK to the local economy and in 1863 were ellPlor1ng ways 
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and means of facilitating the construction of railways in the countryside. 

Being inexperienced in railway promot1on their eagerness caused many land­

owners to fall foul ef speculative engineers, lawyers and contractors who 

showed a sill1lar readiness to build railways, but for rather different 

reasons. In 1863 this clash of interests was specifically discu8sed, 

the landed attitude being that they, and they alone, knew which alignment 

was the best for an area, this, rather surprisingly, being conceded by 

the IDOre responsible members of the railway interest. (pp2So-2) 

Speculative promotion of lines into rural areas largely died away 

after 1870, as the agricultural depression began to take effect, and the 

latter decades of the century saw the landowners, Virtually alone, attempt 

to rescue their estates by further railway CODstructien. Despite their 

personal involvement they still maintained that the privacy of their 

estates was not to be Violated; they desired the benefits of railway 

con8truction with nODe of the disadvantages and because of their financial 

involvement they Were often, it not always, in a pod tion to influence 

the alignment accordingly. The fine balance between perceived benefit 

and damage is well illustrated in the Westerham valley, where one group 

of landoWners saw both the adVantages and dangers, whilst another saw 

I18re1y the railway's potential for damage. (pp .323-5) 

A new phenomenon appeared after 1870, that of the landowner whose 

estate lay on the periphery of a major city and who wished to develop his 

land for suburban housing. In such cases a railway was usually regarded 

a8 a basic prerequisite and development schemes often included the con­

struction of a abort line of railway to max1m1se the attractiveness of a 

new estateo The fundalD8Dtal attitude was similar to that of rural 

England, that the proximity of a line of railway increased land values, 

although in some instances conflict did occur between landowners and 

railway CQq)anies aeparate from ODe another when it was felt that a 



railway was poorly aligned and threatened to depreciate the value of 

building land or existing property. (p.329) 
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The landed attitudes toward railways prevalent during the nineteenth 

century had a relatively uncouplica ted influence upon the alignment of 

a railway. The railway engineers and promoters who chose the alignment 

recognised, understood, and accepted the basic landed fear of invasion 

of the privacy of their estates. The power of landed society quickly 

became apparent and thus railways were aligned in such a way that parks 

and residences were avoided wherever possible, and the amount of damage 

to an estate caused by a railway was kept to a minimum. In many cases 

negotiation with landowners occurred and their wishes were respected. 

Th1s was as valid in the l890s as it had been in the 1820s. 

The actual process of alignment took landed attitudes into consider­

ation at every stage. The general alignment,(1.e. that l1ne between 

the two term1n~,had the greatest degree of flexibility (hence the vast 

nUJDber of alternatives usually considered) and landed influence tended to 

be of importance only in strateg1c locations, for exauple the Medway 

valley. (p.128) Having decided upon this general alignment it was up 

to the engineer to adapt this to the topography of the countryside through 

which the line was to run and, in dealing with the landed interests, he 

usually appl1ed a two stage process in choosing the location ot his line. 

The engineer tirstly chose an al1gnment that he telt caused the 

Jl1nimum amount ot damage to an estate, and this can be termed 'initial 

avoidance' • Secondly, recogn1sing that his conception ot IIl1nll11WD 

~ge and the landowner's might not coincide, negotiation between the 

two parties usually ensued which used the engineer'. initial choice as 

a basis for discussion. A tinal alignment was then aereed upon Which 

took the landed view. into cons1deration and usually respected them. 

During the early decades ot railway promotion negotiation otten involved 
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the use of bribery to gain explicit consent to an alignment which already 

took the landed attitude into consideration. 

The railway interest advocated and applied this diplomatic policy 

as early as 1826, bearing in mind the statements of the Liverpool 

merchants (p.92) and aa late as 1898 when Mi11a argued that' ••• there 

may be important estates which must be avoided and private properties 

which must not be entered'. (p.307) Throughout the nineteenth century 

the engineers advocated this policy in both their general principles and 

in the alignment of specific railways. Paradoxically its value can be 

evinced by its failures. The dismissal of Gibbs' London and York 

Railway, which conspicuously failed to avoid damage to estates (p.l24), 

the Stephensons' failure of 1845 to find a satisfactory alignment at 

Stap1eford (p.2l4) and Fowler's crass failure at Scraptoft in 1872 

(p.319) all bear witness to the basic necessity of the recognition of 

avoidance as a prime factor in alignment. There were also those 

engineers who felt that they had aligned their railway in such a manner 

tha t any possible damage to a landowners was minimised but then failed 

to complement this by further negotiation to ascertain the views of the 

landowners themselves. Brunel's failure at Ealing (p.118) and Forsyth's 

at Bgc1nton (p.220) bear this out. 

