The Brecknock & Abergavenny Canal
PURPOSE and PROMOTION

What wasthe purpose of the canal ?

Walter Davies, in his General View of the Agriculture
and DomesticEconomyof SouthWales, Vol II, 1814,
wrote that the Brecknockand AbergavennyCanal “was
the only oneasyet in the district which originatedwith

the consumersbeing undertakerwith the laudableview
of lowering the price of coals,lime etc.” The perceived
importance of the carriage of coal and lime is also
supportedoy canalengineeHugh Henshallin his report
in May 17941 where he statesthat “... it cannotfail of

being an advantageouandertakingto the Proprietorsas
the resourcesof lime coal, &c. appearto be so
convenient, cheap and inexhaustible on the hills

adjoining the canal. Thesearticlesneverfail to produce
ample returnsto the adventurersgespeciallywhen the
supply of so extensivea country asthis canalwill serve
standsn somuchneedof bothlime andcoal.” However,
some ‘adventurers’ evidently put potential dividends
beforelower local pricesas the first publishedproposal
wasthat the canalshouldrun from Llanelly (Gilwern) to

Newbridge,enablingthe transportof coal from collieries
at Brynmawr, above Llanelly, down to Newport. Coal
shippedcoastwisefrom Newportto destinationseastof

the Holms — islands in the Bristol Channelwest of

Newport — had the competitive advantagethat its sea
passage was free of government duty.

In any casethe carriageof coal andlime cannothave
been the whole story. Coal, limestoneand lime were
certainly the principal cargoesin the early years,before
the completionof the canalto Pontymoilein 1812, but
iron carrying musthave beerin someminds right from
the start — there were ironmastersamong the original
shareholdersand the preamble to the Canal Act
authorisingthe canalspecificallyreferredto “making and
maintainingRail Waysand StoneRoadsfrom suchCanal
to severallron Works and Mines in the Counties of
Brecknock and Monmouth”. Not for nothing did the
companysealincludethe ancientsymbolfor Iron (Mars)
above the shields bearing the arms of Brecon and
Abergavenny.

[Puzdingy, the ancient symbd

for Lead/Saturralso appeared
on the seal. It seemsunlikely
that there was ever any
expectation or intention of
carrying significant quantities
of leador its ores.Perhapsthe
inclusionof lead — believedby
mediaevaklchemistgo bethe
root of all metals — was
intended to represent iron ore?]

What werethefirst steps?

An essentiapre-requisiteo the constructiorof a canalin
the 18th century,unlessit wasto be anentirely private
affair not requiringland purchasepowers,was obtaining
a ParliamentaryAct. Suchan act would prescribehow
much money could be raised and how it was to be
divided into shares;t would statehow the construction
and operation of the canal was to be direded and managed;
it would specify the tolls that could be chargedand it
would define the rights and responsibilitiesof the canal
company and of the owners and ocaupiers of the land through
which the canalwould pass.Perhapsnostimportantly of
all, it would give the shareholders- listed by nameand
united as “One Body Politick” into a companyfor “the
carrying on, making, completingand maintainingof the
said canal”’ — the authority to purchase the land required.

By thetimethe Act for the Bredknock and Abergavenny
Canal came to be sought, thirty years of legislative
experiencehad elapsedsince the passingof the Act for
the archetypalBridgewaterCanalin 1759. Armed with
this experienceandfacedwith a flood of intendingbills
in the periodof canalmaniain the 1790s,Parliamentad
introduced a special set of Standing Ordersin 1792.
Theseprescribedthat: all canalproposalsshouldfirst be
advertisedin the London Gazetteand in local papers,a
map for public inspectionshould be depositedwith the
local Clerk of the Peace,proper estimatesshould be
made,a list of subscribershouldbe drawnup andalsoa
list of affectedlandownersndicatingthosein favourand
those not.

It was also essential,to ensurea smooth passage
through Parliament,to canvasssupportfrom MPs and
Peersandto win over potentialobjectors.To havea good
chance of parliamentary success,a proposed canal
neededto offer benefitsto the landownersaffectedand
opportunitiesfor profitableinvestmentnot leastto those
whose support was needed to authorise it!

ABERGAVENNY CANAL.

