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By Harlan D. Unrau

PREFACE

On January 8, 1971, President Richard M. Nixon signed into law the bill creating the
Chesapeake & Ohio Canal National Historical Park. In the mid-1970s, National Park
Service historian Harlan D. Unrau produced a major, handwritten, multi-volume study of
the history, engineering, operation, maintenance, and other aspects of the Chesapeake &
Ohio canal. A rough, unedited typed version was produced in the early 1980s for general
use by park staff.

In 2006, C&O Canal NHP volunteers began the task of transcribing the Unrau
work into MS Word. The present document lacks the benefit of information that has be-
come available since the 1970s when Unrau created this work. Various imperfections will
be apparent to the reader and some sources are not fully documented, but the work repre-
sents an early compilation of the canal’s history and engineering that has never been sur-
passed and will be of incalculable value to researchers and those who simply desire to
know more about this unique historic treasure.

It should be noted that the original work was developed as sixteen chapters organ-
ized in several volumes. The first four chapters are not included here and have not yet
been transcribed. For the most part those early chapters contain information on the gen-
eral state of canal building and engineering in the early 19" century, and background his-
tory—although there is also a section on certain C&O structures and engineering prob-
lems. Overall, however, the information is less specific to the C&O in chapters one
through four than that in chapters five through sixteen treated as separate monographs in
this volume.

Special appreciation for the preliminary transcription and minimal editing of the
text goes to NPS volunteers William Bauman (who did the vast majority of the transcrip-
tions), Rita Bauman, Karen Gray, Gary Petrichick, and Cecilia Thompson. Their work
represents literally thousands of hours at their computers and in the C&O Canal NHP li-
brary. They, in turn, are indebted to C&O Canal NHP staff, especially William Justice
and Sam Tamburro, who provided invaluable assistance in resolving many of the prob-
lems and uncertainties that the material presented; and Gary Scott from the regional of-
fice whose experience and advice in preparing the material for publication was also in-
valuable.

Karen M. Gray, Ph.D.

Volunteer and 2007 Draft Editor
C&O Canal National Historical Park
1850 Dual Highway, Suite 100
Hagerstown, MD 21740-6620
CHOH_information@nps.gov
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this document is to present the biographies of the engineers who played a promi-
nent role in the design and construction of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal. By studying the back-
ground of these men, one will gain a better understanding of the skills and experiences which
they brought to the construction of the Chesapeake & Ohio. A look at the activities of these men
after they left the canal will also enable one to place their services on the canal in the context of
their professional engineering careers.

This chapter has been divided into two parts. The first section contains those individuals
for whom biographical information is available to treat their entire lives. The second section in-
cludes those men for whom only limited biographical data is available. For the purpose of organi-
zation, the entries in both sections are alphabetized.

This chapter should not be considered as an exhaustive treatment of the aforementioned
subjects. There are other lesser-known engineers who also played a role in the building of the ca-
nal. However, it can be argued that this chapter contains virtually all of the readily available bio-
graphical information on the lives of the most prominent engineers to be engaged in the construc-
tion of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal.
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I. QUALIFICATIONS OF AN ENGINEER

Before one studies the biographies of the principal engineers on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, it
is imperative that he understand the qualifications for such a job as described by American canal
promoters in the early nineteenth century. Civil engineering was just emerging from an infant
state of development during this period. Furthermore, the canal era in the United States was just
beginning to flourish when the Chesapeake & Ohio project was initially conceived and designed.
Thus, one can more easily appreciate the training and expertise which the canal engineers brought
to their task by understanding the qualification for such work as stated by contemporary writers
active in the promotion of American canals.

Samuel Young, one of the New York canal commissioners, compiled his A Treatise on
Internal Navigation at the request of the other commissioners in 1817 in order to familiarize New
Yorkers with the standard engineering technique employed in Europe. Later, this book was
widely read by canal enthusiasts throughout American. In the book, young listed seven qualifica-
tions for an engineer as follows:

1. A skillful engineer should undoubtedly possess a considerable degree of mathematical
knowledge. Calculations, of which some are of the most obstruse [sic.] and laborious
kind, will frequently occur; and he should therefore, be well acquainted with the princi-
ples on which all calculations are founded, and by which they are to be rightly applied in
practice.

2. An engineer should also have studied the elements of most or all of the sciences, immedi-
ately connected with his profession; and he should particularly excel in an acquaintance
with the various branches of mechanics, both theoretical and practical.

3. His knowledge should comprehend whatever has been written or done by other engi-

neers, and he should have information in every department of his office from an accurate

examination of the most considerable works that have been executed in all the various
circumstances that are likely to occur.

It is necessary, that he should be a ready and correct, if not a finished, draughtsman.

He should also be conversant with the general principles of trade and commerce; with the

various operations and improvements in agriculture; with the interests and connection of

the different owners and occupiers of land, houses, mills, & c.; and with all the general
laws and decisions of courts, pertaining to the objects connected with his profession.

6. By an extensive acquaintance with the disposition, inclination, and thickness of the vari-
ous strata of matter, which compose the soil or land...he will be able to avoid many er-
rors incident to those who are destitute of this knowledge, and to have the course and
causes of springs, to which it leads.

7. “As the last, though not the least, of these qualifications of an engineer, which we shall
enumerate, we shall add, that he should be a man of strict integrity.”1

o ks

! Samuel Young, compl, A Treatise on Internal Navigation (Ballston Spa, 1817), 9-10
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I DESIGNERS WITH FULL LENGTH BIOGRAPHIES

A. JOHN JAMES ABERT (1788-1863)

SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTIONS TO
THE CHESAPEAKE & OHIO CANAL

John J. Abert performed significant services for the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal both as a director
of the company in 1833-1834 and 1836 and as a member of the U. S. Topographical Engineers.
In 1824-25, he and his assistants conducted a detailed survey of the proposed route for the canal.
A preliminary report submitted by Abert on February 14, 1825, supported the practicality of
building an artificial waterway along the north bank of the Potomac from tidewater and of con-
necting the Potomac and Ohio River Valleys. Based on the results of this survey, Congress char-
tered the canal company in a measure signed by President James Monroe on March 3, 1825. Be-
cause his cost estimate for the canal’s construction was considered extremely high, his survey
was submitted to a reexamination in 1827 by James Geddes and Nathan S. Roberts, two civil en-
gineers who confirmed the suitability of the route he had surveyed but at a lower estimated cost.

Shortly before the canal was opened to navigation between Georgetown and Seneca Falls
in the summer of 1831, Abert and James Kearney, a fellow topographical engineer, were asked to
inspect the canal’s engineering works. In their report, they reported favorably on the quality of
construction completed and described the existing conditions along the waterway.

During the late 1830s when talk was revived of an earlier project to connect Baltimore
and the Chesapeake and Ohio via a crosscut canal, Abert was called to survey three possible
routes for such a waterway. In his December 1838 report, he found that all three routes were im-
practical because of an insufficient water supply on the summit levels. Although he reported the
discovery of a fourth, from Seneca to the Patapsco River via Brookeville, his projected high cost
estimate for the waterway ended further speculation about the connection at that time.

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH
Early Years

Born probably in Shepherdstown, Virginia, (some sources place his birth at Frederick, Maryland),
on September 17, 1788, John J. Abert was the son of John Abert, who is said to have emigrated to
America as a soldier with Rochambeau in 1780, and Margarita Meng. On January 18, 1808, he
was appointed from Virginia to the Military Academy at West Point where his scholarship soon
won for him an assistantship to the professor of mathematics. In 1811 he left the Academy and
for some three years he was an assistant to the chief clerk of the War Office in Washington, at the
same time studying law. He was married to Ellen Matlack Stretch, granddaughter of Colonel
Timothy Matlack, a Revolutionary War veteran, on January 25, 1812.

He was admitted to the District of Columbia bar in 1813, practicing law there in 1813
and in Ohio in 1814. He served as a volunteer in the District of Columbia militia in 1814 and

2 Asa M. Stackhouse, Col. Timothy Matlack: Patriot and Soldier (Haddonfield, 1910), 29-58. They had
two daughters and four sons, three of which, James William, Silvanus Thayer, and William Stretch, served
with distinction in the U.S. Army during the Civil War. Appleton’s Cyclopedia of American Biography, I,
8-9.
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fought as a private in the Battle of Bladensburg, August 24, 1814, and his services were acknowl-
edged by a land grant of 160 acres in Wisconsin.®

Experience Prior to Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

On November 22, 1814, Abert was appointed major in the Topographical Engineers and was at-
tached to the northern division of the army from this date until January 15, 1829. He was engaged
as an assistant under Ferdinand Rudolph Hassler and Isaac Roberdeau in geodetic surveys of the
Atlantic Coast (1816-1818); in topographical surveys concerning harbor and river improvements,
canals, and defenses, principally in the eastern United States; and in the preparation of extensive
reports covering these activities. The wide scope of his work in making important surveys during
the period of America’s development after the War of 1812 is indicated by the following services,
which form only part of those which he rendered during this time. He was an assistant in the re-
connaissance of the East River in New York in 1818. That same year he served as superintending
Topographical Engineer of Surveys in the Chesapeake Bay. The following year he held the same
position in surveys of Dutch Island, Mount Hope Bay, Newport Neck, and the western entrance to
Narragansett Bay, and the Narragansett roads in Rhode Island; the East River in New York; the
Fall River in Massachusetts; and the Louisville Canal in Kentucky. After directing a survey of
Cox’s Head in 1821, he superintended a survey for the proposed Chesapeake & Ohio Canal in
1824-25, during the same period heading a reconnaissance of the Patuxent River in Maryland.
Later in 1826-27, he made surveys in the State of Maine. In recognition of his abilities as well as
his frankness in criticizing the organization and functions of the Topographical Bureau, he was
brevetted lieutenant colonel on November 22, 1824.*

Service on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

During 1824-25, Abert and his assistants conducted a detailed survey of the proposed route of the
Chesapeake & Ohio Canal. The survey was ordered by Congress which had appropriated $30,000
in response to the campaign growing out of the first Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Convention held
in Washington in November 1823. The U.S. Board of Engineers made a preliminary report on
February 14, 1825, supporting the practicability of building an artificial waterway along the north
bank of the Potomac from tidewater and of connecting the Potomac and Ohio River Valleys.’
Based on the results of this survey, Congress chartered the canal company in a measure
approved by President Monroe on March 3, 1825.° On October 13, 1826, however, the Board of
Engineers made its full report, which the President transmitted to Congress on December 7,
1826." The report reiterated the physical practicality of building the canal, but estimated the cost
of the canal upon the dimensions required by the federal government at approximately

® Dictionary of American Biography, XI, 1

* George W. Cullum, Biographical Register of the Officers and Graduates of the U.S. Military Academy at
West Point, N.Y., from Its Establishment in 1802 to 1890 (3". ed., Boston, 1891) I, 101-102.

> U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Roads and Canals, Report of the Committee on Roads and Canals,
H. Rept. 90, 19" ,Cong., 2d sess., 1827, Appendix 3, 37, 76.

6 U.S., Congress, Senate, Documents Relating to the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, S. Doc. 610, 26" Cong.,
1% sess., 1840, 13. The charter called for the following minimum dimensions: 40 feet wide at the surface,
28 feet wide at the bottom, and 4 feet deep.

" The full report is printed in Message of the President of the United States, Transmitting a Report from the
Secretary of War with that of the Board of Engineers for Internal Improvement, on the Chesapeake & Ohio
Canal, H. Doc. 10, 19" Cong., 2d sess., 1826.
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$22,000,000 for the eastern section.® The estimated cost had a devastating impact on the hopes of
the canal supporters, who had been thinking in terms of a cost of $4,000,000 to $5,000,000. The
result was the call for a second Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Convention in December 1826, which
sought to discredit Abert’s estimate and pressure President John Quincy Adams to submit the
conflicting claims to two civil engineers, James Geddes and Nathan Roberts.®

Abert performed other services for the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal in subsequent years.
Shortly before the line of the canal between Georgetown and Seneca Falls was opened to opera-
tion in the summer of 1831, an examination of the waterway was made by Abert and James Kear-
ney at the request of the canal board. On June 13, the two engineers began their inspection, re-
porting favorably on the quality of construction completed and describing the existing condition
along the waterway. The report, which is extant, is the earliest and generally most useful docu-
ment that discusses in a comprehensive manner the problems encountered in the canal’s construc-
tion and the engineering technology applied to their solution.*

Throughout the following decade, Abert was consulted frequently by the canal company
engineers on matters of design and construction. During this period, he served as a company di-
rector in 1833-34 and 1836. When tales were revived in 1838 of an earlier project to connect Bal-
timore and the Chesapeake & Ohio via a cross-cut canal, he was called to examine three possible
routes for such a waterway—the Westminster, the Monocacy-Lingamore, and the Seneca. In his
report in December 1838, he confirmed the conclusions of earlier surveys that had found all three
routes to be impractical because of an insufficient water supply of the summit levels. At the same
time, he reported the discovery of a fourth, from Seneca to the Patapsco River via Brookeville. In
response to a request for a further study of the Brookville route, he reported in February 1839 that
for the 213/4 mile summit level, the probable cost of construction would be $11, 570,000, a figure
that ended all speculation about the connection at that time.**

Engineering Experience after Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

Because of his engineering skills and executive acumen, Abert was made assistant to the chief
engineer in charge of the Topographical Bureau on March 19, 1829. Some two years later on June
22, 1831, he was instrumental in having the bureau separated from the Engineer Department and
made a distinct branch of the War Department.*? During most of the period 1832 through 1834,
he served as U.S. Commissioner for Indian Affairs in conducting the removal of Indian tribes to
lands west of the Mississippi River. His principal efforts during 1833 and 1834 were directed to-
ward attempts to locate reservations and to certify contracts for the Creeks and Wyandottes.™

& The detailed estimates were: $8,177,081.05 for the eastern section, $10,028,122.86 for the middle section,
and $4,170,223.78 for the western section, making a total of $22,375,427.69.

° Report of the Committee on Roads and Canals, 1827, Appendix 13, 15, 8287, and Forest G. Hill, Roads,
Rails and Waterways: The Army Engineers and Early Transportation (Norman, 1957), 51-54.

10 Report of Col. John J. Abert and Col. James Kearney of the United States Topographical Engineers,
Upon an Examination of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal from Washington City to the “Point of Rocks;”
Made by Order of the Secretary of War, at the Request of the Canal Company (Washington, 1831)1-24.

1 Report from J. J. Abert ,In Reference to the Canal to Connect the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal with the
City of Baltimore (Washington, 1838), 1-42, the Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, C,
400, D 119, #, 82.

2 William H. Holcombe, “Col. John James Abert,” in Professional Memoirs, Corps of Engineers, U.S.
Army and Engineer Department (1915), VII, 204-205.