Al though avoidance was paraaount in the minds of the engineers they 

alao paid due res.pect to the wiahes of those landowners who requested 

that the railway should be aligned in such a manner as to benefit their 

estates, this occurring particularly after 1850. The realignment of 

the main line at Tuxford is a classic elCaq)le (p.246), but, by and large, 

the influence of support was usually far less effective than opposition. 

lAnded support tended to influence more the general, primary alignment in 

that representations were _de that lines should be made into certain 

areas of the country, for exallple the Vale of Belvoir whlch may have had, 
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in the past, access restricted. (p.3l4) 

The latter half of the century saw conspicuous landed encouragement 

of railway construction, especially of lines into rural areas, these being 

increasingly aligned to meet local wishes and needs, as between Bedford 

and No:z:thaq)tan (pp.267-9) and between SWindan and Marlborough (p.3l0). 

This also occurred in less bucolic surroundings where the influence was of 

a similar nature in that the railway was aligned to stimulate the maximum 

amount of economic beneti t and cause the minimum amount of damage to 

eata tea, as between Shortlands and Nunhead (P. 329) • 

The engineers and promoters tolerated this influence on their align­

ments because of their basic fear of landed power in Parliament. The 

circumstances were such that any railway coapany which wished to purchase 

land cOllpulsorily, which was Virtually every railway coa.,any, had to go 

before the legislature for authorisation by an Act of Parliament. (pp.73-7) 

Throughout the nineteenth century the membership of both Houses consisted 

almost completely of landowners naturally sympathetic to the landed point 

of view. (p.64) Their reaction to the canal mania of the 1790s had been 

to rapidly erect a barrier of comprehensive standing orders by which their 

estates were protected from rash assault. The landowner entertained 

similar suspicions of the early railways and the railway companies, 

recognising the landed fears and that their own position, before a 

Select Collll1.ttee of landowners, was extremely vulnerable, especially 

atter it had been made quite clear in 1825, 1832, and 1836, that un­

necessary incursions onto private estates would not be tolerated, 

implemented a policy of avoidance and negotiation, which rapidly proved 

successful. 

The railway interest also recognised that Parliament was a responsible 

body and felt that there was a public necessity for railways. They saw 

that once the initial distrust of and hostility toward railways by 
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Parliament was ameliorated, if not removed, by tactful alignment, any 

landed objection to any railway would have to be proved and justified, for 

exsq)le the ruling of the 1844 Select CoIlllD1 ttee which said that a landowner 

could only register opposition if his property was seriously affected (P.173). 

The coaaent of Ja.s Walker, a noted engineer, _de in the l830s, was of 

particular relevance when he said '. • • one is obliged in a cOWltry like 

thi, to aeet the wiabes of the proprietors' (p.l43) (my italics), the 

eq)hasis being heavily on the recognition of the political facts of life 

which were extant in that and every decade of the nineteenth century. 

In terms ot expense it might appear that the engineers and promoters 

considered that avoidance proved more expensive and allo resulted in poor 

alignments. They quickly found, however, that a tactful alignment ensured 

that the bill enjoyed an easy and inexpensive paasage through Parliament 

(p.lll). Those coapanies which preferred initial cheapness by a refuaal 

to consider the landed point of view, rapidly discovered that this was a 

far more expensive mode of alignment should their bill be rejected or be 

delayed and be radically amended. 

The polt tical influence ot landed SOCiety was _intained throughout 

the nineteeoth century in Parliament. It would appear that at approxim­

ately the _ae time a. landed power in society as a whole began to decline, 

landed involvement in railway promotion itself increased considerably and 

thus an indirect control was replaced by a more direct influence on align­

ment. It might also be argued that those members of lociety concerned 

in the promotion, alignment and construction of railways had a degree of 

respect for landed aociety far greater than pure expediency. George 

Budaon, Joseph Locke, and George Stephenson, all noted ll8Ilbers of the 

railway fraternity, all purchased landed estates and became members of 

landed society themselve.. During the nineteenth century poaseasion 

of a landed estate was a _rk of the highest social rank and thus those 
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members of the middle classes whose ambit10Qs lay in that direction might 

hesitate to attack that which they were attempting to emulate. 