PURSUANT to a ftanding Order of

the Houfe of Commons, made on or about
the feventh day of June, one thoufand feven
hundred and ninety-two,
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN,
That application will be made to Parliament
in the enfuing Seffion, for leave to bring in a
bill for makinga C AN AL from or near New-
bridge, otherwife called Tredunnock Bridge, in the
county of Monmouth, to or near Llanelly and Llan-
groiney Iron Works, in the county of Brecon thro’
the feveral parithes of Tredunnock, Llangibby,
Llanbaddock, town and parith of Ufk, hamlet of
Monkfwood, Kemeys Commander, Buttws-newith, Mam-
hilad, Goitrey, Llanvair Kilgedin, Llanarth, Llanfant-
fread, Llanvihangel and Llangattock near Ufk, Llan-
over, Llanellen, Llanfoyft, Abergavenny, and Llan-

wenarth, in the county of Monmouth aforefaid, and
through the feveral parithes of Llanelly an Llan-
geney, in the faid county of Brecon ; and to be

called or entitled, ABERGAVENNY CANAL.

first public notice
British Chronicle29th August 1792
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So how did the Brecknockand AbergavennyCanal fit
this pattern?Thefirst public notice of the proposeccanal
was publishedin the British Chronicle (Hereford) on
29 August1792. This announcedhat applicationwould
be madeto Parliamenin the ensuingsessiorfor leaveto
bring in a bill to makea canal— to be called the Aber-
gavennyCanal— from or nearNewbridge,(on the River
Usk six miles north-east of Newport), to Llanelly
(Gilwern). This was not, however,the beginningof the
story.As earlyasSeptembefl 788 ThomasDadfordSenr.
had written in a letter that he was planningto see“Mr.
powell on my journeyto Abergavenny’s which maywell
be anindicationthat thoughtsof a canalwere alreadyin
the air. Certainly by the spring of 1792 his son John
Dadfordwasat work surveying.His first line (not shown
on the above plan) was for a canal “from Clydach
[Gilwern] to join the Monmouttshire Canal near the
Town of Pontypool”.4 The ideaof sucha junction seems
to have beenquickly dropped by those employing
Dadfordat this early stageandin Septembehe surveyed
a new line, from ‘Langroina’ [Llangrwyney] to join the
River Usk near Newbridge — the line proposedin the
British Chronicle on 29 August 1792 Matters evolved and
the line was soonextended, a naticein the British Chronicle
on 19 Septembesstating the route as “from or near
Newbridge... to or nearthe town of Brecon” and giving

Lines surveyed by John and Thomas Dadford

the nameasthe Monmouthshireand BreconshireCanal
This survey kept JohnDadford busy for 36 days,from
21 September to 26 October. Hisfather asgsted for 6 days.
By this line the canal would have descended
progressivelyfrom Breconto the level of the River Usk
at Newbridge, a total fall of 412 feet. As well as a
connectionto the Usk at Newbridgeanotherwas shown
at a point a mile and a quarterfurther south.The section
from Breconto Llangynidr was almostidentical to the
line eventually constructed.However, from Llangynidr
souttwards the proposediine locked down the hillside,
with a fall of approx.87 feet betweenLlangynidr and
Llangattock,16 feet betweenLlangattockand Clydach,
and38 feetbetweenClydachandLlanfoist. Theline then
stayedon this level as far as Goytre, before descending
the remaining213 feet to Newbridge.Therewould thus
have been over 301ocks between Llangyridr and Newbridge.
The Monmouthshire Canal Company were not
unnaturallyconcernedat the loss of prospectivetrade if
the new canalendedat the River Usk ratherthanlinking
with their own intendedcanaland the British Chronicle
on 3 Octoberannounced meeting,probablyarrangedat
the behesbf the Monmouthshirecompany to be held on
15 October;to takeinto consideratiorthe bestline for a
collateralCut or Canalfrom someplacenearPont-y-Pool
to or nearto Llangattock-Crickhowell.. andby a Cut or
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/. Gilwern The ‘lower’ line, by John Dadford.
. From Brecon to Llangynidr the line is almost identical to the line surveyed and constructed by
+ Llangenny Thomas Dadford Junr. Only the latter has been shown on the plan.
| From Llangynidr southwards the line descends to join the River Usk near Newbridge.

.Llangrwyney

S -7 The amended lower line, rising from Rhyd y meirch to join the upper line at Mamhilad.

The ‘high level’ or ‘summit’ line by Thomas Dadford Junr.
\/\ From Brecon to Llangynidr the line is almost identical to the line surveyed earlier by John Dad
From Llangynidr to Pontypool the line continues the summit level of the Monmouthshire Cang

~ Part of the line of the Monmouthshire Canal.

Points where the line as actually constructed differs significantly from Thomas Dadford’s line.
(For further information see the chapter on Construction).

Note that both John and Thomas’ survey lines show slight discrepancies in scale and alignme
compared with each other and with the modern O.S. map. Slight adjustments have been mad

in this comparison to reconcile the lines with the O.S.