3 See U.S., congress, Senate, Correspondence on the Subject of the Emigration of Indians, S. Doc. 512,
23d Cong., 1 sess., 1833.
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From 1834 to 1861, as Chief of the Topographical Bureau, he was largely responsible for
initiating and directing the topographic surveys of the United States, particularly in the West. To
him fell the task of planning, organizing, and integrating the voluminous textual and cartographic
products of these surveys, thereby placing him in the forefront of the American geographers of
his time. His work was largely responsible for making the Topographical Bureau perhaps the
most valuable repository of topographic description of the United States for this period. An act of
Congress, approved July 7, 1838, elevated the Topographical Engineers to a staff corps of the
army, and at that time he was appointed colonel, which rank he held until he was honorably re-
tired from active duty on September 9, 1861.%

Abert had many professional affiliations aside from his duties with the Topographical
Engineers. He was one of the founders and directors of the National Institute of Science in Wash-
ington, an organization that was a forerunner of the Smithsonian Institution.*> An ardent sup-
porter of scientific and historical associations, he was a member of the Geographical Society of
Paris, the Washington National Monument Society, and the Board of Visitors to the United States
Military Academy (1842). He befriended foreign scientists, such as Joseph Nicolas Nicollet and
John James Audubon when they experienced difficulties in America, and occasionally enlisted
their services in the Topographical Bureau. He died at his residence in Washington, D.C., on
January 27, 1863, at the age of 74.°

B. CHARLES ELLET, JR. (1810-1862)

SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTIONS TO
THE CHESAPEAKE & OHIO CANAL

During the summer of 1838, Charles Ellet, Jr., was hired as a volunteer assistant rodman by the
Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company. During the summer and fall, he aided in the surveys pre-
paratory to the placement of the canal under contract, taking field notes, drawing maps, and mak-
ing computations. Because of his initiative, Chief Engineer Benjamin Wright on November 22
appointed him Assistant Engineer of the Fifth Residency. He remained with the canal company
until March 1830, when he resigned to continue his formal education in Paris.

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

Early Years

Born at Penn’s Manor in Bucks County, Pennsylvania, on January 1, 1810, Charles Ellet, Jr. was
the sixth o the fourteen children of Charles Ellet, an eccentric Quaker farmer, and Mary Israel, the

daughter of the one-time sheriff in Philadelphia. His maternal grandfather was a descendent of a
family of Jewish diamond cutters originating in Holland, while his paternal ancestors were the

1 Cullum, Biographical Register of the Officers and Graduates of the U.S. Military Academy, 101-102,
and Dictionary of American Biography, x1, 3.

15 Reply of Col. Abert and Mr. Markoe to the Hon. Mr. Tappan, of the United States Senate (Washington,
1843), 1-18.

18 Washington Daily National Intelligencer, January 28, 1863; Francis H. Herrick, Audubon the Naturalist
(2 vols., New York, 1917), 11, 3-4, 64, 77, 155; and Dictionary of American Biography, XI, 3.
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descendents of Samuel Carpenter, who had been secretary to William Penn and subsequently
governor of Pennsylvania.*’

After attending the country grammar schools along with the other children of his family,
Ellet was able to attend a day school in Philadelphia for several months. As a youth, he gave early
evidence of intellectual development and mathematical talent. About the age of 14, he began his
own self-education, hiding his books in his pillow and feigning sickness to gain time to read, and
carrying his books with him during his farm field work. His father being opposed to his becoming
an engineer, he left home at age 17 to serve for several months as a rodman on the survey then
being conducted by Canvass White along the North Branch of the Susquehanna River, where he
acquired the rudiments of his profession.*®

Service on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

During the summer of 1828, Ellet traveled to Maryland to begin work as a volunteer assistant on
the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, arriving in time to witness the groundbreaking ceremonies at Lit-
tle Falls on July 4.

While the board of directors relied heavily on experienced canal engineers from the
North or those of foreign origin in making engineering appointments for the project, the rodmen
were the principal exception to this policy. The directors accepted inexperienced applicants such
as Ellet who were seeking a career in engineering. Some were appointed as apprentices and re-
ceived their board and room, while others such as Ellet were only taken on as volunteer assistants
without any fixed position or salary, thus making the canal a school in practical engineering.?

Throughout the summer and fall, Ellet did almost all the office work of his party, draw-
ing the maps, making the computations, and walking from ten to twenty miles a day surveying the
route. In recognition of his initiative and abilities, Chief Engineer Benjamin Wright on November
22 appointed him to the position of Assistant Engineer of the Fifth Residency at an annual salary
of $800 on the supposition that he was “t least twenty two years of age” and had had considerable
experience in engineering. During the period of his work on the canal, he devoted his leisure
hours to the study of foreign languages, several of which he mastered. He remained with the canal
company until March 1830 when he resigned to take up formal studies in Paris.?*

After nearly two years on the canal, Ellet left for France in the spring of 1830 to com-
plete his education in Paris at the Ecole Polytechnique. He witnessed the July revolution, made
friendsz\zivith Lafayette, and traveling by foot, inspected English, French, and German engineering
works.

" Herbert Pickens Gambrell, ed. Memoirs of Mary Israel Ellet (Doylestown, 1939), 15, 19, 28, and Charles
Perrin Smith, Lineage of the Lloyd and Carpenter Family (Camden, 1870), 16-18, 64, 69-70, 78.)

18 Charles B. Stuart, Lives and Works of Civil and Military Engineers of America (New York, 1871), 258.
¥ Ellet’s diary, January 3, 1853, quoted in Gene D. Lewis, Charles Ellet, Jr.: The Engineer As Individual-
ist, 1810-1862 (Urbana, 1968), 14.

20 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A. 114-115, and Walter S. Sanderlin, The Great
National Project (Baltimore, 1946), 62—63. Unless otherwise noted, all manuscript sources referred to in
this chapter are located in the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Records in the Department of the Interior files at
the National Archives and are designated Record Group 79. [But such official support did not last. See
Sanderlin, The Great National Project, 63, footnote 15: “In 1830, Judge Wright flatly vetoed President
Mercer’s plan to abolish the position of volunteer rodman by making the incumbents all inspectors of ma-
sonry, a job for which they were utterly unqualified.” Wright to Mercer, February 24, 1830. —kg]

2! Stuart, Lives and Works of Civil and Military Engineers, 258—2509.

%2 Dictionary of American Biography, 111, 87, and Stuart, Lives and Works of Civil and Military Engineers,
259
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Upon his return from France in early 1832, the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company of-
fered him his former position at a salary of $1,000 a year with the opportunity for promotion the
next year to superintendent of a residency.*®

In October 1832, he proposed to Congress a plan for the erection of a wire suspension
bridge across the Potomac consisting of a 1,000-foot span, but the novel recommendation was
rejected. The following summer, he was employed as an Assistant Engineer in the location of the
western division of the Utica and Schenectady Railroad under William C. Young. In 1834 he con-
ducted the first survey of the western division of the New York and Erie Railroad along with
Benjamin Wright.**

Upon the recommendation of Wright, he was appointed assistant engineer of the James
River and Kanawha Canal in June 1835. When Wright left full-time service with the canal the
next year, Ellet became chief engineer, a job he held for nearly three years during which time the
project was completed from Richmond to Lynchburg. While supervising the construction of the
waterway, he made a survey for a ship canal from Richmond to Warwick and drew up a plan for
the connection of the James River and Kanawha Improvement with tidewater.”

During his years with the James River and Kanawha Canal Company, he also wrote nu-
merous pamphlets and reports on topics relative to the improvement and prosperity of the State of
Virginia, especially advocating a continuous line of improvements from the Chesapeake Bay to
the Ohio River.?®

Ellet left the James River and Kanawha Canal in 1839 and returned to Philadelphia
where he completed his An Essay on the Laws of Trade, a 283-page work devoted to the internal
improvement in the United States. In the publication, he forecast sources and lines of trade, the
tonnage and cost of transportation, the sources of capital, and the causes of the failure of transpor-
tation companies.”’

During the next decade, Ellet was involved in a number of public improvement and pri-
vate transportation projects. In 1840, he submitted to the St. Louis City Council a plan for a sus-
pension bridge across the Mississippi River at that city.?

The following year he was employed to survey the city of Philadelphia and its surround-
ing environs. In 1842, he designed and constructed, at a cost of $35,000, the first important sus-
pension bridge in the United States over the Schuylkill River at Fairmount.?

2% Mercer to Ellet, February 7, 1832, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co. Available evidence seems to indicate that Ellet
rejected the offer because of the financial plight of the canal company and the competition of the Baltimore
& Ohio Railroad. Lewis, Charles Ellet, Jr., 26.

2 Appleton’s Cyclopedia of American Biography, 11, 326.

% Charles Ellet, Jr., Report on the Survey for a Ship Canal from Richmond to Warwick (Richmond, 1836),
1-16, and Wayland Fuller Dunaway, History of the James River and Kanawha Company (New York,
1922), 240

% Among these works, the most notable were: A Popular Exposition of the Incorrectness of the Tariffs of
Toll in Use on the Public Improvements of the United States (Philadelphia, 1839); Report in Relation to the
Water Power on the Line of the James River and Kanawha Canal (Richmond, 1839); and Report of the
Chief Engineer on the Survey for the Extension of the James River and Kanawha Improvement from
Lynchburg to the Ohio River (Richmond, 1838).

%" Charles Ellet, Jr., An Essay on the Laws of Trade (Richmond, 1839), 1-283.

%8 Charles Ellet, Jr., Report and plan for a Wire Suspension Bridge: Proposed to be Constructed Across the
Mississippi River at Saint Louis (Philadelphia, 1840) 1-58.

2 Charles Ellet, Jr., A Popular Notice of Suspension Bridges, With a Brief Description of the Wire Bridge
Across the Schuylkill at Fairmount (Philadelphia, 1843), 1-18.
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During 1846-47, he served as president of the Schuylkill Navigation Company, enlarg-
ing the channel of that important carrier of anthracite coal to a width of more than seventy feet
and personally negotiating loans both at home and abroad for its reconstruction.*

In 1847, he left the presidency of the navigation company to design and build iron cable
suspension bridges over the Niagara River, two miles below the falls; and over the Ohio at
Wheeling. After he had erected a temporary bridge, the Niagara project was interrupted by court
litigation and he withdrew his contract. His Wheeling Bridge, which was the completed in 1839,
was 1,010 feet long—then the world’s longest span. While a court suit brought a decree of
abatement, he saved this bridge by convincing Congress to declare it a post-route, only to witness
its destruction by a heavy storm in 1854.

For more than twenty-five years, he urged the improvement of Western rivers. The
Smithsonian Institution published his Contributions to the Physical Geography of the United
States in 1850. His investigations into the causes of floods undertaken for the War Department in
1850-51 resulted in several reports and the publication in 1853 of his best known work, The Mis-
sissippi and Ohio Rivers. His plan for improving navigation and controlling floods or the princi-
pal western rivers by impounding surplus waters in upland reservoirs was considered to be the
crowning conception of his professional career, but vigorous efforts to secure the necessary legis-
lation to affect it failed.*

After brief service in laying out the western portion of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad,
Ellet became chief engineer for the Pennsylvania Railroad at Greensburg, in 1851. The following
year he submitted to the Georgetown authorities a second plan and report for a suspension bridge
across the Potomac River.®

In 1853 he was appointed chief engineer of the Virginia Central Railroad, for which in
1854 he built across the Blue Ridge a track of unprecedented curvature and grade.*

Later in 1858 he served as an engineer on the Kanawha River improvement in Virginia.*

Visiting Europe during the Crimean War, Ellet urged Russia to use “ram-boats” in the re-
lief of Sebastopol (a bold innovation in naval warfare), and later offered similar plans to the al-
lies. Returning home, he urged his ram-boat scheme to several secretaries of the navy and widely
circulated his Coast and Harbor Defences, or The Substitution of Steam Battering Rams for Ships
of War (1855).%

When the Merrimac demonstrated the effectiveness of a ram in 1862, he was commis-
sioned a colonel by Secretary of War Edwin M. Stanton and assigned to protect the Mississippi

% Before becoming president of the Schuylkill Navigation Company, Ellet had written a pamphlet on the
favorable possibilities for trade on the waterway. For more information on this topic, see hi The Position
and Prospects on the Schuylkill Navigation Company (Philadelphia, 1834), 1-36.

%! Charles Ellet, Jr., The Wheeling Bridge (Philadelphia, 1852), 1-6; and Charles Ellet, Jr., Remarks Touch-
ing the Wheeling Bridge Suit, Addressed to the Hon. G. W. Thompson (Philadelphia, 1852), 1-24.

% The Cyclopedia of American biography, 11; Charles Ellet, Jr., Contributions to the Physical Geography of
the United States (Washington, 1850), 1-65; Charles Ellet, Jr., The Mississippi & Ohio and Rivers (Phila-
delphia, 1853), 17-367; and Charles Ellet, Jr., Report on the Overflows of the Delta of the Mississippi
(Washington, 1852), 1-96.

*3 Charles Ellet, Jr., Report on a Suspension Bridge Across the Potomac, for Rail Road and Common
Travel: Addressed to the Mayor and City Council of Georgetown, D.C. (Philadelphia, 1852), 1-36.

* Dictionary of American Biography, 111, 87; and Charles Ellet, Jr., The Mountain Top Track (Philadelphia,
1856), 1-23.

% The Twentieth Century Biographical Dictionary of Notable Americans, I11; and Charles Ellet, Jr., Report
on the Improvement of the Kanawha and Incidentally of the Ohio River By Means of Artificial Lakes
(Philadelphia, 1858), 1-125.

% Charles Ellett, Jr., Coast and Harbour Defences, or the Substitution of Steam Battering Rams for Ships of
War (Philadelphia, 1855), 1-17.
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gunboat squadron against a fleet of Confederate rams. Hastily remodeling nine river boats on the
Ohio River with heavy oak and railroad iron, he, with a volunteer crew, sank four Confederate
boats near Memphis on June 5 and received the surrender of that city. Ellet, the only Union man
injured in the battle, died as his boat touched shore at Cairo and his brother, Lieutenant-Colonel
Alfred Washington Ellet, took command of the small fleet on June 21. Following services at In-
dependence Hall in Philadelphia, he was buried in a nearby cemetery. His wife, Elvira, daughter
of JugI?ge William Daniel of Lynchburg, whom he had married in 1837, survived him by eight
days.

C. JAMES GEDDES. (1763-1838)

SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTIONS TO
THE CHESAPEAKE & OHIO CANAL

James Geddes, an experienced engineer on the Erie, Champlain, and Ohio and Erie Canals,
played a significant role in the design of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal. In 1827, he, in associa-
tion with Nathan S. Roberts, reviewed the estimates of the canal line for the secretary of War. The
subsequent report, which estimated the cost of the canal to be considerably less than that pro-
posed earlier by the U.S. Board of Engineers, enabled the project’s supporters to extract from
Congress a $1,000,000 stock subscription and thereby provided impetus to the commencement of
actual construction of the waterway. Later, after the formal organization of the Chesapeake &
Ohio Canal, the board of directors adopted for the line of the canal the route surveyed by the U.S.
Board of Engineers and by Geddes and Roberts.