Throughout the nineteenth century the balance of power in this con­

text was such that the landowners tended to hold sway over the railway 

coq>anies, for example the pithy remark of the Vice-Chairman of the 

Great Northern Bailway, with respect to the alignment of the Gainsborough 

to Doncaster line (p.284), and the railway cOlJI>anies themselves could not 

help but recognise this power, for exaq>le Bidder's philosophical remark 

over the Admiralty's disapprobation of the line through Greenwich Park 

(p.202). It is interesting, therefore, to see that during the railway 

mania which, as haa been argued, coincided with a virulent outbreak of 

class warfare, many railway coq>anies assumed an air of arrogance and 

intolerance and atteq>ted to force lines through estates, paying little 

heed to landed susceptibilities, under the dubious flag of 'public 

interest' • This philosophy had been first promulgated during the 1830s 

by engineers of the calibre of Gibbs and Cundy (pp.123, 152) who ilJl>licitly 

argued that the line which paid least regard to private convenience was 

concomitant with the greatest allOUDt of public benefit. This was 

increasingly subscribed to during the 1840s with engineers such as 

George Stephenson refUsing to _nction minor deviations as he felt that 

they were incoqlatible with the public interest (p.l94) and spokesllen 

such as Mr. Rutter of Sherborne who concluded that ' ••• the landowner's 

interests and conveniences must give way to the interests of the public' 

(p.171) • 

Many landowners the .. elves, in public conversation, conceded that 

railways were of 'great public benefit' (p.2ll) but they were also 

extreaely alive to the fact that the fundamental reason for railway 

cODstruction was IIpeculative, that railways were being cODstructed to 

make the maxiJlUJll a.aunt of profit and scarcely to give the maximwa 
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amount of public service. Both the House of Lords Select Committee of 

1845 on coapensation and W.E. Aytoun, the spokesman for the landed interests, 

were quick to iDter that the argument of public interest was pure sophistry, 

their conclusions being that the railway interest saw avoidance merely in 

terms of added expense and thus lessened profits. As George Stephenson 

pointed out, SOIDewhat tetchlly, ' ••• any line can be called a practicable 

line if there is plenty of money' (p.217). Landed society itself recog-

nised that this was the case and their oppoai tion was based on the view 

that avoidance was a mere matter of e~ense and very rarely, if ever, a 

matter of impossible engineering or direct conflict with the public 

interest. 

IIoorsom's argument of 1841 relative to investment in local railways 

is also of CODsiderable interest. (p.lal) His thesis was some ten years 

ahead ot its time in that his arguments became increasingly relevant in 

the years after 1850 with the growing landed involvement in railway 

construction. As the landed members in Parliament favoured locally 

supported and locally promoted companies far more than speculative 

schemes, the subtle influence ot landowners on alignment was of consider-

able importance. 

Given that ' ••• the very essence of government is restraint' (1) 

the initial attitude of the British legislature toward railway alignment 

was the purely negative reaction of insistence upon restraint of damage 

to private property. During the 1830s the Government toyed with the 

idee. of a national plan for the construction of a railway network, 

(2) 
similar to that iq)lemented in Belgium, but basically it preferred 

(1) J. Boswell 'The Life of Johnson' (1953 O.S.A. ed.) p.397 

(2) H. Parris op.cit. p.16, E. Cleveland-Stevens op.cit. pp.6l-2 

see a180 First Report from the Select Committee on Railways 

22 April 1839 p.34 Q.736 'You would like to see it put in the power 

of the Government to decide whether the line should go in a particular 

direction or not? A: It is an idea quite new'. 
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to leave well alone. In 1840 a Select Committee concluded ' ••• "that 

however iuprovidently Parliament may, in the first instance, have granted 

to the ra1lway coapanies such powers, it is now advisable to interfere 

wi th them as little as possible" • • • in effect, the policy suggested 

was one of let alone, subject only to the general supervision of the 

(1) 
Board of Trade'. The Board of Trade were not concerned with the 

'details' of alignaent, merely the general merits of the case, and felt 

that the specific alignment was best considered by the Select Committees 

(p.78). In fact Sir G.S. Gibb, writing in 1908, argued that ' ••• the 

control under the system of Private Bill legislation • • • has been mainly 

negative; never constructive ••• Private Interests have been protected 

but the general interest has, in the main, beB1 ignored'. (2) 