Rail-way to communicate with the town of
Abergavenny”. The following day the Monmouttshire
committee instructed their own Engineer Thomas
Dadford Junr. (John’selder brother),with the assistance
of Mr. [James] Cockshutt (a partner in Richard
Crawshay’siron businessand a leading shareholdeiin
the MonmouthshireCanal Co.) to “make a Plan and
Estimate of the Expenceof making a Canal from the
most convenientplace below Pontypoolto the Town of
Brecon with Rail Ways to or near Abergavenny,
Llangroyney Forge, the Coal Works in Clydach, and
from Clydach Ford to Nantyglo, and to or near Liwyd
Coedandfrom thenceto Ebw Vale Furnace... .”¢ It has
been generally asaumed that the Monmouthshire company
had in mind the ‘high level’ line that was ultimately
constructedThis may well have beerso but it is clear
that Thomas Dadford Junr. was given no such formal
brief. He wasin effectgivena blank sheetto takea fresh
look at the issue,the only requiremenbeingto providea
canallink betweenBreconandthe Monmouttshire canal
near Pontypool, together with appropriate connecting
(horse-drawn) railways.

At all events,a meetingof prospectiveBreconand
Abergavenny shareholdersat the Angel Inn, Aber-
gavenny, on 8 November1792, chaired by Thomas
Hooper,approvedheline from Breconto Cwm Crawnon

(Llangynidr) recommendedby both Thomas Dadford
Junr.andJohnDadfordbut from Cwm Crawnonasfar as
Llanover approvedthe ‘lower line’ (i.e. to Newbridge)
suggestedby JohnDadford.From Llanovera surveywas
to be taken of “the easiestand most practicableline to
join the Monmouthshire Canal near the Town of
Pontpooil(sic)”.” This surveywasmadeby JohnDadford
between8 and 11 November.The meetingat the Angel
on 8 Novemberl792alsoagreedthata Rail Way should
be made up the Clydach Valley from Llangroiney
Ironworks to Ebbw Vale, with branchesto Beaufort
Furnace and “the Coal above Llwyn Pwil”.

Also on 8 November, Edward Kendall, in his
capacity as Chairman of the Monmouthshire Canal
Committee formally agreed‘to andwith the Subscribers
to the Abergavenny and Breaon Canal that the Proprietors of
the MonmouthshireCanalshall unequivocallysupplythe
AbergavennyandBreconCanalwith a sufficientquantity
of water for their Pontypoolsummit.” This agreement
followed a similar agreemenmadetwo days earlierin
which the word ‘unequivocally’ was missing and the
words ‘if practicable’ had been presént.

Severalpoints can be inferred from this agreement
and the account of the meeting at the Angel on
8 November:-



1. ThomasDadford Junr. had alreadybeenat work
but his preliminary suggestiongor the line south
of Cwm Crawnon,whateverthey were, had not
met with the immediateapprovalof the meeting.
[We don't know why but, assuminghe was
advocatingthe ‘high level' line, it seemslikely
that prospedive subscribers to the Breaon and Aber-
gavennycanalhad misgivingsabout“the extreme
difficulty and danger of carying the Canal along
the steep and treacherous hillside at Llanfdigt”.

2. John Dadford had nat completely surveyed his line
from Llanover to Pontymoile at the time of the
meding but had made sufficient progress perhaps
with just an ‘ocular’ survey — a visud assssment
withou instruments of the lie of the land — to
indicae that a pradicable route existed, risng up
from the level a Llanover to read the level of the
Monmouthshire cana to the north of Pontypod.

3. The Monmouthshirepromoterswere aware,and
hadbeen beemwarein advanceof the meetingat
the Angel, that Thomas’ proposalswere unlikely
to find favour. Any connectionbeing betterthan
none they were thus preparedto support John
Dadford’s amended line.

By the amendedline, shown on John Dadford’s
plandl and drawn up between21 and 25 November,
following a survey from 8 to 11 Novembet? it is
apparenthatthe amendedouteleft his original line near
Rhyd y Meirch [by Llanover], on the Llanfoist-Goytre
level, rising 130 feet through a series of locks to
Mambhilad, three miles to the north of Pontypool.From
thereit ran on the level to join the Monmouthshireat
Pontymoile.To facilitate the connectiorof thetwo canals
at this level, the two miles of the proposedline of the
Monmouttshire from land occupied by Rubin Jarrett
(close to the present Five Locks at Cwmbran) towards

Pontymoilewereto be movedapprox.¥2 mile eastwards.

The locks betweenLlanoverand Pontymoilewould have
neededa supply of water which the Brecon and Aber-

gavennywerein no positionto supdy and it was to med

this nead that the Monmouthshire made their offer. The
‘Pontypod summit’ was the poundbetween Pontypod and

Mamhilad, nat, as sometimes supposedthe poundall the
way from Pontypool to Llangynidr that eventually
resultedfrom the adoption of ThomasDadford Junr’s.
‘high level’ or ‘Summit’ line. [Author's Note: | am
greatly indebted to Ray Haydon, archivist of the
Monmouthshire Brecon & AbergavennyCanals Trust,
for this point, which had escapedny attemptsto unravel
a complex chain of events]

The British Chronicle on 7 Novemberannounceda
public meetingto be held atthe Angel Inn, Abergavenny,
on 15 Novembed 792,whereintendingsubscriberso the
canal— now styledthe Abergavennyand BreconCanal—
were asked to come preparedto pay 3% on their
respectivesharego defray expensesncurredso far. The
meetingwould also “consider of Mr. [John] Dadford’s
Plan and Estimate”.