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH
Early Years

Born of Scottish ancestry near Carlisle, Pennsylvania, on July 22, 1763, James Geddes attended
the public schools. As a young man he studied mathematics under a tutor and he studied lan-
guages on his own. In 1794 he moved to the vicinity of Syracuse, Onondaga County, New York,
where he became one of the pioneers in the salt industry. The township of Geddes where he set-
tled was named for him and remained his residence until his death on August 19, 1838, at the age
of 75. In 1799 he was married to Lucy Jerome, daughter of Timothy Jerome of Fabius, New
York. After studying law, he was admitted to the bar. In 1800 he was made a justice of the peace,
and in 1809 he was appointed judge of the county court and of the court of common pleas. Be-
coming interested in public affairs, he was elected to the Assembly in 1804, the Thirteenth Con-
gress, serving 1813-15, and again to the Assembly in 1822.%

Experience Prior to Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

%7 Joel T. Headley, Farragut and our Naval Commanders (New York, 1867), 209-223; Warren D. Crandall
and Isaac D. Newell, History of the Ram Fleet and the Mississippi Marine Brigade... (St. Louis, 1907), 1-

28; and Washington Evening Star, June 23, 1862.

% Biographical Dictionary of the American Congress, 1774-1971 (Washington, 1971), 993; Dictionary of

American Biography, VII, 204-205; and Stuart, Lives and Works of Civil and Military Engineers, 45.
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During his first term at Albany, Simon DeWitt, surveyor-general of New York, introduced Ged-
des to the possibility of constructing a canal from the Great Lakes to the Hudson River. Since the
suggestion touched his imagination, he visited various sections of the state to secure information
and launched a campaign, with the aid of DeWitt Clinton, to promote interest in the undertaking.
When the state legislature appropriated $500 for a preliminary survey of the canal, the surveyor-
general assigned the task to Geddes, although he was entirely without technical training, having
used a level only on one previous occasion. The surveys he made in search of the most practica-
ble route included: Oneida Lake to Lake Ontario where Salmon Creek enters it, down to Oswego
River to Lake Ontario, the line from Lewiston to the navigable waters of the Niagara River above
the falls, and from Buffalo east to the Seneca River. His report to the legislature, January 20,
1809, established the fact that a canal could be constructed without major difficulty along a route
essentially the same as that later adopted for the Erie Canal.

When work on the Erie began in 1816, Geddes was engaged by the New York Canal
commissioners as an engineer in charge of the section from the Seneca River to within eleven
miles of the mouth of Tonawanda Creek. He remained on this section until 1818 when he was
directed to superintend the location of the middle division between Rome and Utica. During this
period, he made a remarkable test level between Rome and the eastern end of Oneida Lake, em-
bracing nearly 100 miles of leveling. The difference at the junction in the levels was less than 1 %2
inches. In the summer of 1818, he was appointed by the Canal Commissioners as chief engineer
of the Champlain Canal, commencing the final location of the work in September and continuing
in charge of its construction until 1822.%

As a result of his work on the New York canals, Geddes was called by other states as
well as by the federal government for assistance in promoting new waterways throughout the
East. When the State of Ohio asked DeWitt Clinton in 1822 for the services of a good engineer,
he recommended Geddes. Named chief engineer of the Ohio and Erie Canal that same year, he
surveyed some 800 miles in less than eight months in the search for the most practicable route
between the Ohio River and Lake Erie.*°

The following year he went to Main to survey the route for the Cumberland and Oxford
Canal, connecting tidewater with Sebago Pond.**

Service on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

At the request of the Secretary of War, Geddes, along with Nathan S. Roberts, made a survey of
the proposed line of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal from Georgetown to Cumberland in 1827. As
the survey and cost estimate for the waterway by the U.S. Board of Engineers two years before
had received widespread criticism from the canal’s supporters, Geddes and Roberts were to re-
view and revise the conflicting claims of the opposing sides. The two civil engineers completed
their surveys in 1827 and reported in the same year that the canal could be constructed as far as
Cumberland for approximately $4,500,000. This estimate was considerably less than the
$8,200,000 proposed by the Board of Engineers for the same distance, and thus it enabled the ca-

¥ Merwin S. Hawley, “The Erie Canal: Its Origin Considered,” Buffalo Historical Society Publications Il
(1880), 335-349; Henry Wayland Hill, “An Historical Review of Waterways and Canal Construction in
New York State,” Ibid, X1l (1908), 95-103; and Joshua V.H. Clark, Onondaga (2 vols., Syracuse, 1849), Il,
25ff.

%0 Canal Report, Made by James Geddes, Esq., The Engineer Employed by the State of Ohio (Columbus,
1823), 1-14.

! The National Cyclopedia of American Biography, X, 264.
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nal project’s supporters to extract from Congress a pledge to subscribe to $1,000,000 of stock in
the company, thereby hastening the actual commencement of construction.*

After the canal company was formally organized, June 20-23, 1828, one of the first deci-
sions of the board of directors was to adopt for the line of the canal the route surveyed by the
United43$tates Engineers and by Geddes and Roberts along the north branch of the Potomac
River.

Engineering Experience after Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

Following the survey for the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, Geddes was employed in 1828 by the
State of Pennsylvania on its canal system. That same year he declined an appointment by the
United States Government to investigate the feasibility of a route between the Tennessee and
Alabama Rivers in the States of Tennessee, Alabama, and Georgia because of the distance from
his home and ill health. In 1829 he terminated his professional career by reporting on the re-
cently-completed Cumberland and Oxford Canal in Maine.

His death occurred on August 19, 1838, at the age of 75, and he was buried in Oakwood
Cemetery in Syracuse, New York. Although urged to do so by his colleagues, he left no collec-
tion of papers, saying, “I attach no importance to what | have done, having simply performed my
duty; thﬁrefore I ask no higher place in the public estimation than should be spontaneously given
to me.”

D. WILLIAM RICH HUTTON. (1826-1901)

SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTIONS TO
THE CHESAPEAKE & OHIO CANAL

William R. Hutton played a significant role in the restoration and improvement of the Chesapeake
& Ohio Canal as chief engineer in 1869-71 and consulting engineer in 1871-80. During the early
1870s when the canal enjoyed five years of unprecedented financial profits, he submitted two re-
ports to the canal board that served as a basis for a program to recondition the waterway. As a
result of his efforts, the canal regained its full prism by 1874 and the strength of its banks had
been increased to withstand damage from periodic flooding. Among other improvements made on
the canal at his urging were the dredging of Rock Creek Basin, an experiment in macadamizing
the towpath, and the restoration of the masonry structures. One of his most noteworthy achieve-
ments was the promotion and the design of the Georgetown incline as a means of alleviating the
congestion on the Georgetown level.

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

%2 James Geddes and Nathan S. Roberts, Chesapeake & Ohio Canal: Letter from the Secretary of War,
Transmitting Estimates of the Cost of Making a Canal from Cumberland to Georgetown, March 10, 1828
(Washington, 1828), 1-100.

*® Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 8.

* Quoted in Stuart, Lives and Works of Civil and Military Engineers, 45; Biographical Dictionary of the
American Congress, 993; and Desmond Fitzgerald, “Early Engineering work in the United States,” Trans-
actions of the American Society of Civil Engineers, XLI (1899), 611.
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Early Years

Born in Washington, D.C., on March 26, 1826, William Rich Hutton was the son of James®
Hutton, a Navy department clerk, and Salome Rich. He was a descendent of John Hutton who had
emigrated from Scotland to New York in the late seventeenth century. As a youth, he attended a
private school in the District of Columbia taught by Mr. Abbott. Later, he studied mathematics,
surveying, and drawing at the Benjamin Hollowell School in Alexandria, Virginia. In 1847, he
was appointed as paymaster clerk in California and remained in that position until he returned to
the Ease in 1853.%

Engineering Experience Prior to Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

Soon after his arrival in Washington, Hutton began his professional career in civil engineering by
assisting General Montgomery C. Meigs in the construction of the Washington Aqueduct, carry-
ing a large part of the water supply from the Great Falls of the Potomac to the city of Washington.
This work involved not only the devising of methods to control the flow and distribution of the
water, but also the design of the monumental bridge across Cabin John Branch which for some
fifty years remained unsurpassed as the longest masonry arch in the world.*’

In 1862-63, he served as chief engineer of the Annapolis Water works.*®

Service on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

Hutton was associated with the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal during the most stable and prosperous
periods of its history, serving as chief engineer in 1869-71 and consulting engineer in 1871-80.
Familiar with the canal from his youth and from his work on the Washington Aqueduct, he
played a significant role in the program of restoration and improvement of the waterway, particu-
Iarl% during the early 1870s when the canal enjoyed five years of unprecedented financial prof-
its.

Despite the repairs that had been made to the canal since the Civil War, there was still
much to be done. Following an extensive survey of the canal, Hutton in 1871 recommended to the
board of directors a thorough overhauling of the waterway, including repairs to locks, agueducts,
and the canal prism itself, at an estimated cost of $78,000.>°

Following another Hutton report in August 1872 on the pressing need for renovation of
the canal, a reconditioning program was begun that carried to completion the restoration of the

** Father’s name is John according to biographical information on the Baltimore Architects Foundation web
site: www.baltimorearchitecture.org/bios/hutton_wr.html. According to that site during the period 1873-
1880 William Hutton apparently entered into a partnership with his brother, Major N. H. Hutton, (1834—
1907), a leading Baltimore architect. —kg

% American Society of Civil Engineers, Committee on History and Heritage of American Civil Engineer-
ing, ed., A Biographical Dictionary of American Civil Engineers (New York, 1972), 64—65.

*" Dictionary of American Biography, VI, 507.

8 American Society of Civil Engineers, Biographical Dictionary of American Civil Engineers, 64—65.

* The Twentieth Century Biographical Dictionary of Notable Americans, V.

% proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, L. 439, and Report of the Year 1870 (Annapolis,
1871) 9.
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canal to its original operating condition.®* As a result of his efforts, the canal had regained its full
prism by 1874, and the strength of its banks had so increased that a freshet which completely
submerged the canal on the levels below Dams No. 4 and 5 in April of that year did not do appre-
ciable damage.*

Among the other improvements made on the canal at Hutton’s urging were the partial
macadamization of the towpath on the Monocacy Division, the dredging of the Rock Creek Ba-
sin, the tightening of the lock chambers, the installation of new lock gates, and the rebuilding of
the parapets and trunks of the Seneca and Tonoloway Aqueducts.*

In addition to the work of repair and improvement, provision was made to collect materi-
als at periodic locations along the canal in anticipation of future trouble, thereby helping to expe-
dite the actual work of repair and to reduce the interruptions to navigation.**

Perhaps the most noteworthy project with which he was associated was the promotion of
the design of the Georgetown Incline as a means of alleviating the congestion on the Georgetown
Ievelsg)y providing canal barges with direct access to the Potomac above the Alexandria Aque-
duct.

Engineering Experience after Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

When he terminated his duties with the canal as chief engineer in 1871, Hutton took employment
as chief engineer of the Western Maryland Railway, serving in this capacity from 1871-74. It was
during this period that the Chesapeake & Ohio, in an effort to promote the expansion of its coal
trade, sought to facilitate the construction of this railroad from Baltimore to Big Pool on the Po-
tomac, expecting to carry most of the railroad’s coal business between Big Pool terminus and
Cumberland.®

From 1874 to 1878, he designed the first two locks and movable dams for the Kanawha
River navigation in Virginia, receiving a diplome d’Honneur at the Paris Exposition in 1878 for
his lock design.*

Hutton moved to New York City in 1880, and after a brief respite, he became a construc-
tion engineer on the New Croton Aqueduct in 1886. During 1886-87, he held a similar position
with the Colorado Midland Railroad. From 1886-1889, he was chief engineer of the Washington
Bridge over the Harlem River, and in 1889-91 he was chief engineer for the English syndicate
that built the Hudson River Tunnel. In 1892, he was a member of a commission under the U.S.
Board of Engineers concerned with obstructions in the Columbia River. His last major work was
the drafting of plans for the Secretary of War for the proposed memorial bridge over the Potomac

*! Report of W.R. Hutton, Chief Engineer, As To Condition of Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, With Estimate of
Cost of Extraordinary Repairs Required During the Current Year, August 14, 1872 (Annapolis, 1872), 4—
30.

52 46™ Annual Report (1874), C&O Canal, 11-12, and Proceedings of the President and Board of Direc-
tors, M, 154-155.

%% Report of W.R. Hutton, 1872, 4-30, and Forty-Second Annual Report (1870), C&O Co. 3-4.

> Report of W.R. Hutton, 1879, 4-30, and Hutton to Clarke, August 3, 1870, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

% Virtually the entire section of the William R. Hutton collection concerned with the Chesapeake & Ohio
Canal is composed of correspondence, plans, and drawings for the Georgetown Incline. The collection is
located in the Division of Mechanical and Civil Engineering, the National Museum of American History
[named the National Museum of History and Technology until 1980], the Smithsonian Institution, Wash-
ington, D.C.

% 45" Annual Report (1873), C&O Co., 16-17.

> American Society of Civil Engineers, Biographical Dictionary of American Civil Engineers, 6465
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River between Washington and Arlington for which he received the second award of the four
plans submitted.

After a six-week illness, he died on December 11, 1901 at Woodlands in Montgomery
County, Maryland, and was buried in the cemetery of the nearby St. Rose Catholic Church. His
wife, Mary Ann, the daughter of Francis Clopper of Montgomery County, four daughters, and
one son, survived him.*®

During his long career, he had many prestigious professional associations. In 1873, he
became a member of the American Society of Civil Engineers; in 1880, of the Societe des In-
genieurs Civils de France; and in 1890, of the Institution of Civil Engineers of Great Britain. In
1891, he published his only book The Washington Bridge over the Harlem River, which traced
the development of the design and construction of this famous structure.*®

E. CHARLES FENTON MERCER. (1778-1858)

SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTIONS TO
THE CHESAPEAKE & OHIO CANAL

Charles Fenton Mercer was active in the movement that resulted in the building of the Chesa-
peake & Ohio Canal and was for five years, 1828 to 1833, president of the company. An early
advocate of internal improvements in his native Virginia, Mercer was elected to Congress in 1817
and later became chairman of the House Committee on Roads and Canals. As the chairman of the
central committee of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Convention that met in Washington in No-
vember 1823, he played a prominent role in organizing public opinion behind the proposed con-
nection between the Potomac and the Ohio Rivers and the creation of organizations to give effect
to this rising interest.

When the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal company was formally organized at a meeting of
the stockholders in Washington, June 20-23, 1828, Mercer was chosen the first president of the
company. Though having no technical engineering training or experience, Mercer and the board
of directors reserved to themselves the final decision on every question of design and construction
no matter how specialized. Mercer frequently participated actively in the discussion of engineer-
ing technicalities, thus making himself of the most influential designers of the canal project in its
early years. Throughout his tenure as president of the canal company, Mercer was a persistent
advocate for “perfection” in construction, urging greater care and expenditure in construction in
order to reduce subsequent repair and maintenance costs.