Chambers, writing in 1865, bitterly criticised this laissez-faire 

policy - ' ••• refraining from all control over railway operations, the 

government left speculators to carry lines anywhere or anyhow that 

Parliament could be persuaded to sanction' and went on to attack the 

results of the government's timidity, the waste of capital and the poor 

(3) 
alignments of the lines of the l830s and l840s. Both the railway 

interest and the landed spokeSlDen cOllplained of the lack of control over 

alignment and tended to conceatrate their attacks em the inefficiency of 

the Parliamentary Select Committees. H. Spencer, writing in 1854, was 

even more elCPansive in his criticisms and condeamed the radical vol te 

face of Parliament toward railways which he felt had occurred since 1850. -
Be argued that it. attitude had changed from t ••• the extreme of 

determined rejection or dilatory acquiesceDce, to the opposite extreme 

of unlimited concession' and that this was a direct result of the change 

(1) F. Clifford op.cit. vol.l p.94 

(2) E. Cleveland-Stevens op.cit. P.3l6 

(3) W. Chambers op.cit. pp.12-l3 
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encouragement of new construction became e~licit in the 1860s with the 

passage of the Acts of 1864 and 1868, and culminating in the Light Railway 

Act of 1896. 

Government therefore lett control of alignment to the members of 

the Parliamentary Select Colllll1ttees. Deap1te the fact that Parliament 

recognised the 1q>ortance of these Committees and iD;)lemented trenchant 

reforms of their procedure in the House of Lords in 1836 and in the House 

of Commons in 1844 and 1845, their unchallengeable power, allied to their 

conspiCUOUS faUines (in that their members were self confessed amateurs 

in the judgement of the merits of railway encineering and often exercised 

personal prejudice (the Duke of Cleveland (p.27S) and Sir John Hanmer 

(p.282) were both noted Coaa1ttee men), generated a great deal of dis­

satisfaction. Committees could be as perceptive as that assessing the 

Scarborough to York line of 1844 (p.2ll) and yet be as crass as the Lords 

Committee appraising the Syston and Peterborough Railway a year later 

(p.2l8). 

If landed attitudes were uniform and cClllsiateat throughout the 

nineteenth ceotury they were equally uniform in a geographical context. 

There would appear to have been no significant regional variation in 

landed opinion toward the railway. There was a general fear of invasion 

of parkland and estates be it in Oldham, the West Riding, rural North­

umberland, Ceotral lent, or the Dart Valley. Fig.6 gives a very clear 

indication of density, nwaber and uniform lIPread of parka throUChout the 

landscape of &leland. Thus the necessity of avoidance was equally valid 

in all regiCIDs. It 121 a180 worth noting that the railway eogineers 

eaployed by the railway cOlllPanies were few in number and tended to work 

(1) H. Spencer loc.cit. p.429 
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throughout the country. Thus their general principles were applied 

irrespective of the local conditions, avoidance being as iuportant in 

one region as in another. 

It is to be noted, however, that the ra1lway coupanies found their 

problems of alignment intensified where it was proposed to make use of 

a valley. Valley sites appear to have been popular for the location of 

1'esidences and the creation of parkland and it was frequently the case in 

favourable localities that a number of such parks were sited in close 

proximity to one another, for exauple in the Thames Valley, near 

Pangbourne (Fig.12) and to the east of Westerham, in Kent (Fig.54). 

In applying the principles of non-interterence engineers were otten 

forced to avoid valleys coapletely, for example the Aire Valley (p.94), 

the Avon Valley (p.12l), the Medway Valley (p.l29); the Mole Valley at 

Mickleham (p.130), and the Coln Valley (p.313), or, on a lesser scale, 

the number of residences caused the engineer remarkable difticulty in 

negotiating an alignment that managed to 'thread' its way between the 

various parks to the satistaction ot all the landcwmers, for exauple in 

the Tyne Valley (P.9S), the Culm Valley (p.l38), the Nene Valley (P.167), 

the Kennet Valley (p.205), the Tees Valley (p.273), the Chess Valley 

(p.288), and in the vicinity of Guildtord (p.277). The added constraint 

ot relief accentuated the engineer's difticulties but as his first 

priority was minimal interterence it might be argued that a valley site 

was le8S attractive then might otherwise be imagined. 