As interestin the canalbroadenedt was perhapsto
be expectedhatdissensiorwould beginto creepin anda

meetingof “several gentlemenof the Coy of Brecon”,
chairedby Philip Williams andheldon 14 Novemberthe
day before the meeting at the Angel, laid down
‘preliminaries’ that were to be insisted on or

otherwisethat the BreconshireSubscriberglivide
from the Monmouthshireandtakethat Partof the
Line within the CoY of Breconto makeseparately
and apply for an Act for that Purpose.If that
cannotbe obtainedthe BreconshireSubscriberst
all Eventsmustinsist on half the Railway up the
Clydach or give an Opposition in Parliamé#t.

Thiswas a clea indication of the perceved importance
of therail roadandthe coaltradeto boththe Breconshire
and the Monmouthshire groups.

As well as specifyingthat sharesto a total value of
£4000shoud be al otted to tradesmen, these preliminaries
laid down that sharesshould be equally divided among
subscribergrom eachcounty,thereshouldbe a treasurer
for eachcounty,andthereshouldbe equalrepresentation
onthe committee.The ‘Clydach Rail Road’ wasto bethe
first work undertakenConstructionof the canalwasto
beginat Aberclydach(Gilwern) andbe “divided between
each end as nearly equal as possibte”.

The actual meeting on 15 November— “a very
numerousand respectabléMeeting of the Subscribergo
this undertaking”— was chairedby ThomasHooperand
broadly agreedthe points required by the Breconshire
party; shares were to be equally divided between
subscriberdrom the two countiesa committeeof seven
was appointed to apply for an Act (four from
Monmouthshireand three from Brecorshire), solicitors
William Powell of Abergavennyand Walter and John
Powell of Breconwere appointedjoint Solicitors to the
Bill andDr. ThomasHooperand Messrs.Wilkins® Bank
of Breconwereto hold the fundsfor Monmouthshireand
Breconshiresharéolders respectively.A sharecall of
2Y:% was agreedt> The meetingalso agreedthe linel6
and resolved that Mr. Young, a surveyor, should be
engagedo resurveythe Breconto Llanoversectionwith
JohnDadford.Mr Morganof MamhiladandMr Watkins
of Danygraigwereto accompanythemon theline rising
from there to the proposedjunction with the Mon-
mouthshirel? i.e. the amendedline surveyedby John
Dadford between 8 and 11 November.

The subscriptionists wereapparentlyfilled up in the
latter partof Novemberfor on 18 NovembetohnPowell
wrote to Walter Wilkins at Maesloughinviting him to
statewhat he wishedto subscribe‘liable to be reduced
with therestin the caseof an overflow” andtelling him
that “Your Relationsat this Place [Brecon] subscribe
largely’ .18

The total cost of the surveywork by John Dadford
and his father was £2621.9, paid in irregular stages between
December 1792 and June 1793.

Sofar sogood,but all wasnot to be plain sailing.On
20 Novemberl792 JamesCockshuttwrote to William
Powell, expressindhis disappointmenat not getting five
sharesin the new Navigation2® He was not alone; the
British Chronicle of 12 December reporteth numerous
and respectableMeeting” at the Angel on 6 December



objecting,amongstother things, that the canalhad been
“privately projected,the sulsequenimeasuresespecting
it, more especiallythe subscriptionhaving beencarried
onin a privateandpartial manner... ”. The meetingalso
notedthe uncertaintyof the line, with two planshaving
beendepositedwith the Office of the Clerk for the Peace
(presumably John Dadford’s line from Brecon to
Newbridge and his amendedline rising from Rhyd y
Meirch to connectwith the Monmouthshire)and “the
plan of a third line being now preparing” (presumably
Thomas Dadford’s high level line). The meeting
appointeda committee amongits numberMr. Cockshutt,
to organisea petition to Parliamentseekingto delaythe
proposedAct until a full and open public meetinghad
first beenheld. Suchwerethe actionsof thwartedwould-
be shareholderswho fearedthat they had beendeprived
of an opportunity for profitable investment and/or
speculation.The meetingevidently had someeffect, for
threeof the objectingcommittee JohnHanburyWilliams
(the chairman),ChristopherChambreand the Rev. John
Williams eventuallyemergedas significant sharéolders
in the Brecknock and Abergavenny Canal Company.