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

Early Years

Born at Fredericksburg, Virginia, on June 16, 1778, Charles Fenton Mercer was the youngest son
of Eleanor Dick, daughter of Mayor Charles Dick of Fredericksburg, and James Mercer, a promi-

nent lawyer who had risen to the position of judge on the Virginia Court of Appeals. Charles Fen-
ton was a grandson of John Mercer of Marlborough, a wealthy Virginia lawyer who had immi-

%8 Washington Evening Star, December 13, 1901.
> Appleton’s Annual Cyclopedia and Register of Important Events of the Year 1901, VI, 438.
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grated to Stafford County from Dublin, Ireland, in 1720 at the age of 17. Prominent in colonial
affairs, John Mercer had written and published the first abridgement of the laws of Virginia.®

Left an orphan at the age of 15, Charles Fenton entered the College of New Jersey (later
changed to Princeton University) in 1795 and graduated in 1797 at the head of his class. In col-
lege he began his lifelong friendship with John Henry Hobart, a prominent bishop in the Protes-
tant Episcopal Church, and became a devout Episcopalian. From 1797 until 1802 he read law at
Princeton and at Richmond. When war with France threatened in 1798, he sought commissions in
the United States Army, appealing to family friend George Washington for assistance in obtain-
ing them. However when the commissions were received—one as first lieutenant of the cavalry
and the other as captain—he declined them since the threat had ceased.®*

In 1802 he was licensed to practice law and soon afterward he went to England on busi-
ness and also visited France. On his return to America, he settled on a large estate in the Bull Run
Mountains at Aldie in Loudoun County, Virginia, and began the practice of his profession. He
was never married.?

Mercer became a member of the Virginia House of Delegates in 1810 and served until he
resigned in 1817 to enter Congress. While a member of the state legislature, he took a leading
part in efforts to increase the banking capital of Virginia, to found a new bank, to promote the
colonization in Africa of free Negroes from the United States, and to build roads and canals. He
offered a bill to provide for a complete system of public education, from common-school to state
universﬁigy, which was defeated in the Senate in the spring of 1817 after having passed the
House.

He was also the author of the act by which a sword and pension were given to George
Rogers Clark, the frontiersman and military leader who had won important victories against the
British in the Old Northwest Territory during the American Revolution. During the War of 1812,
Mercer was aide-de-camp to the governor and in command of the Second Virginia Brigade at
Norfolk with the rank of brigadier-general.*

His interest in internal improvements began in 1812 when he acted with Chief Justice
John Marshall and others as a commissioner appointed by the legislature to examine the Green-
brier and New Rivers, both sources of the Kanawha, and the headwaters of the James for the pur-
pose of improving them for navigation and uniting them either by a railroad or by a continuous
canal.

That same year he submitted a series of resolutions to the legislature for the establish-
ment of a general fund for the internal improvement of the rivers and roads of the State. At the
close of the war, he revised the resolutions he had earlier submitted to create a Fund for Internal

% James Mercer Garnett, Biographical Sketch of Hon. Charles Fenton Mercer: 1778-1858 (Richmond,
1911), 3-5.

%1 This has largely been rewritten based on Robert Allen Carter, Virginia Federalist in Dissent: A Life of
Charles Fenton Mercer, doctoral dissertation, University of Virginia, 1988, copy by UMI Dissertation Ser-
vices, Ann Arbor, MI, 89-90. —kg

%2 Dictionary of American Biography, VI, 539. The Charles Fenton Mercer home at Aldie is still used as a
private residence. It is located on U.S. 50, marked by a state sign noting Mercer’s accomplishments.

% Throughout his political career, Mercer continued to press for a public education program. One of the
most prominent speeches that he gave in behalf of his active interest in public education was A Discourse
on Popular Education; Delivered in the Church at Princeton, the Evening before the Annual Commence-
ment of the College of New Jersey, September 26, 1826 (Princeton, 1826).

% The Cyclopedia of American Biography, IV. See also his Congressional bio at bio.congress.gov, which
says: “During the War of 1812 [he] was appointed lieutenant colonel of a Virginia regiment and then major
in command at Norfolk, Va.; inspector general in 1814; aide-de-camp to Governor Barbour and brigadier
general in command of the Second Virginia Brigade.”



Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Historic Resource Study 27
Unrau: 1. Designers

Improvement to consist of all the stocks of the State derived from banking operations and all fu-
ture acquisitions from the same source. To administer the fund he recommended the establish-
ment of a Board of Public Works that would be empowered to hire a civil engineer and to propose
to the legislature measures of improvement that were deemed expedient to the State. When the
Board of Public Works was approved in 1816, Mercer became a member along with former
president Thomas Jefferson and later James Madison.®

Mercer’s enthusiasm for internal improvements, the suppression of the slave trade, and
the colonization of free Negroes gave direction to his efforts when he became a member of the
federal House of Representatives in 1817. He was chairman of the committees on roads and canal
and on the District of Columbia.®® Though a member of the Federalist Party until its dissolution,
and then a Whig, he was never an ardent party man. He enjoyed the friendship of Presidents
James Monroe and John Quincy Adams, but disliked the policies and personalities of Presidents
Andrew Jackson and Martin VVan Buren. One of his most famous addresses in Congress was de-
livered on January 26, 1819, in which he assailed Jackson’s course in the Seminole War.®’

He was a strong Unionist but was alarmed at the rapidly growing power of the executive
branch of government under Jackson and was opposed to the President’s control over federal pa-
tronage. He was a leader in the Virginia constitutional convention of 1829-30, in which he advo-
cated manhood suffrage, equal representation, and the popular election of important officers. One
of the originators of the plan for establishing the Free State of Liberia for American blacks, he
became vice president of the Virginia Colonization Society in 1836.%

Service on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

As one of the leading advocates of internal improvements in Congress, Mercer became active in
the movement that resulted in the construction of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal. His second
speech in the House favoring the constitutionality of the power of the federal government to ap-
propriate funds for internal improvements received wide attention and was later published as a
pamphlet. When interest in opening the Potomac Valley as a route for western trade began to in-
crease in the early 1820s, he became a leading voice in calling for the first Chesapeake & Ohio
Canal Convention to meet in Washington on November 5, 1823. Acting on behalf of a meeting he
had convened earlier at Leesburg, Virginia, he invited delegates from Pennsylvania, Maryland,
Virginia, and the three district cities to this convention to consider the expediency and practicality
of improving the navigation of the Potomac and connecting it with the Ohio River at Pittsburgh.
As chairman of the central committee, he exercised the guiding hand throughout the proceedings
of the convention.®

% Garnett, Biographical Sketch of C. F. Mercer, 7, 13-14.

% He was initially a member of the Committee on the District of Columbia and later a member of and then,
from 1831-39 (the 22" through 25" Congresses), he was chair of the Committee on Roads and Canals.—
kg

87 Annals of Congress, 15 Cong., 2 Sess., 1818, Cols. 797-831. Also see, Charles Fenton Mercer, Speech of
the Hon. Mr. Mercer, in the House of Representatives, on the Seminole War (Washington, 1829), 1-33.

% Biographical Dictionary of the American Congress, 1399; Dictionary of American Biography, VI, 539;
and Matthew Carey, Letters on the Colonization Society...addressed to the Hon. C. F. Mercer (7" ed.,
Philadelphia, 1833) 5-32.

% U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Roads and Canals, Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, H. Rept. 414 to
Accompany H.R. 94, 23d Cong., 1% sess., 1834, 4; U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Roads and Ca-
nals, Report of the Committee on Roads and Canals, H. Rept. 47, 20" Cong., 1% sess., 1828, 7-10, 16-23;
Proceedings of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Convention...1823...1826 (Washington, 1827), 1-4; and
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The primary functions of the convention were the organization of public opinion behind
the proposed connection between the Potomac and the Ohio and the creation of organizations to
give effect to this arouse interest. The physical achievements of the convention were simply the
adoption of Mercer’s resolutions urging the connection with the West which read as follows:

Whereas, a connection of the Atlantic and Western waters by a canal, leading from the
seat of the National Government to the river Ohio, regarded as a local object, is one of
the highest importance to the states immediately interested therein, and considered in a
national view, is of unestimable [sic] consequences to the future union, security, and
happiness of the United States.

Resolved, that it is expedient to substitute for the present defective navigation of
the Potomac River, above tide-water, a navigable canal from Cumberland to the Coal
Banks at the eastern base of the Alleghany, and to extend such canal as soon thereafter as
practic%ble to the highest constant steamboat navigation of the Monongahela or Ohio
River.

At a second meeting of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Convention on December 6, 1826, Mercer
reported the progress which the central committee, of which he was virtually the only acting
member, had made during the preceding three years. He had procured the cooperation of the three
district cities and the Potomac Company in the enlarged venture. Moreover, sixteen acts of legis-
lation had been passed by the three states most directly involved, in a measure approved by Presi-
dent Monroe on March 3, 1825.

Although the U.S. Board of Engineers had hurt the prospect for a congressional subscrip-
tion to stock in the proposed canal by estimating the cost at $22,000,000, Mercer urged the dele-
gates to support him in a two-fold course: to discredit the estimate of the Board of Engineers and
to cause a new survey to be made to ascertain the true cost of the work. Through the efforts of
Mercer and his supporters, the report of the government engineers was exhaustively examined
and criticized by making comparisons with the actual cost of work don on the New York and
Pennsylvania canals.

Later, Mercer played a leading role in the effort to have President John Quincy Adam
submit the conflicting estimates made by the convention and the Board of Engineers to a review
and revision by experienced civil engineers. Adams agreed and appointed James Geddes and Na-
than S. Roberts, both former engineers on the Erie Canal. They completed their surveys in 1827
and reported that the canal could be constructed as far as Cumberland for approximately
$4,500,000.™

Fortified with this estimate and reassured by the inaccuracy of the U.S. engineer’s report,
the canal supporters led by Mercer opened subscription books on October 1, 1827. In May 1828,
after a brief struggle, Mercer and his fellow protagonists in Congress secured the passage of an
act subscribing $1,000,000 of the public funds to the stock of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal
Company. The financial support of Congress triggered numerous celebrations throughout the Po-

Abner Lacock, Great National Project: Proposed Connection of the Eastern and Western Waters, By a
Communication through the Potomac Country (Washington, 1822), 1-38.

" proceedings of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Convention, 1823 and 1826, 4, and George Washington
Ward, The Early Development of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Project (Baltimore, 1899), 50.

™ Report on the Committee on Roads and Canals, 1827, Appendix 13, 15, 82-87, and Documents Relating
to the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, 1840, 13.
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tomac Valley, one of the most noteworthy being a banquet given at Leesburg in honor of Mercer
by the citizen of Loudoun County. "

The formal organization of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company took place at a
meeting of the stockholders in Washington, June 20-23, 1828. With the tacit approval of Presi-
dent Adams, Secretary of the Treasury Richard Rush, the proxy for the United States, placed
Mercer’s name in nomination for president of the company and Mercer was duly elected, al-
though a small minority of stockholders favored former Secretary of the Treasury Albert
Gallatin.”

During the early years of canal construction, Mercer and the canal board of directors re-
served to themselves the final decision on every question of design and construction despite their
selection of tested engineers and their own inexperience in canal technology. One of the best ex-
amples of this meddling in the affairs of the engineers occurred in November 1828 when a de-
tailed set of “Rules and Regulations for the Engineering Department” was issued, virtually forc-
ing the Engineers to sublimate their own expertise to the wishes of the board.”

In addition, President Mercer frequently participated actively in the discussion of engi-
neering technicalities, notably in the proper dimensions of the canal prism through Georgetown
and through the narrow passes near Point of Rocks and in the proper procedures to be followed in
excavating the channel through rocky terrain.” Under such conditions, differences of opinion
which arose between members of the engineering department were frequently carried over the
head of Chief Engineer Benjamin Wright by appeals from ambitious underlings.

The five-year tenure of Mercer as president of the canal company was clouded by his po-
litical battles with the Jacksonian Democrats in Congress. Desperate for increased funding and
denied extensions of large-scale aid by Maryland, Virginia, and the district cities, the canal com-
pany turned to congress as the last available source of aid. The prospects of assistance from the
federal government, however, were slight after the victory of Andrew Jackson in 1828. The re-
cord of the administration clearly indicated its hostility toward national support for internal im-
provements in general and for the Chesapeake & Ohio in particular. By 1832, the administration
was actively interfering in company affairs, and eventually Congress refused to accede to any of
Mercer’s petitions for further aid.

As president of the canal company, Mercer was a persistent advocate of “perfection” in
construction. He urged greater care and expenditure in construction regardless of financial con-
siderations in order to reduce subsequent repair and maintenance costs. This attitude was exem-
plified by his rejection of composite locks, slackwater navigation, and reduction of the cross-
section of the canal prism in difficult terrain as temporary expedients that were not fitting for a
work of national importance. Regardless of its economic and technical soundness, the policy of
insisting on perfection regardless of the cost—which was generally supported by the director-
ate—proved to be a politically disastrous course for the company in the 1830s and 1840s, and left
the future success of the canal clouded by a staggering capitalization. ™

"2 Washington National Intelligencer, May 27, 1828; Charles Francis Adams, ed., Memoirs of John Quincy
Adams (12 vols., Philadelphia, 1874-1877), VIII, 6; and Wilhelmus B. Bryan, A History of the National
Capital (2 vols., New York, 1916), II, 111.

" Proceedings of Stockholders, A, 1-6; and Adams, Memoirs of John Quincy Adams, 8, 23-24, 26-27, 33—
34, 36-37.

™ Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 107, 109-110. Benjamin Wright, the well-
known canal engineer who had been actively associated with the building of the Erie, had been hired as
chief engineer upon the recommendation of Mercer.

" Mercer to Wright, February 2, 1830, and Wright to Mercer, February 2 and 3, 1830, Ltrs. Recd. C&O
Co.

"® Sanderlin, The Great National Project, 122-123.
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In an effort to win the favor of the national administration, the canal company consented
in 1833 to the replacement of Mercer by ex-Secretary of War John Eaton, a friend of Andrew
Jackson, and a principal in the Peggy Eaton affair. At the annual stockholders’ meeting in June of
that year, the vote was 5,054 to 3,430 in favor of Eaton. However, 1,798 votes of Maryland and
Georgetown were lost because of a division among the proxies. If cast for Mercer, as had been
expected, they would have been sufficient to reelect him. As a final tribute to Mercer for his ef-
forts on behalf of the canal, the stockholders later voted him a gift of $5,000."

Discouraged by the obstacles to his efforts for the further development of internal im-
provements and for the gradual abolition of slavery and colonization of blacks, Mercer resigned
from Congress on December 16, 1839.7

After spending several years working as a bank cashier in Tallahassee Florida, he be-
came vice president of the National Society of Agriculture in 1842. He was an original grantee,
partner, and agent of the Texas Association, a company which obtained a contract to settle colo-
nists in Texas to receive pay from the Public in land. When the convention in 1845 declared colo-
nization contracts unconstitutional, he and his associates brought suit to force payment, but the
case was decided against them in the United States courts. In 1845 he published a vindictive
pamphlet entitled “An Exposition of the Weakness and Inefficiency of the Government of the
United States in North America.”