It has been argued that a number of towns oftered considerable 

(1) 
opposition to the coming of the railway, this occurring particularly 

in the l830s, and, as a reaul t, some main lines were forced to pass 

these towns at a distance. Certainly neither the towns ot Imidstone 

(1) J. Hepp1e loc.cit. p.155 
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nor Abingdon, two oft quoted exauples of such opposition, were hostile to 

the railway and in both instances the railway company avoided the town 

because of fear of threatened opposition by landowners (pp.129, 143). 

But how could a town oppose a railway at this time? It was not until 

1853 that Parliament granted towns a locus standi to oppose a railway 

before a Select Collllllittee (p.80). The unsuccessful attempts of the town 

of Bakewell to influence the alignment of the M.B.M. & N.J. Rly. during 

1846-48 is evidence of the singular lack of power of such a 'town' (p.179), 

as is the frustration of the hopes of the inhabitants of Stamford in the 

failure to have the laldon and York main line realigned in 1847 (p.238). 

At Clifton it was landed opposition that forced the railway coqlaDy to 

avoid the village (p.21l) as it was at Twickenham (p.209). Again at 

Chel tenham the inhabitants certainly exerted a .trong influence upon the 

alig:nJlel1t of the Bast Gloucestershire Railway but it was just two land­

owners who caused the realignment of the original proposals (p.300). 

Admittedly the inhabitants of Leeds, through the intervention of the 

City Council, forced the North Eastern Railway cQq)any to amend its 

proposed alignment through the centre of their city. However this 

occurred after the ruling of 1853 and the town council would have had 

a valid locus standi before Parliament (P .302). 

The last one-third of the nineteenth century saw a movement quickly 

evolve, and become established, which aimed to minimise the damage 

caused to the environment as a consequence of further railway construction. 

The debate of the 1870s, stimulated largely by the proposals to extend 

the Kendal and Windermere Railway northwards, was of national proportions 

and basic pOints of principle were discussed. The landowners, once seen 

as the guardians of the eDvircmment (ct. Creswell Crags p.279) were now 

believed to have relinQUished this responsibility as they appeared to 

prefer the economic beDefits of railway construction to the damage the 
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railway caused to the increasingly re .. te rural areas into which they were 

being proJlOted. The .antle of protection thus passed fro. landed society 

to the educated general public and it is interesting to see the results of 

the new conflict in the .. forced realignDleJlt of the Guildferd and Kingston 

Railway in the 18808, a landewners' line which prope.ed to interfere with 

public ce..an. (p.339). 

It has eften been suggested that landed hostility toward railways 

sprang tre. a tear et da_ge to the huntiDg country (p.l05). Despite 

Radclitte·s bi~ter attack et 1839, it would appear that landed society 

quickly recenciled theaselves te the new phenollellOll and ce.cluded, admitted-

ly after a nUllber et year. had elap.ed, that the dauge wa8 tar le8s than 

they had initially expected. They were also responsible en.ugh t. 

recogaise that "any opposition based solely on a plea ot da_ge to hunting 

would prove totally inadequate it their pleas were to be upheld (p.244). 

In fact an article published i. 1887 was, if not sympathetic toward rail-

ways then certai.ly tolerant ot them and argued '. • • without doubt they 

have been in some respects i.juriousj but it is also equally certain that 

in others their influence has been altogether beneficial', the author 

coacluding that the railways had allowed visitors to hoat all over 

(1) England and thus bcrease the numbers, and subscriptions, advaatageously. 

(1) (E.S. Roscoe) 'Huat1ag' Ediaburgh Review vol.166 no.340 (October 

1887) p.399 
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Discussion of the factors that influence the alignment of railways 

in particular, and also the alignment of the single routeway in general, 

has. ~ ia the past, coacentrated upon the relative impact of 'economic' 

and 'physical' forces. Initially 'economic' forces were cODsidered to 

be the dominant factor, this being revised in latter years with Appleton 

arguing for a reassessment of the importance of the 'physical, iDfluences 

as a force in determining alignment. This rather simplistic interpret-

atioR became confused during the 1960s with the publicatioa of work which 

suggested that the specific morphology of any alignment could only be 

understood in terms of the relationship with the total environment and 

although geographers recognised that there were a number of factors which 

influenced the location of a routeway, only tentative suggestions were 

advanced as to the full extent of the content of this environment. 