Not all were welcome.lronmasterSamuelHomfray
wroteon 21 NovembefMr. Hill Junr.attendson behalf
of hisfather& myself& | hopethe Gentlemerwho made
the objectionsto our continuing Subscriberswill have
consideredhe illiberality of sucha proceedg& permit
him to write our namesdown” .21 Homfray andHill were
successfubut otherson the proposedsubscriptionlists?2
were removed or had their shares reduced

The line of the canal continuedunder discussionin
December 1792 for John Powell wrote to Edward
Kendall on the 18th regardinga forthcomingmeetingat
which Kendall was expectedto producethe plan of the
proposedcanalon the summitlevel with an estimateof
the expense(a clear indication that Thomas Dadford
Junr’s. plan was not yet complete).Powell notedthat if
agreementvere not reachedthe inevitable consequence
would be the “adoption of the Newbridge line”.23
Certainly when the petition was presentedo Parliament
on 31 January793it wasJohnDadford’'slow levelline
thatwasdescribedalbeitin the amendedorm described
above,rising to join the MonmouthshirenearPontypool
insteadof joining the Usk near Newbridge,and it was
JohnDadfordwho wasexaminedoy the committeesetup
to considerthe petition. Preparationand bringing in of
the necessaryparliamentaryBill was entrustedto Sir
CharlesMorgan,Bt. andhis sonCharlesat thetime MPs
for the countyof Breconshireandthe boroughof Brecon
respectively. The committee also included William
Lygon, MP for Worcestershir.

The Bill continuedits progresdorward to the second
readingon 18 Februaryl793. However, eleventhhour
movesto changethe Bill in favour of the thehigh level
line wereafoot. A joint meetingof the proprietorsof the
Monmouthshireand the (intending) proprietors of the
Brecon& Abergavennyon 15 Januaryhad agreedthat
the Monmouthshirecompanywould “give everyaid and
assistancan their power” to an Act incorporatingthe
‘Summit line’ and a junction with the Monmouthshire
Canalat Pontymoile, aswell as£3000towardsthe extra

expenseinvolved and an agreementto limit tolls on
goodspassingbetweenthe two canalsto not more than
the rates prevailing on the Brecon & Abergavenny2>
Acoordingy, on 21 February a petition from the Proprietors
of the MonmouthshireCanalwas presentecby Edmund
Estcourt, Edward Kendall and Alexander Raby, objeding:-

That the said intended Navigable Canal, if made
accordingto the Line now proposedor that Purpose,
and describedin the Map or Planreferredto by the
said Bill, will be highly prejudicial to the Interestof

the Petitioners and the rest of the Company of

Proprietorsof the Monmouttshire CanalNavigation;
but, the said intended Canal might be carried on a

Level from a Place called Cwm-crawnon,in the
County of Brecknock, to Pont y maile, in the Courty of

Monmouth, which woud nat only prevent the particular

Disadvantageapprehendetly the Petitionersandthe
rest of the said Companyof Proprietors,but be as
convenientandadvantageout the Subscribergo the
saidintendedCanal,andof equalUtility to the Public:

And thereforepraying, Thatprovisionmay be madein

the saidBill for carryingthe Line of the saidintended
canaluponthe thesaid Level, from Cwmcrawnornto

Pont y moile .”. 26

The committeeexaminedEdward Kendall, the chairman
of the MonmouthshireCanal Committee,and Thomas
Dadford Junr. and reported that only one landowner
objectedo the proposechigh level line while the (Brecon
& Abergavenny)subscribersvere willing to acceptthe
varied line, and additional expense,'upon certainterms
which have beeragreedbetweenthemandthe Company
of Proprietorsof the Monmouttshire Canal” — i.e. the
£3000 described earliéf.

The “disadvantagespprehendedby the Petitioners”
in John Dadford’s line were presumablythe incon
venience of the extra locking and in particular the
difficulty of finding water for the twelve or more locks
ascending from Llanover to Mamhilad.

The amendedBill incorporatingthe high level line
was read the third time on 5 March, approvedby the
House of Lords on 21 March and receivedthe Royal
Assenton 28 March.The Act authorisingthe Brecknock
and AbergavennyCanalNavigationwasone of thirty six
underconsiderationin March; eighteenother canal Acts
were also passed during 1793.

What wasthe canal to cost?
How wasit to be paid for?

The estimatedcostof theworks specifiedin the Act — the
canalfrom Pontymoileto Breconand the Clydach ‘rail
way'’ linking the canalwith theiron worksat Llangroiney
and collieries at Waindew — was evidently close to
£100,000.ThomasDadford’sestimatedoesnot appearto
have survived but an independentestimate by Hugh
Henshall in May 1794 costed the canal at £85,6322F0.0.
The Act providedfor £100,000to be raisedin 1000
sharesof £100, the maximum individual shareholding
being limited to fifty. Shareswere to be paid for in



‘instalments’,in responseo ‘Calls’ for paymentas the
work progressedThe interval betweencalls could not be
lessthantwo calendamonthsand no call could exceed
£10 per share.The Act also providedthat if necessara
further £50,000could be raisedby Calls on the existing
shares.