In 1847 Mercer built a house near Carrollton, Kentucky, which he made his home until
1853. Disposing of his property there in that year, he traveled for three years through Europe,
working in the interest of the abolition of the slave trade. Il with cancer of the lip, he returned to
Fairfax County, Virginia, where he was nursed by relatives until his death on May 4, 1858. Ini-
tiall)goburied in Leesburg’s Episcopal Cemetery, his remains were later moved to Union Ceme-
tery.

F. NATHAN S. ROBERTS (1776-1852)

SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTIONS TO
THE CHESAPEAKE & OHIO CANAL

Nathan S. Roberts, an experienced engineer on the Erie, Chesapeake and Delaware, Pennsylvania
Main Line, and Chenango Canals, played a significant role in the design and construction of the
Chesapeake & Ohio Canal from 1827 to 1830. In 1827 he, in association with James Geddes, re-
viewed the estimates of the canal line for the Secretary of War. The subsequent report, which es-
timated the cost of the canal to be considerably less than that proposed by the U.S. Board of En-
gineers, enabled the project’s supporters to elicit a $1,000,000 stock subscription from Congress
and thereby provided impetus to the commencement of actual construction of the waterway. In
December 1828 he became a member of the board of engineers, and, during the winter and
spring, he, along with Benjamin Wright, completed the revision and location of the projected
western section of the canal to Pittsburgh. In 1828 and 1829 he readied for construction the 12-

" «proceedings of the Stockholders,” A, 313; Niles’ Register, XLIV (June 22, 1833), 270-271; and Gar-
nett, Biographical Sketch of C. F. Mercer, 19-20.

"8 Charles Fenton Mercer, The Farewell Address of the Hon. C. F. Mercer to his Constituents (Washington,
1839), 1-16.

™ In 1863 this booklet was reprinted in London under the title The Weakness and Inefficiency of the Gov-
ernment of the United States of North America; By a Late American Statesman.

% Bjographical Dictionary of the American Congress, 1899, and Dictionary of American Biography, VI,
539.
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mile stretch of the canal between Point of Rocks and Harpers Ferry. During the autumn and win-
ter of 1830-31, he served in Washington as superintendent of the first division of the canal.

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH
Early Years

Born on July 28, 1776, Nathan S. Roberts was the son of Abraham Roberts, a native of New
Hampshire whose Puritan forefathers had emigrated from England to Plymouth Colony in 1640
and settled in Auburn, Massachusetts. His grandfather, John Roberts, was slain in 1764 while
serving as a soldier under Sir William Pepperell during the French and Indian War. As a young
man, his father had gone to the West Indies and had acquired great wealth. Returning to America
during the outbreak of the Revolution, he was captured by British cruisers, lost his fortune, and
was forced to serve in the Royal Navy in several engagements against American vessels. Later he
escaped and established his residence at Piles Grove, New Jersey, where Nathan was born.®

During his youth, Roberts aided in the support of his parents and younger brothers. After
coming of age, he purchased 100 acres of new land in Vermont, where he began the cutting of
timber, but he returned to Plainfield, New Jersey, and taught school in the winter. In 1803 he vis-
ited New York to examine some wild land that he had purchased in Oneida County. The follow-
ing year he settled there and taught school at Oriskany until 1806, when he was appointed princi-
pal of the academy at Whitesboro. Here, on November 4, 1816, he married Lavinia, daughter of
Ansel White and grand-daughter of Judge Hugh White, a pioneer settler of the region. That same
year, hegzbought a farm in Lenox, Madison County, which was his home during the remainder of
his life.

Experience Prior to Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

At the invitation of Benjamin Wright, Roberts began his career as a civil engineer on the Erie Ca-
nal in July 1816. His first job was to make a survey of the route of the middle section of the canal
to Montezuma. He spent the winter of 1816-17 at Rome, preparing maps and profiles of the re-
cently explored line. When the middle section was located and staked out the following spring, he
was employed on it as an assistant engineer. In 1818 he was employed through the winter as a
resident engineer in charge of the work from Rome to Syracuse, and in the spring was placed in
charge of a party to locate the canal from Syracuse westward. Commencing on April 12, this lo-
cation was completed to the Seneca River in July, and the work was contracted that summer.

In 1819 he located the canal from the Seneca River to the village of Clyde, and during
the winter of 1819-20, he drafted plans for the locks between Clyde and Rochester. The follow-
ing spring he located the canal down the Clyde River Valley and through the Cayuga marshes on
the line he had explored the previous fall. He continued in charge of this work until near its com-
pletion in 1822, when he was directed by the Canal Commissioners to supervise the construction
of the locks at Lockport and the building of the western section of the canal between Lockport
and Lake Erie.

Roberts remained on the western section of the canal until its completion in 1825. He
drafted the plan which was unanimously adopted for five pairs of locks at Lockport to overcome
the barrier formed by a 60-foot rocky ridge—a more elaborate scheme of locks than had ever

8 Stuart, Lives and Works of Civil and Military Leaders, 109-110.
% Dictionary of American Biography, XVI, 12.
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been constructed in America. Construction of the locks began in July 1823, and they were opened
to navigation in October 1825. Throughout his life, he took pleasure in alluding to the locks as the
greatest accomplishment of his professional career.®

Upon completion of the Erie, Roberts became a consulting engineer for the Chesapeake
and Delaware Canal in 1826. In January, 1826, he was employed by the State of New York to
survey and to report on a route for a ship canal around Niagara Falls. Then followed service as
chief engineer of the western section of the Pennsylvania Main Line Canal extending between
Pittsburgh and Kiskiminetas. During a visit home he made an investigation and report for the
New York State Canal Board on the practicality of supplying the summit level of the projected
Chenango Canal with water.

Service on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

At the request of the Secretary of War, Roberts and James Geddes conducted a survey of the pro-
posed line of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal in 1827. As the survey and estimated cost of the ca-
nal made by the U.S. board of Engineers in 1825 had aroused fierce opposition by supporters of
the project, these two civil engineers were to review and revise the conflicting claims of the two
parties in the dispute. They completed their surveys in 1827 and reported in the same year that the
canal could be constructed as far as Cumberland for approximately $4,500,000. This estimate was
considerably less than that proposed by the Board of Engineers, and it enable the canal project’s
supporters to elicit a $1,000,000 stock subscription from Congress, thereby hastening the formal
organization of the company and the actual commencement of construction.

After the canal company was formally organized in June 1828, the board of directors
adopted the route surveyed by the U.S. Board of Engineers and Roberts and Geddes along the
north bank of the Potomac River for the line of the canal. Upon Wright’s invitation in December
1828, Roberts became a member of the board of engineers to provide overall direction to the con-
struction. During the winter and spring of 1828-29, he, along with Wright, completed the revision
and location of the projected western section of the canal to Pittsburgh.®

In 1828-29, he surveyed the twelve-mile stretch through the narrow passes between
Point of Rocks and Harpers Ferry, the area which was the focal point of the disputed right-of-way
between the canal the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad.®

During the autumn and winter of 1830-31 as canal officials were readying the line be-
tween Little Falls and Seneca Falls for operation, he served in Washington as superintendent of
the first division of the canal.®’

8 Stuart, Lives and Works of Civil and Military Engineers, 111-114; Dictionary of American Biography,
XVI, 12; Fitzgerald, “Early Engineering Work,” 610, John A. Krout, “New York’s Early Engineers,” New
York History, XXVI (1945), 272; and Noble Earl Whitford History of the Canal System of the State of New
York Together with Brief Histories of the Canals of the United States and Canada (2 vols., Albany, 1906),
I, 797-798.

8 Geddes and Roberts, Chesapeake & Ohio Canal: Letter from the Secretary of War, Transmitting Esti-
mates of the Cost of Making a Canal from Cumberland to Georgetown, 1-100.

8 Nathan S. Roberts and Benjamin Wright, “Report and Letters from the Engineers Employed in the Re-
vised Location of the Western Section of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal: With Estimates of the Cost of the
Same,” in First Annual Report (1829), C&O Co.

8 A complete Set of Maps, Drawings, and Tabular Statements; Relating to the Location of the Canal and
Railroad, from the Point of Rocks to Harper’s Ferry...Done Under and Order of the Chancellor of Mary-
land...Nathan S. Roberts, Commissioner, on the Part of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company (George-
town, 1830), 1-56.

8 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, B, 1771-174.
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As the legal obstructions resulting form the dispute with the B&O Railroad were continu-
ing to hamper construction, he requested a leave of absence from his employment with the canal
company.®

Engineering Experience after Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

After several more months rest at home, Roberts was appointed by the federal government to take
charge of surveys for a ship canal around Muscle Shoals in the Tennessee River, Alabama. He
held this position as chief engineer for two years. During this employment he was asked to take
charge of the canal connecting the Mississippi River with Lake Pontchartrain in New Orleans, but
he refused because of poor health and returned home to New York.

In the spring of 1835, he was employed by the New York State Canal Board, along with
John B. Jervis and Holmes Hutchinson, to make a series of examinations and surveys preparatory
to enlarging the Erie. Four years later, he was named chief engineer of the western section and
began the enlargement of the canal between Rochester and Buffalo, rebuilding one tier of the
locks at Lockport and extending the dimensions of the canal prism. In 1841, while still engaged in
the completion of his last great work, the Rochester Aqueduct, he was removed from office for
political reasons by the new Whig administration which had risen to power in New York the pre-
viousgg/ear. He now retired to his farm in Madison County, where he died on November 24,
1852.

G. BENJAMIN WRIGHT (1770-1842)

SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTIONS TO
THE CHESAPEAKE & OHIO CANAL

Benjamin Wright, sometimes called the “Father of American Civil Engineering,” served as chief
engineer on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal from June 1828 to November 1830. In this position, he
played a leading role in the design and construction of the waterway during its first years of exis-
tence. At Wright’s urging, the board of directors relied heavily upon the available supply of men
experienced on Northern or foreign canals to oversee the construction. During the 1828-29, he,
along with Nathan S. Roberts, collaborated in an extensive survey of the projected western exten-
sion of the canal to the Ohio River.

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH
Early Years
Born in Wethersfield, Connecticut, on October 10, 1770, Benjamin Wright was the son of Ebene-

zer and Grace (Butler) Wright and a descendent of Thomas Wright, an early settler of Wethers-
field. His father was a farmer of limited means and could only send his children to common

88 H
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schools during the winter months. Throughout his youth, he took a deep interest in mathematics
and surveying. At the age of 16, he went to reside with an uncle at Plymouth in Litchfield
County, where he had access to the best books and instruments which could then be obtained by
country surveyors. With his growing knowledge of surveying, he absorbed the spirit of westward
migration that was then sweeping New England as many settlers were moving toward the fertile
Mohawk and Genesee Valleys of western New York. In those areas, flattering inducements were
held out to young men who were capable of surveying land and preparing title deeds.

In 1789 Wright persuaded his father to move with his family to Fort Stanwix, now Rome,
New York, which was then on the western border of settlement. For a short time, he assisted his
father and brothers in clearing a field and erecting a long cabin. Soon he hired out as a surveyor, a
job giving him access to the maps and drawing of very extensive tracts of land around Fort Stan-
wix. Originally, the surrounding area had been laid out in lots of 500 acres each. These he subdi-
vided into such smaller lots as the settler purchased, which was rarely more than one-half or one-
forth of the original lot. When not in the field, he devoted all his time to his studies, procuring
from abroad the best books, maps, and instruments and patiently embodying his daily observa-
tions in topographical maps. His descriptions, estimates, and surveys became regarded as authori-
tative in boundary questions. Later, he would use his field notes and topographical information in
locating the Erie Canal. Between 1792 and 1796, he laid out into farms more than 500,000 acres
in Oneida and Oswego Counties.**

In 1798, Wright returned to Plymouth and on September 27 married Philomela Water-
man, daughter of Simeon Waterman. They had nine children, eight of whom survived their par-
ents. One son, Benjamin Hall Wright, was also a civil engineer and carried out some of the later
projects on which his father had made reports.

Experience Prior to Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

As the Mohawk and Genesee Valleys developed into one of the most important agricultural sec-
tions in New York, Wright became interested in the problem of transporting surplus products to a
market. Since roads were little better than trails and there seemed to be little hope of permanently
improving them, he turned his attention to canals. In 1792 the Western Inland Lock Navigation
Company had been formed and had completed some pioneer construction around Little Falls on
the Mohawk River and thence from the river to Wood Creek at Fort Stanwix under an English
engineer, William Weston. Several years after Weston’s return to Britain, it was determined to
improve the navigation of Wood Creek by dams and locks, there being a descent of 24 feet in
some six miles of difficult navigation. Since it would be expensive to bring Weston back for the
examination and the leveling, the directors of the company turned to Wright to make a map and
profile of Wood Creek. This was his first work as an engineer, and it led to further work for the
company.*

Philip Schuyler, a prominent general during the American Revolution and the president
of the company, was especially pleased with Wright’s work and in 1803 directed him to make a
survey of Wood Creek from the point where the improvements ended down to Oneida Lake. Soon
Schuyler had him survey some 100 miles of the Mohawk River from Fort Stanwix to

°% Stuart, Lives and Works of Civil and Military Engineers, 48-50, and American Society of Civil Engi-
neers, Biographical Dictionary of American Civil Engineers, 132-133.

% Dictionary of American Biography, XX, 544.

% Fitzgerald, “Early Engineering Work,” 608-609, American Society of Civil Engineers, Biographical
Dictionary of American Civil Engineers, 132-133.
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Schenectady, “taking a regular traverse of the river, its windings, its breadth, the descent of each
rapid, the descent between the rapids, the depth in each pool between rapids—at its lowest sum-
mer drought—the height of alluvial banks, and all other remarks and observations which he might
think useful.” In addition, he was to propose his own plan for improving the Mohawk in as eco-
nomical a manner as possible. Wright finished this project in 1803, recommending a series of
dams, locks, short canals, and slackwater navigation pools. The financial problems of the com-
pany never permitted the construction of any portion of the work.**

In 1811 Wright was employed by the state canal commissioners of New York to make an
examination of the north side of the Mohawk River from Rome to Waterford on the Hudson. The
following year he was directed to examine the country from Seneca Lake to Rome and from
thence on the south side of the Mohawk to Albany. His report of this survey, accompanied by
maps and profiles, was well-received and served as a preliminary examination for the future con-
struction of the Erie Canal.”®

During this period, Wright became the agent of the land proprietors in whose serve he
had made the most extensive surveys. He thus became a leading member of the community, was
repeatedly elected to the state legislature, and in 1813 was appointed county judge.®

In 1815, upon the more effective organization of the New York State Canal Board, the
work of constructing the Erie project was launched. In the months just after its organization, the
Canal Board was divided over the question of sending abroad for a chief engineer. But the views
of Joseph Ellicott and others in western New York prevailed and the work was entrusted to
Wright and James Geddes, another local surveyor-judge-engineer. Prior to the actual beginning of
work, the Erie Canal project was divided into three divisions: Wright was appointed as chief en-
gineer and was to have charge over the middle section between the Seneca River and Rome,
Geddes of the western to Lake Erie, and Charles C. Broadhead of the eastern to the Hudson
River. The first ground was broken July 4, 1817, at Rome. As the construction of the canal pro-
gressed, another engineer, David Thomas, took over the work on the western section, Geddes
turned to the problems of the Champlain Canal, and Wright, having completed the middle sec-
tion, because responsible for the difficult eastern division.”’