This may stem from the mode of analysis favoured by geographers 

inasmuch as it is essentially retrospective, in that alignments are 

exPlained in terllS of their fiaal shape as fowad in the field, (or more 

usually, on the map). During the 1960s railway historians, notably 

Simmons and Course, have recognised the complexity of factors that can 

influence alignment, in this instance specifically railway alignment, 

this stemmiDg largely from the radically differeDt approach, the 

historical perspective rather than the spatial. Even as recently as 

1972 geographers were still coDfused as to the exact content of the 

environment which influEllced any alignment and consequently had made 

little progress toward an analYSis of the relative importance of each 

factor. (p.2S) 

. '; It woul a appear that Meinigt s argument that human iDflueDces are 
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of considerable importance in &Dy analysis of alignment has been largely 

ignored. It is argued that the evidence drawn from a study of the 

influence of landowners' attitudes on railway alignment in nineteenth 

century England complements and strongly confirms his argument. Although 

this is but one manifestation of the influence of the -human' factor, 

albeit a seemingly important one, the significance of the 'human' factor 

in terms of alignment theory should be radically reassessed. As a 

direct consequence of the lack of knowledge pertaining to the factors 

which influeDce alignment it is impossible to evaluate the lIportance 

of this 'human' factor in terms of the other influences. There is 

considerable scope for further work in this field. Hotever, there is 

evidence to suggest that i. the context of the process of alignment 

laadea influeDce was of greeter significance at the secondary rather than 

primary stage - the kleinlinienfuhrung rather than the grosslinienfuhrung. 

It appears to be axiomatic that alignment is a two-stage process, 

firstly the choice of a general route between two fixed pOints, secondly 

the adaptation of this general route to the topography of the country 

through which the line was to run. A classic exPlanation of this 

process can be found in the evidence of those witnesses discussing the 

alignment of the Great Western Railway's main line between Bristol and 

London (pp.ll5-6). On occasions landed pressure was such that the 

priJlBry alignment was illfluenced, especially where it was proposed to 

_ke use of a strategic valley or gap and this was doied (for example 

the London and Dover Railway p.l29, and the M.B.¥. & M.J. Rly P.l78), 

but more usually landed influence was at its strongest at the second 

stage, in determining the specific morphology of an alignment. To 

take one particular instance amongst many, the Hene valley was considered 

admirably suitable for the primary alignment of a railway to serve the 

south-east Midl8Jlds and north-west East Anglia. The specific alignment 
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ot this railway was intlueRced largely, it not totally, by the dictates 

ot the landed society ot that valley. (pp.164-7) 

The evidence preseated in the main body of the argumeat, the state­

ments, both general and particular, of the engineers, of the promoters, 

and ot the landowners themselves, that avoidance of estates aad deterence 

to landed wishes occurred throughout England in the nueteeath century 

would 8eem to indicate that this is a factor which must be included in 

any explanation or analysis ot alignment. It is argued that the tact 

ot the vast majority ot the railway engineers who were responsible for 

deciding upon the specific alignments and the subtlety ot the landed 

influence, might explain why the importance ot this factor has not been 

given the recognition which it merits and why the 'human' tactor has 

tended to remain unacknowledged. It is therefore argued that the 

specific morphology ot any railway in England cannot be tully explained 

or understood without some reference being made to landed influences in 

particular, and human influences in general, along the line ot that 

railway. 

The lack of acknowledgement is possibly a consequence of the method 

ot analysis practised by geographers in their explanation of alignments. 

Studies appear to be largely retrospective in that an explanation is 

provided of the alignment as it is on the map. This is typified by 

Farrington's use ot quantitative techniques Which measure deviations 

away trom a theoretical desire line, with an attempt theD being made 

to explain the reasons tor the occurrence of any deviations. This 

method scarcely enumerates or evaluates the factors initially involved 

nor yet why that tinal route was preferred to a number of alternatives. 

Any comparison with a theoretical desire line, (the use ot the word 

desire itself implie8 an arbitrary element ot choice and conflicting 

Objectives), automatically appears to imply that an optimum Itne exists. 
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However the number of alternatives usually considered for any railway must 

indicate that an optimum line was never obvious and may, in fact, be non­

existent. It also seems to imply that purely objective criteria can be 

applied to determine an optimum alignment. This is of doubtful validity 

as a present day interpretation of an optimum is as likely to be as 

subjective as that of the promoters and engineers of the last century. 