In the event even the full £150000 proved insufficient
and by April 1804 fundswere exhaustedThe canalwas
less than two-thirds completeand the easternend had
barely reachedGovilon. A further Act hadto be sought
andthis waspassedn May 1804, authorisingthe raising
of an additiona £80,000 The circumstances are described
in more detalil later, in the paper ‘ Extensionto Porntymoil €.

Who weretheinvestorsand why did they invest?

Therewere252shareholderfistedat thefirst General
Assemblyof the Proprietorsn May 1793 (comparedvith
241 named in the Act). Approximately 100were nominally
from Breconshireand 110 from Monmouthshire- some
countiesof residencewere not given and some share
holderswith residenceglsavhere,e.g.London,werenot
listed under Breconshire or Monmosittire),

Among the 252 there were, in round figures, 40
‘gentlemen’ (among them Thomas Dadford, probably
ThomasDadfordJunr.),30 clergymen, 100 ‘professional’
people (surgeons,doctors, barristers, ironmastersand
unspecified‘esquires’), 10 farmers,40 tradesmerand a
good sprinkling of widows, spinsters and infants,
totalling about20. Therewerealsothreepeers-the Duke
of Beaufort (local landowner), Earl Camden(son and
successornof Charles Pratt, who had married into the
wealthy Jeffreys family, local mercersof Abercynrig)
andthe Earl of Oxford — and sevenMPs: the Rt. Hon.
Thomas Harley (Herefordshire), Williarhygon (Worc-
estershire)CharlesMorgan(Monmouttshire),Sir Robert
Salusbury, Bt. (Brecon), John Scudamore(Hereord),
Samuel Smith (Ludgershall, previously MP for Worcester),
and Sir Charles Morgan, Bt. (Brectire).

Prominentlocal investorsincluded John Lloyd of
AberamelandWalter and JeffreysWilkins of the Brecon
Old Bank. Ironmastersamongthe shareholderéncluded
Edward Kendall of Beaufort, Samuel and Jeremiah
Homfray of Penydarrenand Richard Hill of Plymouth
(Merthyr Tydvil). Hill, the Homfrays,Kendall,the Duke
of Beaufort, Sir Charles Morgan and Sir Robert
Salusbury were also prominent shardolders in the
Monmouthshire Canal Company.

Individual motives for investingin the canal would
havevaried. Somepeoplewould have boughtsharesas
an investment,hoping that commercial successwould
bring good dividends as a source of income. Others
would have bought sharesas a speculation,hoping to
make capital gains by selling as the share price rose.

Landowners and occupiers also stood to benefit
directly from the canal as a meansof communication.
The Act allowedthemto erectwharfsandwarehousesn
their land and to use on the canal without charge“any
Pleasure Boats, or any Boats for the Purpose of
Husbandry(exceptfor the Conveyancef Lime) andfor

conveying Cattle from any Farm or Land to any other
Farm or Lands of the sameOwnersor Occupiers... ”
providedthe boatswere not morethanfive feetin width
or twelve feetin length, did notpassthroughany locks
and did not carry goods or merchandisefor sale or
passengers for hire.
For some landowners, the prosped of sdling land to the
cand company a agoodpricemight also have been afador.
The Act conferred what amountedto compulsory
purchasepowers for the land required. However, no
“Building, or a Garden,Orchard, Yard, Park, Paddock,
planted Walk, or Avenue to a House, or Lawn, or
PleasureGround” could be takenwithout the consentof
the owner and occupier, unlessspecifically listed in a
scheduleattachedo the Act. This list included2 houses,
1 barn,1 shed,and 23 gardensind orchardsrequired,in
wholeor part,for the canal plus othersrequiredfor water
feedersandthe Clydachrailroad.29 separatéandowners
had propertyfalling into this category,23 of themon the
line of the canal.Nor could the line of the canaldeviate
by more than one hundredyardsfrom the approvedine
withou the consent of the landowners affeded. Altogether
therewereovera hundreddifferentlandownersalongthe
canal; nearly half of them were also shareholders.
Amongstthe tradesmenherewould have beersome,
suchasinnkeepersand saddlersfor whom the principal
benefitof the canalwould have beerthe tradeit would
bring them; others,suchasgrocerswould havehopedto
benefit from cheapertransportcostsfor the goodsthey
hopedto sell. For some, like the hairdresserand the
hatter,theincentiveto investmusthave beeithe prospect
of share dividends and capital appreciation.
Thoughnumericdly the tradesmen formed a significant
proportion of the total shareholderstheir actual share
holdings were small. Most of the investment was
concentratedn the handsof a small numberof large
investors. £72,500 of the £100,000 initial authorised
capitalwasin holdingsof £500 or more, subscribedby
102 subscribersand£8,8000f this wassubscribedy the
six largest investors:-

Thynne Howe Gwynne of Buckland £2,000
John Capel Hanbury of Pontypool £2,000
The Revd. Richard Davies, of Brecon £1,200
Thomas Harcourt Powell of Brecon £1,200
Jeffreys Wilkins of Brecon £1,200
Walter Wilkins of Maeslough £1,200

Who werethereal prime moversbehind the canal?