With his abilities as a surveyor, his practical knowledge of construction, and his capacity
for leadership, Wright had a significant impact on the design of the Erie and on succeeding gen-
erations of American engineers. He singly was responsible for surveying and locating the middle
section of the canal, and he collaborated with Canvass White, his able young principal assistant,
in determining the location of the line on the eastern division. Although he did not draw any plans
of importance, he was, according to one of his assistants John B. Jervis, “a very sagacious critic
of any presented.”®®

Wright and Geddes together solved the problem of securing an adequate flow of water
for the western section of the canal by keeping the summit level from Buffalo to Lockport lower
than the surface of Lake Erie. Among his chief structural engineering accomplishments was his
supervision of the construction of the 801-foot aqueduct across the Genesee River at Rochester.

% Stuart, Lives and Works of Civil and Military Engineers, 52-53.
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To conciliate the critics of the canal project and to prepare the public mind to meet the vast ex-
pense of the works near the Cohoes, the Little Falls, the Genesee River, and Lockport, he success-
fully urged the Canal Board to begin the work on the middle section, building both east and west
simultaneously through the least difficult and costly parts.*

During his years on the Erie Canal, Wright gathered around him a remarkable group of
young men, most of whom afterwards occupied important positions in the engineering field. Can-
vass White was assigned the duty of designing the locks and other mechanical structures and also
contributed the important discovery that hydraulic cement could be produced from a deposit near
the line of the canal. John B. Jervis, another assistant, later became one of the foremost American
civil engineers of pre-civil war days. David Stanhope Bates had charge of the difficult crossing at
the Irondequoit Valley and Nathan S. Roberts supervised the construction of the elaborate set of
double locks at Lockport. The Erie Canal was thus the great American engineering school of the
early nineteenth century, and Wright, as the presiding genius of the undertaking, has fairly been
called the “Father of American Engineering.”*%

The success of the Erie Canal awakened a spirit of internal improvement throughout the
developing nation. Wright acted as consulting engineer on a number of canal projects during the
last years of the Erie work—the Northampton and New Haven Canal in 1821, the Blackstone Ca-
nal in 1822, and the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal in 1823. On the Chesapeake and Delaware
project, he was associated with Colonel Joseph D. Totten and General Simon Bernard of the U.S.
Board of Engineers, and Canvass White in determining the line of the canal. In 1825, he became
consulting engineer for the Delaware and Hudson Canal, an undertaking completed by his associ-
ate Jervis. ™™

Service on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

Resigning as chief engineer of the Erie in 1827 and the Chesapeake and Delaware in 1828,
Wright accepted the invitation of Charles F. Mercer to become chief engineer of the Chesapeake
& Ohio Canal in the latter year. At Wright’s urging, the board of directors relied almost exclu-
sively upon the available supply of men experienced on Northern or foreign canals. Among his
former associates on other canal projects that were employed to fill key engineering positions on

% Krout, “New York’s Early Engineers,” 273-275, and Stuart, Lives and Works of Civil and Military Engi-
neers, 54-60.

199 Richard Shelton Kirby and Philip Gustave Lawson, The Early Years of Modern Civil Engineering (New
Haven, 1932), 46-47, and Harlow, Old Towpaths, 295-307. Some years later in 1870, Benjamin Hall
Wright, the son of Benjamin Wright, wrote a 13—page booklet entitled Origin of the Erie Canal Services of
Benjamin Wright in which he outlined the prominent role his father had played in the conception, design,
and construction of the Erie and the significant impact of his father’s work on subsequent American engi-
neering.
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Providence, Containing the Report of the Engineer, Together with Some Remarks Upon Inland Navigation
(Providence, 1825), 1-16; and Report of Messrs. Benj. Wright and J.L. Sullivan, Engineers, Engaged in the
Survey of the Route of the Proposed Canal from the Hudson, to the Headwaters of the Lackawaxen River
(Philadelphia, 1824), 1-70.



Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Historic Resource Study 37
Unrau: 1. Designers

the Chesapeake & Ohio were John Martineau and Nathan S. Roberts, both of whom were ap-
pointed to the board of engineers to provide overall direction to the construction on the canal.**

During the first year of construction, Wright and Roberts collaborated in an extensive
survey of the projected western section of the canal to Pittsburgh, revising the location and cost
estimates that had been made by the U.S. Board of Engineers in 1825.'%

After 2% years as chief engineer, Wright resigned in November 1830 and refused several
offers to return to the canal. While it is difficult to state the precise reasons for his separation
from the company, his correspondence and other available documentation indicate several proba-
bly causes. His correspondence reveals that he often resented the frequent participation of Presi-
dent Mercer and other members of the board of directors in the discussion of engineering techni-
calities despite their inexperience in such matters. Under such conditions, differences of opinion
which arose between members of the engineering department were frequently carried over the
head of the chief engineer by appeals to the board from disgruntled underlings. Thus, the design
and construction of the canal was often hampered by fractious infighting.***

The legal dispute between the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company and the Baltimore &
Ohio Railroad over the right-of-way through the narrow passes above Point of Rocks may also
have been a factor in Wright’s decision to resign. Court injunctions prevented construction of the
canal above Point of Rocks until 1832 by which time it was becoming apparent that the railroad
would soon provide stiff competition to the financially hard-pressed canal company for the Poto-
mac Valley trade.'®®

Engineering Experience after Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

When Wright terminated his association with the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, he desired to retire
and be with his family which had already been removed to New York City. In 1832, he took an
appointment as Street Commissioner in New York City, but he resigned at the end of the year
because the work was confining and not suited to his interests. Soon he was appointed chief engi-
neer of the Harlem Railroad Company, but he obtained leave of absence in the autumn of 1833 to
become the consulting engineer on the St. Lawrence Ship Canal at Montreal. The following year
he returned to Canada as the chief engineer on this canal and the consulting engineer on the Wel-
land Canal between Lakes Erie and Ontario. During that year, he also was appointed by Governor
Marcy of New York to survey the route for the New York and Erie Railroad under an appropria-
tion from the State which duties occupied him intermittently for two years.*®

During the years 1835 to 1839, Wright was engaged on several canal and railroad plans,
but he remained principally in Virginia where he had been invited after the completion of the

192 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 2, 114-115; Proceedings of Stockholders, A,
16016; 1* Annual Report (1829), C&O Co., in ibid, A, 33, 48; and Documents relating to the Chesapeake
& Ohio Canal, 1840, 126-127.

103 Roberts and Wright, “Reports and Letters from the Engineers Employed in the Revised Location of the
Section of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal,” in First Annual Report, (1829), C&O Co.

104 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A. 107, 109-110, and Wright to Mercer, February
9 and 24, 1830, and Van Slyke to Mercer, February 27, 1830, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co. For example, in 1830
Wright vetoed Mercer’s plan to abolish the position of volunteer rodman by making the incumbents all
inspectors of masonry, a job for which they were unqualified.

195 sanderlin, The Great National Project, 122.

196 Whitford, History of the Canal System of New York, 11, 1171-1172; Hugh G. J. Aitken, The Welland
Canal Company: A Study in Canadian Enterprise (Cambridge, 1954), 100; Fitzgerald, “Early Engineering
Work,”611; and Stuart, Lives and Works of Civil and Military Engineers, 70-71.
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New York and Erie Railroad survey. Earlier in 1824, he had briefly served as a special commis-
sioner in Virginia to expand the James River Canal and make an examination for a connection
between the James and the Ohio Rivers via the Kanawha. With the establishment of the James
River and Kanawha Company in 1835, he became chief engineer of the project.'®’

Following a short period in this position, Wright had his duties reduced to that of a con-
sultant so that he could participate in other ventures. In 1835, he was called by the Cuban authori-
ties to visit Havana and advise on a railroad from that city to the interior of the island. The pre-
liminary surveys of this work were examined and approved by him, and its subsequent execution
was carried out under the superintendence of his son, Benjamin Hall Wright, and Alfred Cruger,
an experienced engineer who had been an assistant of Wright on the Chesapeake & Ohio. In 36,
he became chief engineer of the Tioga and Chemung Railroad, and in 1837 a consultant on the
Illinois and Michigan Canal. He spent his last days in New York City, dying there on August 24,
1842, at the age of 72.1%

97 First Annual Report of the President to the Stockholders of the James River and Kanawha Company
(Richmond, 1836), 11

1% Informe Sobre EI Camino do Hierro de Puerto—Principe a Nuevitas, par D. Benjamin H. Wright
(Puerto Principe, 1827), 1-12; Fitzgerald, “Early Engineering Work,” 611; Stuart, Lives and Works of Civil
and Military Engineers, 71-72; and New York Tribune, August 25, 1842,
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1. DESIGNERS WITH PARTIAL BIOGRAPHIES

A. ALFRED CRUGER
BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

Early Years and Experience Prior to Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

There is little biographical information on the early life or experience of Alfred Cruger. All that is
known is that his residence was in New York and that he surveyed and reported on the proposed
route for the Saugatuck and New Milford Canal in Connecticut in 1827. It is likely that he gained
some experience on civil engineering on the Erie Canal, although his role would have been minor
as no sources on that canal mention his name.'*

Service on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

Cruger was appointed a resident engineer on the fifth residency (Monocacy River to Point of
Rocks) of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal in November 1828.''° Because of the dispute between
the canal and the Baltimore & Ohio over the right-of-way above Point of Rocks, he was commis-
sioned to assist Nathan S. Roberts in surveying the narrow passes from that point to Harpers
Ferry.!*! After leaving the employment of the canal company for a short period in 1831 to make
surveys for the Leesburg and Snicker’s Gap Turnpike Company, he prepared plans and specifica-
tions for the Alexandria Aqueduct.*? During the spring of 1834, he made an extensive survey for
the location of the canal between Dams Nos. 5-6, but because of the mounting obstacles to the
construction of the waterway he soon resigned to pursue engineering opportunities elsewhere.**®

Engineering Experience after Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

There is little available data on the later engineering career of Cruger except for his activities in
Cuba which extended at least from 1835-1842. Shortly after he left the canal, he traveled to Cuba
where he convinced the local authorities that their island would receive great financial benefit
from building a railroad connecting Havana with the interior of the island.*** In 1835 Benjamin
Wright was called by the Cuban leaders to visit Havana and advise on the construction of such a
railroad. After examining and approving the preliminary surveys for the work, he entrusted the
superintendence of the project to his son, Benjamin Hall Wright, and Cruger, who remained on
the project until at least 1842.*

199 Alfred Cruger, A Report of the Proposed Saugatuck and New Milford Canal (New York, 1827), 1-11,
and Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 114-115.

110 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 114-115.

111 sanderlin, The Great National Project, 88

12 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, C. 176.

113 Chesapeake & Ohio Canal to Accompany H.R. No. 94, 1834, 200220, and Proceedings of the President
and Board of Directors, D, 72.

114 Stuart, Lives and Works of Civil and Military Engineers, 72.

115 Informe Presentado a la Comision Directiva del Camino de Hierro de Guines, por el Ingeniero Princi-
pal Director del Mismo D. Alfredo Cruger, Sobre el Projects de Construccion y Presupuesto del Ramal de
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B. CHARLES B. FISK
BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

Early Years and Experience Prior To Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

Despite his substantial contribution to the engineering design of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal,
Charles B. Fisk is a relative unknown among nineteenth century American civil engineers. An
extensive survey of biographical sources, including the files of the Biographical Archive of
American Civil Engineers at the Smithsonian Institution, failed to turn up any information con-
cerning Fisk. Thus the available biographical data on this man is limited to the records of the
Chesapeake & Ohio and the James River & Kanawha, the two canal companies by which he is
known to have been employed.

Service on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

In November 1828, Fisk was appointed as an assistant engineer on the fourth residency (Seneca
Creek to Monocacy River) of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal. The only data on his background
found in the canal company records is that his residence was located in Connecticut. It is likely
that he was young and relatively inexperienced in civil engineering since the canal directors gen-
erally selected for assistant engineers promising youths who were seeking careers in that field.
The intention of the directors in adopting such a policy was to promote interest in internal im-
provements in the South and to follow the example of the Erie Canal in using the construction of
the waterway as a “school of engineering.”**°

During the fall of 1833 when the financial plight of the company slowed construction
operations on the canal, Fisk became the Superintendent of Repairs for the waterway between
Dams Nos. 2 and 3. In April 1835, his duties as superintendent ceased, and he was advanced to
equal rank with Thomas F. Purcell as resident engineer and given charge of the important third
residency (the line between Dams Nos. 4 and 5) upon which all construction was then concen-
trated. He soon began to assume a prominent position among the canal company engineers, rais-
ing high the banner of perfection which former president Charles F. Mercer had carried so persis-
tently, revising Alfred Cruger’s earlier survey and cost estimate for building the 27-mile line be-
tween Dams Nos. 5 and 6, and participating on a survey team to locate the final fifty miles of the
waterway between Dam No. 5 and Cumberland.**’

Dicho Camino, desde Onivican al Batalano, Impreso por Acuerdo do la Real Juata de Formento, de Agri-
cultura y Comercio de la Isla de Cuba (Habana, 1836), 1-36, and Informe General del Ingeniero Director
del Ferro-Carril de la Sabanilla, D. Alfredo Cruger, Presentado a la Junta Directors de la Empresa el 14
de Febraro do 1842.

118 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 114-115, and First Annual Report (1829), C&O
Co., in Proceedings of Stockholders, A, 33, 48. Further evidence of his lack of experience before entering
service on the C&O Canal was his employment as a rodman on the early survey teams locating he canal in
October 1828.

117 See the first interrogatory and answer onl of Maryland, General Assembly, Joint Committee on Expen-
ditures for Internal Improvements, Report of the Joint Committee Appointed to Inquire into the Expendi-
tures of the State, in Works of Internal Improvement (Annapolis, 1836); Eighth Annual Report (1836),
C&O Co., 2-4; Thirteenth Annual Report (1841), C&O Co., 84-85; Proceedings of the President and
Board of Directors, D, 311, 319; Fisk to Board of Directors, March 30, 1835, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.; and
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When talk revived of connecting Baltimore with the Chesapeake & Ohio via a cross-cut
canal, Fisk, with George W. Hughes, a state engineer, surveyed three possible routes for such an
undertaking in March 1837. After examining the Westminster, the Monocacy-Linganore, and the
Seneca routes, they reported that all three were impracticable because of an insufficient water
supply on the summit levels.™®

Because of his initiative and engineering abilities, Fisk was appointed on April 12, 1837,
as chief engineer, a position he held until September 1852 with the exception of a six-month pe-
riod in 1840-41. Thus, he performed a significant role in directing the design and construction of
the canal from Dam No. 5 to Cumberland. Throughout his employment on the canal, his efforts
were repeatedly complicated by the financial plight of the canal company and the meddling of the
Maryland legislature in the affairs of the canal company.