It might thus be argued that an optimum alignment, in the literal sense 

of the word, is merely a matter of opinion; ~ George Stephenson 

discussing his desire to achieve the 'best' line. (p.177) 

Any analysis should thus approach the problem from first causes 

rather than from the end result. The basic questions are surely why 

was this route preferred to the multitude of others that were equally 

feasible, what are the factors that influenced the decision makers in 

favour of one rather than the others. The number of alternative lines 

proposed to run between London and Brighton (Fig.14), in the vicinity of 

Saffron Walden (Fig.17), and even at Egginton (Fig.37), all bear witness 

to the fact that there were always numerous feasible alignments considered 

before the final route was decided upon. 

The retrospective analysis has tended to presume that economic and 

physical forces were immutable and somehow independent of human influences. 

Yet these forces must be perceived by those choosing the alignment in 

e:xactly the aaae manner that landowners' wishes were perceived and taken 

into consideration. Economic forces were seen as the 'commercial 

country' (p.l33) and its importance varied according to the overall 

objectives of the promoters and the engineer, it was aever an implacable 

force. Similarly physical forces were perceived differently by 

different engineers. In 1836 Moorsom carried a line over the Lickey 

Hills utilising a gradient that was ten times as steep as that avowed 

by George Stephenson to be the IIBximum permissible. In fact the sheer 
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multitude of alignments proposed and considered would appear to indicate 

that economic and physical forces were of less importance than has, in the 

past, been suggested and that the human element in decision making should 

be given far greater prominence in any analysis of alignment. 

Apart from that discussed above there are many ways in which this 

work can be extended. There is one basic tenet to the developments 

proposed in that the author firmly believes that only by the close study 

of original documents and maps will some understanding of the principles 

that govern alignment evolve. 

One fertile field of study will lie in an elaboration of the study 

of landed attitudes toward railways in particular, and industrialisation 

in general. The argument of Sir John Hanmer, that the railway was to 

be cODsidered as a work ot art aad yet his insistence that the railway 

should be aligned in a certain direction is evidence of the many para­

doxes found in landed attitudes. (p.282) 

There is a basic need tor a comprehensive study of emparkment and 

the creation of parks, both in eighteenth and nineteenth century England, 

but more especially the latter. It would appear that emparkment 

continued unabated into the nineteenth century as did country house 

construction. Little is mown, however, whether the boundaries of 

parks remained static, expanded or contracted during the railway age, 

whether the actual number of parks increased, although Prince has 

argued that in the Chilterns the maximum number of parks was reached 

1D the l880s. The further study of landed attitudes might well in­

corporate some analysis of attitudes toward landscape gardening and why 

there was so great an interest in such gardens during these two centuries. 

There is a considerable amount ot work to be done by economic 

historians into the finance of the railway companies. The Minutes of 

Evidence of the Parliamentary Select Committees often contain co~ 



prehensive and detailed share lists of the early railway companies and 

although outside the range of this study, there is some evidence to 

suggest that landowners were more involved in the early lines than has 

(1) 
been given credit. 

As Mowat has so eloquently argued(2) there is a considerable need 

to study the railway system at its peak, from 1870 onwards. Despite 

the fact that one third of the mileage ever constructed was authorised 
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after 1870 little, if anything, is known of the reasons for this continued 

expansion, of the promoters, of the sources of finance, of the expectations. 

The generalisations that are in current usage are based on minimal evidence 

and need SUbstantiation. There is, above all, a necessity for a dedicated 

cartographer to produce an atlas of the expansion of the British railway 

network. 

Hopefully this research has questioned the conventional wisdom that 

alignment is a consequence of the interplay of economic and physical 

forces. There seems little reason to doubt that the human influences 

were equally valid during the canal era, and were of significance in the 

motorway era but in a different form being more akin to the complaints 

of the general public against unnecessary railway construction which 

evolved in the 1870s. Research into contemporary documents will test 

these ideas. Before any quantitative assessment of the importance of 

the various factors can be attempted!!! of the factors must be identified 

and the opinions and thoughts of those evaluating those factors be ascer­

tained. 