It is likely thatthosewho hadmostto gainfrom thecanal
would have beeramongstthosewho first promotedthe
idea. One can hazarda guessat some of them, for
example:-

The Duke of Beaufort

A substantial shareholderin the Monmouthshire
Canal,the Duke ownedmuchof the mountainlandin

the parishesof Llanelly and Llangattock. The canal
would lead to an increasein tradein iron, coal and



limestonefrom the works, minesand quarrieson the
land he ownedandthis could only beto his advantage.
Theophlus Jones writing abou the Clydad Ironworks
in 1805stated‘The oreis raisedat the distanceof two
mil es from the works upona part of the mourtain cdled
Llammarch, the property of the Duke of Beaufort, who
receivesrom theseandotherminesin the neighbour
hood and hunded, £2,000ayea, which did not produce
him, twenty years ago, above £60 annuaify.”

Edward Kendall of Dan y Park

Edward Kendall, chairman of the Monmouthshire
Canal Committeeand founder of the Beaufort Iron-
works, wanteda connectiorto the proposedBrecon&
AbergavennyCanalfrom his collieries at Gellifelen.
He also wanteda connectionto the canal from the
Clydach Ironworks, in which he was a partnerwith
Edward Frere and Thomas Cooke. As Theophilus
Jones noted:-

The [Clydach Iron] Companycarrying on these
works have, however, till to lament the interruption

in the cutting of the Breaon Canal. The sale of their

iron is at Newport,wherethey areobligedto carry
it on horsebackor in carts,a greatpart of theway
over bad roads and high hill s, at the same time, that

of the propased conveyance by water was completed,

they would be enabledto load the mineral in

bargeswithin afew yardsof their furnacesandthe
proprietorsof the ironworks as well asthe Canal
Company would be mutually benefitted .30”.

Kendall attended the Parliamentary hearings pre-
cedingthe passingof the Act in 1793. His expenses,
and those of Thomas Dadforc! were paid by the
Monmouthshire Company. (Dadford and Kendall
evidently had a good working relationship and
Kendall actedas Dadford’s proxy at the first General

Assembly of the Brecon & Abergavenny proprietors.

Walter Watkins of Dan y graig

Walter Watkins was “the first pioneer of the iron
industry in the district, and he at least of the Welsh had
the intelligenceand enterpriseto take up the trade of
an ironmaster of his own acerd, and nat as the foll ower
or agentof Englishmen- capitalistsor prospectors-
comingthereto introducethe mandactureof iron”.32
Watkins neededcoal and pig-iron for his forge at
Llangrwyneyandthe ‘railway’ up the Clydachvalley
specifiedin the Act would providethe vital meansof
transport.The mention of Llangroyney Ironworks in
the first published announcenent of the proposed
canalis a strongindicationthatWatkinswasinvolved,
asisthe fad that he contributed towards John Dadford’s
surveycosts33 As Philip Williams said, writing from
the Grwyney Works 12 Novemberl1792,“We are...
Canal Mad & ... full of Canal Busines3*.

TheWilkins

Walter and Jeffreys Wilkins and two other partners
foundedthe BreconOld Bankin 1778,largely funded
by a considerablefortune amassedby Walter and

Jeffreysin India. The Wilkins supportedmany com:
mercia endeavoursin Wales, including every important
canal except the Monmouthshire> [The original
building survivesin the High Street,BreconasLloyds
TSB, Lloyds having absorbed the Old Bank in 1890.]

John Powell, John Lloyd, John Peirce

John Powell, a Brecon solicitor, and oneof the two
joint solicitorsto the Brecon& Abergavenn\Bill, was
clerk to the Breconshiresubscribers he succeeded
Edward Kendall as a partnerin the Clydach Iron-
works. JohnLloyd, descendanbf an old established
Welsh family from Builth, was a former Captainin
the Eastindia Companyandtook a keeninterestin the
newcanal3® JohnPeircewasanaccountantThethree
Johns,togetherwith JeffreysWilkins, establishedhe
Brecon Boat Company in or before 1798. [See the
later paper on ‘The Development of Trade’.]