His separation from the canal between October 1840 and April 1841 was partly the result
of a disagreement with the canal directors over the policy of continuing construction on the basis
of the unrestricted issuance of script and partly the result of the application of the spoils system in
the operation of the canal. When the state authorities reorganized the canal board and launched a
swee;l)ligng revival of the spoils system in June 1852, he resigned from his position three months
later.

Engineering Experience after Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

There is little documentation concerning the later career of Fisk but a reference was found relat-
ing to his employment as an engineer for the James River and Kanawha Company in the fall of
1854. On October 21 of that year, he made a report to the directors of the company recommend-
ing sluice navigation as the best method in the improvement of the Kanawha River.'?

At some point Fisk went to work for the Chesapeake & Ohio Railroad, as indicated in a
important overview of his career on the C&O and his final years as an engineer. Written by James
Worrall, a Pennsylvania engineer who worked briefly on the C&O as a young man, this account
tell us that:

Fisk came after Mr. Purcell on the C&O. He was a Connecticut man and a good engineer.
He had a splendid corps—Elwood Morris, Gore, John A Byers, and others—but the canal
was never finished and they had no great career. ...Fisk struggled along with the com-
pany, got poor with them, always respected but never adequately paid. The work was
grand and his talents were worthy of it, but money was lacking. At length came up the
Virginia railroad from Richmond to Ohio, afterwards called the Chesapeake & Ohio Rail-
road. Fisk was made Chief Engineer. He planned the mountain crossings via White Sul-
phur Springs—masterly work, great location, and all that; but in the midst came 1861, all
was thrown into pi. It broke Fisk’s heart; a fine intellect went down in disappointment.

Report of the Committee on the Location of the Canal from Dam No. 6 to Cumberland, October 9, 1835,
Recd., C&O Co.

118 Charles B. Fisk and George W. Hughes, Report on the Examination of Canal Routes from the Potomac
River to the City of Baltimore (Annapolis, 1837), 1-56.

19 Thirteenth Annual Report (1841), C&O Co., 67; Twentieth Annual Report (1848), C&O Co., 9; Com-
munication from the President of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company to the Governor of Maryland
(Annapolis, 1842), 40-41; and Fisk to the Board of Directors, October 1, 1840, June 3, 1841, and Septem-
ber 27, 1852, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

120 Twentieth Annual Report of the President of the Stockholders of the James River and Kanawha Com-
pany (Richmond, 1854), 746-748.
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Had he remained at home amongst the Yankees where he was born he would have been a
distinguished man and to some purpose. But he starved down there in an abnormal envi-
ronment. The great storm was brewing. It had to come, and Fisk sunk before it. The
Chesapeake & Ohio Railroad was not finished until after the war.*

C. JOHN MARTINEAU
BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

Early Years and Experience Prior to Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

An examination of available source material failed to turn up significant biographical material on
the background of John Martineau. The only information that could be found indicated that he
had been a pupil of Chief Engineer Benjamin Wright during the construction of the Erie Canal.
The available evidence indicates that he played a minor role in the construction of the Erie, be-
cause no sources on that canal mention his name. However, he must have impressed Wright for in
early September 1828, he was named to the Board of Engineers of the Chesapeake & Ohio at the
recommendation of his former mentor.*#

Service on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

It is apparent that Martineau was considered to be the junior member of the Board of Engineers
because his salary was less than that of Benjamin Wright and Nathan S. Roberts. Throughout the
summer and early fall, Martineau assisted his senior partners on the board in making the final lo-
cation of the waterway from Little Falls to Seneca Falls preparatory to the initial letting of con-
tracts. Later, he took a more direct role in the design of the canal, determining the final specifica-
tion for Dams Nos. 1 and 2 and submitting the plan which was adopted for the construction of the
early lockhouses. After survey the Monocacy River for the purpose of determining its utility as a
feeder for the canal, he left the service of the company in June 1829 when the directors were
forced to eliminate some engineering positions because of the continuing controversy with the
Baltimore & Ohio.'?

Engineering Experience after Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

No readily-available information could be found relative to the subsequent engineering career of
Martineau.

121 Memoirs of Colonel James Worrall, Civil Engineer., American Society of Civil Engineers, New York,

1887; 57-58.

122 The Alexandria Gazette, September 13, 1828.

123 Mercer to Bryant, August 27, 1828, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.; Martineau to Board of Directors, October 1,
1828, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.; and Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 48, 204-205,
294.



Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Historic Resource Study 43
Unrau: 1. Designers

D. ELWOOD MORRIS
BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

Early Years and Experience Prior To Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

Little is known about the early life or engineering experience of Ellwood Morris prior to his em-
ployment on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal. The only data that could be found for this period was
that he was involved in making engineering surveys for the Winchester and Potomac Railroad in
Virginia prior to obtaining a job on the canal.***

Service on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

In 1835 Morris was employed as an assistant engineer by the canal company upon the recom-
mendation of Fisk. It is apparent that Morris rose rapidly through the ranks of the canal engineers
because he was promoted to Principal Assistant Engineer in 1838. During the next two years, he
supervised the construction above Dam No. 6 until October 1840 when he was named chief engi-
neer to replace Fisk who left the company following a dispute with the new canal board. Follow-
ing another reorganization of the canal company management in April 1841, Morris terminated
his duties with the company and was replaced by Fisk.*®

Engineering Experience after Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

There is little documentation for the later career of Morris except for the period 1851-61. In
1851-52 he, along with Benjamin Henry Latrobe, made preliminary surveys for the Cincinnati,
Hillsborough, and Parkersburg Railroad, the Ohio River Valley line that would ultimately form a
key section of the route between Baltimore and St. Louis.'® Three years later in 1855, he sur-
veyed the location for the Auburn, Pt. Clinton, and Allenton Railroad in northeastern Pennsyl-
vania.**’ In 1857 he witnessed and published an article on the new method recently invented by
Colonel Franklin Hewson for constructing temporary railroad bridges.'®® During the spring of
1857, he made surveys for the proposed improvement of the Ohio River.*?® In the spring of 1861
just prior to the firing of Fort Sumter, he made surveys for the U.S. Army for the fortification of
the North Carolina coast.™®

124 proceedings of the Stockholders of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company, In special General Meet-
ing Commencing on the 8" of March, and Continuing, by Adjournment, to the 3d of April 1841 (Washing-
ton, 1841), 13

125 Ipid.; Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, F, 254, 257, 301-302, 308, 315; and Morris
to Sprigg, April 7, 1841, and Fisk to President and Directors, April 29, 1841, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

128 Ellwood Morris, Reconnaissance Made for the Cincinnati, Hillsborough, and Parkersburg Rail-
way...December 1851 (Pittsburgh, 1852), 1-12, and Ellwood Morris, Report on the Preliminary Surveys
Made for the Cincinnati, Hillsborough, and Parkersburg Railway (Cincinnati, 1852)1-48.

127 Ellwood Morris, Reconnaissance Made for the Auburn, Pt. Clinton, and Allentown Railroad...July 1855
(Pottsville, 1855), 1-22.

128 Railroad Bridge Drill, or Arrangements for the Speedy Erection of Temporary Bridges on Railroads by
Col. Franklin Hawson, Reported from Personal Inspection by Ellwood Morris (Philadelphia, 1857), 1-6
129 Ellwood Morris, Treatise on the Improvement of the Ohio River...June 1857 (Pottsville, 1857), 1-32.
130 The War of the Rebellion (Washington, 1880-91), I, 51, 2.
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E. THOMAS F. PURCELL
BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

Early Years and Experience Prior To Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

An extensive survey of biographical sources and newspaper accounts of the early phases of the
organization of the canal company failed to turn up any information concerning Thomas F. Pur-
cell prior to his service on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal. In the canal company records, it is
noted that on November 22, 1828, he was formally appointed as a resident engineer on the first
division and that his residence was in Virginia.’** As is the case for many of the resident and as-
sistant engineers on the canal, Purcell probably had some limited surveying experience in his
background.

Service on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

After a short leave of absence from the canal company in the late fall of 1828 when he made sur-
veys for the Rappahannock Company in Virginia, Purcell returned to direct the operations from
Rock Creek Basin to Lock No. 8. When the legal dispute with the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad
was resolved in early 1832, he was placed in charge of the construction from Point of Rocks to
Dam No. 4, and in the fall of 1833 he was given responsibility for the work above the latter point.
During the summer of 1835, he led a survey party in revising the location of the projected water-
way between Dam No. 6 and Cumberland. A series of clashes with Fisk over the plans for the
canal prism, locks, and dams on this stretch of the canal led to Purcell’s bitter resignation in
March 1836.'%

Engineering Experience after Service
On the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal

Little information could be found on Purcell’s career after he left the C&O Canal. The only refer-
ence that could be located concerned his activities for the Jeffersonville and New Albany Canal
Company in 1837-38. During that period he surveyed and reported on the practicability and
probable cost of the construction of a navigable canal for steamboats around the falls of the Ohio
on the Indiana side of the river.'*®

B proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 114-115

132 proceedings of the President and Directors, C, 191, 246, 313, 400, E, 25, and Sanderlin, The Great Na-
tional Project, 62, 95-96, 114, 118.

133 See “Report...to the President and Directors of the Jeffersonville and New Albany Canal Company
[Indiana]...January 8, 1838...by Thos. F. Purcell,” in An Act to Incorporate the Jeffersonville and New
Albany Canal Company (Approved February 8, 1836).
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l. EMERGENCE OF THE C&0O CANAL
PROJECT: 1822-1828

The decline of the Potomac Company coincided with the dawn of the canal era in the United
States. The age of simple river improvements had passed. In the nineteenth century attention
turned to the feasibility of building permanent, artificial canals as an effective means of transpor-
tation. Canals combined the cheapness of water travel with the reliability of an independent wa-
terway and the ease of a level, Stillwater route. Early efforts to enlist the support of the federal
government of the various canal projects failed, and the states turned to their own resources. The
commencement of the Erie Canal by the State of New York in 1817 marked the beginning of the
active phase of the canal era. Pennsylvania followed with its main line of public works in 1826 as
competition for the newly-completed Erie Canal. Ohio and other western states also began to par-
ticipate in the canal-building race. In the 1820s Maryland and Virginia also began to lay plans for
a canal to the west via the Potomac Valley.*

Promoters of the schemes to replace the Potomac Company were able to draw several
valuable lessons from the financial experiences of that enterprise. Thus they might avoid the pit-
falls of the earlier undertaking while striving to attain the fruits of success which eluded it. The
most obvious lesson was the need of adequate financial support for a renewed undertaking. A
vitally necessary corollary to the acquisition of adequate funding would be successful integration
of the interests of Virginia, Maryland, and the federal government in the new endeavor.

In the years following the War of 1812, a number of proposals were made to construct
independent canals along the Potomac River in the attempt to develop a viable route to the West.
While none of these early projects materialized, they were significant in that they all embodied
plans to abandon river improvements for artificial canals. They also led in part to a searching in-
vestigation of the whole Potomac Company undertaking, particularly after an inquiry by the
newly-created Virginia Board of Public Works in 1816 led to the discovery that despite the ex-
penditure of large sums, the company had failed to fulfill the requirements of its charter.?

Seeing the trend of public opinion and fearful of losing its vested rights, the Potomac
Company formally requested a survey of its works in 1819. The State of Virginia authorized the
Board of Public Works to conduct the inspection and to include a survey of the land between the
Potomac and the southern branches of the Ohio for a possible connection of the two rivers. Tho-
mas Moore, the engineer of the Board, made two examinations in 1820 and 1822. At the invita-
tion of Virginia, the State of Maryland also sent and engineer, Isaac Briggs, to accompany Moore
on his second trip. After the death of Moore during the second surveying expedition, Briggs com-
pleted the study under special authorization from the state of Virginia.®

The two reports issued by Moore and Briggs on their surveys added impetus to the call
for an artificial waterway from tidewater on the Potomac to Cumberland and of a further connec-
tion with the Ohio River. Moore’s report on the results of his first inspection confirmed the opin-
ion that a connection between the two rivers was practicable, and estimated the cost of a canal
along the Potomac from tidewater to Cumberland to be $1,114,300.*

! George Washington Ward, The Early Development of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Project (Baltimore,
1899), 36, and George Rogers Taylor, The Transportation Revolution, 1815-1860 (New York, 1951), 32—
48.

2 Proceedings of the President and Directors of the Potomac Company, B, 340, and Peyton to President and
Directors, November 8, 1816, and Mason to Peyton, December 8, 1817, ibid, 340-350.

® Ward, Early Development of Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, 40-45, and Proceedings of the President and
Directors of the Potomac Company, B, 440-441.

*U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Roads and Canals, Report of the Committee on Roads and Canals,
Rept. No. 90, 19" Cong., 2d sess., 1827, Appendix 3, 33-35.
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In a more detailed report in December 1822, Briggs estimated the cost of an independent
canal along the Potomac 30 feet wide at the surface, 20 feet wide at the bottom, and 3 feet deep,
to be $1,578,954, or $8,676 per mile. If the average cost per mile were applied in exact proportion
to a canal of the same dimensions as the Erie, Briggs noted that the cost would be $15,732 per
mile, a sum that was approximately the same as that spent on those parts of the Erie where heavy
excavation and extensive lockage were required.”

Simultaneously with the surveys by Briggs and Moore, a joint commission, appointed by
the States of Virginia and Maryland, was conducting an investigation of the financial affairs of
the Potomac Company. In their report to the governors of their respective states in December
1822, the commissioners found that the company had not only used all of its capital stock and
collected tolls, but had incurred heavy debts which its resources would never enable it to dis-
charge. From the commencement of operations in 1785 until August 1, 1822, the company had
spent $729,387.29 on construction. The stock subscriptions to the company by the States of Vir-
ginia and Maryland and private investors amounted to $311,111.11, and beyond this sum the
company had contracted loans totaling $175,886.59. Since August 1, 1799, the company had col-
lected $221, 927.67 in tolls, but these revenues had been exhausted in the construction expendi-
tures. The commissioners concluded that the enterprise would never be able to meet the terms of
its charter to provide an effective navigation between tidewater on the Potomac and Cumberland
by means of river improvements and skirting canals around the rapids.®

After determining that the Potomac Company works were only providing an average an-
nual navigation period of 45 days, the commissioners recommended the construction of the artifi-
cial waterway proposed by Briggs. The estimated cost of $1,578,954 should be divided by Vir-
ginia and Maryland, the money to be raised by 16 or 20 year loans. Once the loans were negoti-
ated, the state legislature should open the books for individual subscriptions, the individuals to be
entitled to the stock for which they subscribed provided they paid their annual interest on the
amount to the state. All stock not sold in such manner should be held by the two states.’