(1) HLRO Yin. of Evid. HC 1836 vol.29 Midland Co's Rly 17 March PP. 5-6 

(see Appendix 2) 

(2) 

HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1836 vol.lS Northern and Eastern Rly IS April 
pp.6-7, 29-70 

HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1836 vol.3 Cheltenham and Great Western Union 
Rly 7 March pp.13-20 

C.L. Mowat: 'The Heyday of the British Railway System: Vanishing 

Evidence and the Historian's Task'·. T 1 f uourna 0 Transport History 
N.S. vol.l no.l (Feb. 1971) PP.1-17 



APPENDIX 1 

The matters upon which a Par11amentary Select Committee on a railway 

b1ll, of both the House of Lords and House of OoaIons, were required 

to report. (A Stand1ng Order of 1836) 

(1) cap1tal - the a.Dunt, loans, names and addresses of directors, 

and var10us other details as to subscribers and the amount of 

their aubscr1ptiODs. 

(2) Present aeans of conveyance · - its sufficiency or insufficiency 

with figures as to tratfic and charges. 

(3) Nuaber of passeniers, and weight and description of goods 

eJPected. 

(4) Income elQ)ected. 

(5) Whether the proposed railway was a coq>lete line or part ot a 

larger BCheae. 

(6) Whether any coapeting lines existed or were conte.plated. 

(7) Assistant engines - whether there would be any used on any or 

what part of the railway. 

(8) Engineering difficulties, if any. 

(9) Ventilation of tunnels. 

(10) Gradients and curves. 

(11) Length ot the line. 

(12) Fitness, from an eng±neering point of v1ew. 

(13) Level crossings over hiihWays. 

(14) EstlDBtes ot cost, and whether adequate. 

(15) Annual eJPeDsea. 

(16) calculated revenue: adequacy of. 



(17) Number at Assents, Dissents, and Neuter, and detalls of property 

held by each. 

(18) Names of the engineers examined both for and against. 

(19) Petitions against - allegations of these, and whether these 

had been considered. 

(20) 
(1) 

Any other circuaatancea of which the House should be informed. 

o.c. Williams op.c1t. vol.l pp.62-3 



APPENDIX 2 

Table o~ landowners subscr1bing to the Midland Countles Railway 1836. 

from HLRO Min. of Evid. HC 1836 vol.29, Midland Counties Rly 17 March 

pp.5-6. 

Duke of Newcastle 

Earl of Denbigh 

Lord V1scount Melbourne 

William Gillsan 

R.W. Wood 

James Brooks 

Cbas. lleredi th 

a. •. B. Robinaco 

Benj. Brookhouse 

'!bos. Pagett 

William Huckett 

Ed. Basil 

Joc. Pagett 

W. Heyrick 

C.W. Packe (trustee) 

sail. Waters (trustee) 

John Palmer 

Williall Paget 

G. Byng Paget 

Jail. Oakes 

J. Wright 

J. Hood 

J. Pearson 

Clumber Park, Notts. 

Newahall, Warwicks. 

Downing Street, London 

Claybrooke, l4ics. 

l4icester 

Croft, l4ics. 

l4iceater 

141ceater 

l4icester 

Leicester 

Boulstone, l4ics. 

Quomdon, !.eics. 

Loughboro', l4ics. 

ThUrJDaston, l4ica. 

Ravenatone, teica. 

l4iceater 

Loughboro', !.eics. 

Loughboro', Laics. 

Sutton Bonningtao, Notta. 

Ridding. House, DerbYII. 

Lenton, Notte. 

Beeaton, Notts. 

Chilwe11, Notta. 

£2,000 

£ 500 

£5,000 

£5,000 

£ 500 

£2,500 

£2,000 

£7,000 

£ 500 

£1,000 

£2,000 

£2,000 

£3,000 

£ 200 

£3,500 

£ 300 

£1,000 

21,000 

£1,000 

£2,500 

210,000 

£ 500 

2 500 



Sam. Parsons Nottingham £ 800 

Will. E. Moorby Derby £2,000 

W. Evans Allistree, Derbys. £5,000 

T. Pares Hop"ell Hall, Derbys. £ 500 

E.M. Munday Sb1pley, Derbys. £1,000 

Henry Hcnrett Long FAton, Derbys. £1,500 

W. Jessop Bu11erby, Derbys. £5,000 

F. Wr1ght Ratcliffe, Notts. £10,000 

J. Cope Debdale House, Notte. £5,000 

W. Palaer Morewood Al1reton, Derbys. £5,000 

T. S1lverwood Riddings, Derby •• £5,000 

Total £94,300 



Parliamentary Papers consulted: 
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