Samuel Homfray
Long beforethe first meetingsof potentialsubscribers
there must have beena small ‘round the table’
gatheringwhere someonefirst mootedthe idea of a
canal. A minute of a meeting in January 18137
referredto SamuelHomfray, the ironmaster,as ‘The
Fatherof the Canal’, so he may have beerthe man
who first hadthe idea. This is not unlikely. Samuel’s
father Francis had a forge a Stewporey,38 nea Stour-
bridge on the Staffordshireand Worcesteshire Canal,
and an ironworks at Broseley on the Severnnear
Ironbridge.He arrivedin Walesin 1782,with his sons
Jeremiah,Samueland Thomasat the invitation of
JohnGuest(who hadmovedfrom Broseleyin 1759to
managea furnaceat Dowlais). In 1784the Homfrays
built the Penydarren ironworks near Merthyr Tydfil.
The Homfrayswould have beerwell awareof the
advantagesof water transport and Francis was
probably the proposerof the GlamorganshireCanal.
In his turn Samuel may well have proposedthe
Brecon& AbergavennyCanal.Although his motives
in suggesting the canal may have been largely altruigtic,
he too stoodto gain directly. He would have been
awarethat the canal companywould neediron rails
for its tram roadswhich he would be in a positionto
supply andindeeda contractwas awardedto him in
Junel793for the supplyof Iron Railsfor thefirst part
of the ClydachRail Road“from Llangroyneyto Cwm
Gelly felen oppositeGelly felen Coal Pits ... to be
delivered at Pendarren within six Montr#s".

Altruism versus Opportunism?

It is understandabl¢hat most investorswould have
beenmotivatedmoreby thoughtsof privategain tharthe
public good. However,it is a sadreflectionon human
naturethat severalof the larger shareholdersvere only
too readyto put their own interestsbeforethe company’s
when there was a conflict.

Perhaps the most outrageous example was Mr.
William Morgan of Mambhilad, a substantiakharéolder



(E500)in the canalcompany.Oneof the lastlandowners
to reach agreement withthe canal companyfor land
purchase,he took full advantageof the company’s
desperation to complete the cand to Pontymoil e and sought
compensation far beyond the value of the land required.
The committeeat first resolvedthat “they do not feel
authorizedto make any specific tenderto him as a
compensatioffor the injuries he apprehendsxclusiveof
the admittedvalue of his Land” but “being well disposed
to accommodateany differences®® invited him to
mentionthe sumhe hadin mind sothatthey could put it
to the consideratiorof a SpecialAssembly.The General
Assmbly of 26 April 1810approved £500for the purchase
of the land required(andbuildingswhich happenedo be
on the Land) andthe CommitteeMeetingon 7 May sent
the Agent cash in hand to “immediately tender” the money
to Mr. Morgan.He would havenoneof it. Facedwith this
rejection, the Committeeat first bravely resolved“that
immediate steps be taken for cdli ng out the Commissoners
and proceedingin the businessin conformity with the
directionsof the Act”41 butthenweakly decidedto senda
high powered delegationto wait upon Mr. Morgan,
resolving “that whateversum they should agreeto give
for such Lands the same will be confirmed by the
Committee” The deputation returned empty handed, except
for theinformationthat Mr. Morgan “will not sufferthe
Line of Canal to be carried through his Lands near
Mambhiladunlessthe Sumof FifteenHundredPoundshe
givenhim for theliberty of cuttingthroughhis Grounds”
— in additionto being paid for the purchaseof the land
“in the same proportion as other Land ownerson the
line”. So muchfor Mr. Morgan’s “small propositionof
Compensation’!42 Amazndy, the Committee resolved that
they consideredt “highly necessaryor the advantagef
this undertaking that his propasition be complyed with” 43
and in October the General Assembly authorisedthe
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paymentof “Fifteen HundredPoundsthe Compensation
Money for Cutting the Canal and Works through his
Lands.” Arguably Mr. Morgan had no right to any such
compensatiomndthe Act laid down clearproceduresor
appointing Commissionersto agree values in case of
disputeand, if agreemeniere still impossible,for the
appointmenbf a jury to settlethe matter.But time was
not on the company’sside and so they gave in. One
wonderswhatwerethe feelingsof otherlandownersvho
had settled within the legal provisions of the Act!
Ratherless seriouswas the exampleset by Revd.

CharlesVaughan,who sold the companytwo acresof
land at Llanelly44 without any right of accessThis may
have beelust anaccidentabversightby both partiesbut
it certainlyled to a stronglywordedrecommendatioby a
committeeappointedto surveythe stateof the canalin
1820for “an immediate enquiry into the circumstanée”.

Yet athird examplewasthatshownby ThynneHowe
Gwynneof Buckland,oneof thetwo largestshareholders
(£2000Q, whoin 1813sold the canal company afield cdled
Cae Recorder,a prime site nearthe end of the canalat
Brecon badly neededfor wharf expansionto meetthe
growing trade following the completionof the canalto
Pontymoile.Having at first agreedon a figure of £1000,
Mr. Gwynnetheninsistedthatthis wasfor land sufficient
for one wharf only andthat if the whole field were wanted
he would require£1300.This time the companyshowed
more mettle thanin its dealingswith Mr. Morgan three
yeas before and eventuall y reated agreement at £105046
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somemen of honour.Admiral JohnGell, writing to the
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