After these reports were made, the question arose as to how this improvement should be
put into effect. There were two alternative choices: an additional subscription to the Potomac
Company, or the creation of a new company to take over the rights and privileges of the old one.
Although the officials of the existing company argued for the adoption of the former alternative,
it was decided to create a new enterprise, designated as the Potomac Canal Company to indicate
its purpose and distinguish it from the older organization. The Virginia Assembly passed an act of
incorporation, February 22, 1823.8

The act did not require the consent of Congress, but did stipulate that it must be con-
firmed by the State of Maryland to become operable. By its terms, Maryland was to subscribe
$500,000, one third of its total capital. In Maryland, the act encountered the opposition of local
interests, particularly the Baltimore merchants who saw the proposed canal as providing their
competitors on the Potomac with the advantages of the western trade. At the public rally at the
Baltimore Exchange on December 20, 1823, a major debate took place between Robert G.
Harper, a former U.S. Senator, from Maryland representing the promoters of the canal, and
George Winchester, a spokesman for the local business interests. Fearing that the projected canal

> Message of the Governor of Maryland, Communicating the Report of the Commissioners Appointed to
Survey the River Potomac (Annapolis, 1822), Appendix, 77-84.

® Letter from the Governor and Council of Maryland, Transmitting a Report of the Commissioners Ap-
pointed to Survey the River Potomac (Washington, 1823), 5-9, 25-29.

" 1bid, 23-24.

& Annual Report (1823), Potomac Company, in Proceedings of the President and Directors of the Potomac
Company, C, 14-15, and The Potomac Canal: Papers Relating to the Practicability, Expediency, and Cost
of the Potomac Canal (Washington, 1823), Appendix, 30-39.



Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Historic Resource Study ol
Unrau: 2. Construction Economics

might establish the District of Columbia as a rival market to their city, those attending the meet-
ing unanimously adopted resolutions opposing Maryland’s subscription to the new company.®
Largely as a result of the outcome of this meeting, the bill failed to pass the Maryland legislature,
and lacking the consent required, the Virginia act became inoperative.”® This ended the last at-
tempt by Virginia and Maryland to effect a real improvement of the Potomac Valley route with-
out federal support.

Nevertheless real progress had been made by 1823 in the effort to open the river as a
route for western trade. The interest of the District cities and the States of Maryland and Virginia
had been focused on the Potomac. A series of articles penned by Abner Lacock, a former U.S.
Senator from Pennsylvania and internal improvements enthusiast, appeared in the Washington
Intelligencer supporting the plans submitted by Moore and Briggs.'* Even Briggs wrote a lengthy
article in the newspaper defending his proposal with the following statement:

In consequence of the long and narrow form of Maryland, this proposed improvement
will bring almost to our very doors, the cheapest, safest, and most perfect of all possible
modes of conveying our produce to market; and of bringing home its returns. It
will...establish the predominance of, the agricultural interest. The western parts of Penn-
sylvania, the northern parts of Virginia, the rich state of Ohio, & c. by making their chan-
nel of commerce, will pour countless treasures into the lap of Maryland, and, at the same
time, enrich themselves; for the benefits of commerce must be reciprocal, otherwise it
cannot flourish, and will soon cease to exist.'

Numerous memorials from the inhabitants of Pennsylvania, Maryland, and Virginia, were re-
ferred to the House Committee on the District of Columbia requesting that the federal govern-
ment aid the improvement of the Potomac route, and the chairman of the committee, Charles F.
Mercer, proposed legislation to that effect.*®

During the summer, James Shriver, a leading civil engineer and promoter of American
canals, undertook a survey of the proposed route of the canal and later published his findings,
concluding that a connection could be made from tidewater on the Potomac to Pittsburg on the
Ohio for the sum of $5,566,564.*

In Congress, the friends of internal improvements were beginning to make headway in
their campaign for federal support. The government appeared to be ready to undertake a general
program of aid to public works. It was in this atmosphere that the first Chesapeake & Ohio Canal
Convention met in Washington, November 6-8, 1823.

The convention assembled at the Capitol at the call of a meeting of the citizens of Lou-
doun County, Virginia. This earlier gathering had been held to discuss the proposals for the im-

® Gen. Harpers’ Speech to the Citizens of Baltimore, on the Expediency of Promoting a Connexion Between
the Ohio, at Pittsburgh, and the Waters of the Chesapeake, at Baltimore, by a canal through the District of
Columbia, with His Reply to Some of the Objections of Mr. Winchester (Baltimore, 1824), 3, 62-63, 78.
10°U.s., Congress, House, Committee on Roads and Canals, Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, to Accompany Bill
H.R. No 94, H. Rept. 414, 23d Cong., 1% Sess., 1834, 4.

L All of the newspaper articles were collected into a single volume: Abner Lacock, Great National Object:
Proposed Connection of the Eastern and Western Waters by a Communication through the Potomac Coun-
try (Washington, 1822)

12 Washington National Intelligencer; July 12, 1822 [date in source is 1828, which appears to be an error].
3 All of the petitions and the proposed legislation appear in Report of the Committee of the District of Co-
lumbia, May 3, 1822 (Washington, 1822).

4 James Shriver, An Account of Surveys and Examinations, with Remarks and Documents, Relative to
Chesapeake & Ohio, and Ohio and Lake Erie Canals (Baltimore, 1824), 6-66.
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provement of the Potomac route after the Potomac Canal Company project proved abortive, and
to expand the scope of the project to include a canal all the way to the Ohio River. It requested
similar meetings in other counties to support the citizens of Loudoun in their appeal for a general
convention. In response to this plea many counties in Virginia, Maryland, and Pennsylvania chose
delegates to the conference. In addition to these representatives there were members of the Dis-
trict Cities and several unofficial guests from Ohio. Among the most important men present were:
Albert Gallatin of Pennsylvania; Bushrod C. Washington, Richard E. Byrd, and Charles F. Mer-
cer of Virginia; Joseph Kent, Thomas Kennedy, and George C. Washington of Maryland; and
Francis Scott Key, John Mason, and Thomas Corcoran of the District of Columbia. Governor Jo-
seph Kent of Maryland, a long-time supporter of internal improvements, was the presiding officer
of the convention, but Charles F. Mercer, United States Representative from Virginia who was
serving on the Committee on the District of Columbia at that time,™ exercised the guiding hand
as chairman of the influential Central Committee.*®

The primary functions of the convention were the mobilization of public opinion behind
the proposed connection between the Potomac and the Ohio and the creation of organizations to
give effect to this rising interest. Resolutions were adopted urging the connection with the West,
and committees were named to formulate plans for the canal and to petition Congress and several
states for consent and aid in the project. Relative to the financial arrangements for such an under-
taking, the convention passed the following resolutions:

That the most eligible mode of attaining this object will be by the incorporation of a joint
stock company, empowered to cut the said Canal through the territory of the United
States, in the District of Columbia, and of the States of Virginia, Maryland, and Pennsyl-
vania...that...the completion of the Eastern section of the Canal...(tidewater to Cumber-
land)...be obtained through separate acts of the Governments and Corporations, of the
states of Maryland and Virginia, of the United States, and of the three cities of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, a subscription to the amount, if necessary, of 2,750,000 dollars, in the
following proportions, 2/11ths to be subscribed by the state of Maryland, 3/11ths by the
state of Virginia, 4/11ths by the United States, and 2/11ths by the District cities, to be di-
vided between them, according to an equitable ratio, to be fixed by themselves. In case a
part of the sum aforesaid shall be subscribed by private individuals, in the mode provided
by the act aforesaid, the several States and Corporations, within which such individual
subscriptions are received, shall be requested to assume, as part of their aforesaid quotas,
the amount of such subscription, under such security as they may deem expedient for the
payment thereof, by the subscribers to them respectively:

That the Government of the United States be earnestly solicited to obtain the
whole of this sum on loan, receivable in four annual installments, upon the issue of cer-
tificates of stock, bearing an annual interest not exceeding five per cent and irredeemable
for thirty years, and to guarantee the repayment thereof on a specific pledge of the public
lots in the City of Washington, of the United States stock in the Canal and the public
faith:

That the first installment of the loan be made payable on the 1% of March, 1825,
and the last on the 1% of March, 1829:

15 Mercer was a member of the Committee on Roads and Canals in the 20™ and 21st Congresses (March 4,
1827-March 3, 1831); and chairman in the 22" through the 25" Congresses (March 4, 1831-March 3,
1839).

18 House Report 414, 4 and Appendix A, 67-68, and Proceedings of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Con-
vention (Washington, 1827), 1-6.
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That the interest of each State and Corporation, upon its proportion of the said
loan, be paid into the Treasury of the United States, according to the terms of the loan,
and the principal sum at the expiration of thirty years, the period to be fixed for its re-
demption:

That, in the event of a refusal by the Government of the United States to negoti-
ate the said loan, each State and Corporation shall provide the amount of its respective
subscription, in such manner as may seem to it best.*’

The success of the convention can best be measured by the course of events in the years immedi-
ately following. In his annual message in Congress in December 1823 President James Monroe
referred to the convention’s activities and urged Congress to give favorable consideration to the
project, if its constitutional scruples would permit. Taking a relatively strong stand in favor of
national aid to internal improvement companies, he indicated that his personal constitutional
gualms were satisfied by the belief that the government could assist improvement projects if the
operation of these works was turned over to the states or to private companies after completion.
Although real participation by the general government in internal improvement projects had to
await the presidency of John Quincy Adams, the President’s message added momentum to the
canal campaign.™®

There was other evidence of success that emanated from the canal convention. Congress
responded to President Monroe’s message by providing $30,000 for a detailed survey of the pro-
posed route by the United States Board of Engineers as part of a general program for studying
possible routes for roads and canals “with a view to the transportation of the mail, the commercial
intercourse, and military defense of the United States.”*® Upon receiving the memorial for an act
of incorporation, the Virginia Assembly passed the necessary law on January 27, 1824.%°

After the opposition of Baltimore interests and the indifference of the southern and east-
ern counties of the state had been overcome, the Maryland Assembly confirmed the Virginia act
of incorporation on January 31, 1825.%

The petition to the Pennsylvania legislature failed both in 1824 and 1825, primarily be-
cause of the opposition of Philadelphia interests who were concerned that the canal would end the
economic dependence of western Pennsylvania on their city.?

The U.S. Board of Engineers made a preliminary report on February 14, 1825. The Board
concurred in the opinion if Thomas Moore and Isaac Briggs that the connection between tidewa-
ter on the Potomac and the Ohio at Pittsburgh via the Youghiogheny or Monongahela by an arti-
ficial canal was practicable. Although the U.S. engineers did not have sufficient data to estimate
the expense of the work, they concluded that the cost would not bear any comparison with the

7 Proceedings of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Convention, 13-17, and U.S., Congress, House of Repre-
sentatives, Committee on Roads and Canals, Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, H. Rept. 47, 20" Cong., 1% sess.,
1828, 10-14.

18 James D. Richardson, ed., A Compilation of the Messages and Papers of the Presidents (10 vols., Wash-
ington, 1896), 1, 216.

19 Proceedings of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Convention, 42. [Note: The $30,000 was to fund the Gen-
eral Survey Act of 1824 as a whole. See Forest G. Hill, Roads, Rails, & Waterways: The Army Engineers
and Early Transportation, 47, University of Oklahoma Press, 1957—kg]

2 Act of State of Virginia, Acts of the States of Virginia, Maryland, and Pennsylvania, and of the Congress
of the United States in relation to the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal company (Washington, 1828)2-15.

! Laws Made and Passed by the General Assembly of the State of Maryland (Annapolis, 1824), Ch. 79.

22 \Walter S. Sanderlin, The Great National Project: A History of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal (Baltimore,
1946), 54.
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political, commercial, and military advantages it would afford to the nation. Furthermore, the en-
gineers concluded that

The obstacle to a communication by the Potomac route with the Western states, lessens to
a point, compared with the greatness of the object, whether in a commercial or political
relation to the prosperity of the country. In Europe, their canals, even those of Govern-
ments, have all some definite limited object of utility. But here it is not alone the dis-
tance—the elevation—the vast natural navigation to be connected, which constitutes the
grandeur of the design; but the immense interests it combines into an harmonious na-
tional whole.?

The report appeared to assure the ultimate success of the project by removing all remaining
doubts as to its practicability. Congress confirmed the act of the Virginia Assembly, chartering
the canal company in a measure approved by President Monroe on March 3, 1825, the last day of
his administration.

According to the terms of the charter, the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company was em-
powered to accept subscriptions for the purpose of financing the construction of an artificial wa-
terway from tidewater on the Potomac in the District of Columbia to the highest point of perma-
nent navigation on the Ohio River at Pittsburgh via the shortest possible route. The charter stipu-
lated that the eastern section of the canal must be completed before the western section could be
started. The act gave the canal company the power to condemn land and hold it in fee simple
when used for canal purposes and granted it the right to use the water of the rivers for navigation
purpose. The company was to be free forever from taxation. It must complete the entire project in
twelve years. The dimensions of the waterway were to be at least 40 feet wide at the water sur-
face, 28 feet wide at the bottom, and four feet deep. The use of injunctions was prohibited to al-
low the company officers to carry on their work with the least possible hindrance. The following
year on February 26 Pennsylvania confirmed the charter with two principal reservations requiring
the canal company to commence the construction of the western section within three years and to
use Congressional funds equally for both eastern and western sections.?

Now that the company had hurdled the legal obstacles to its final organizations, friends of
the project promptly began the campaign to obtain public support with renewed confidence.

On October 23, 1826, however, three U.S. Topographical Engineers, and John L. Sulli-
van, made their full report, which President John Quincy Adams formally transmitted to Congress
on December 7, 1826. The report supported the earlier declarations that the proposed connection
of the Potomac and Ohio Rivers was physically practicable, but estimated the cost of the canal
with the enlarged dimensions of 48 feet in width at the surface, 33 feet in width at the bottom, and
5 feet in depth at $22,375,427.69. According to the report, the canal was to be divided into three
sections: the eastern extending from Georgetown to Cumberland; the middle stretching from
Cumberland to the mouth of the Casselman River on the Youghiogheny; and the western reaching

2 Totten, Bernard, and Sullivan, to Macomb, February 3, 1825, Reports on Internal Improvements, 1823—
39, Records of the Chief of Engineers; Record Group 77, National Arch9ives, and Report of the Board of
Engineers for Internal Improvements, As Communicated, by Message, from the President of the United
States to Congress, February 14, 1825; and an Illustration of the Report by John L. Sullivan, A Member of
the Board (Washington, 1825), 3-22.

# Act of Congress, in U.S., Congress, Senate, Documents Relating to the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, S.
Doc. 610, 26" Cong., 1% sess., 1840, 13.

% Act of Pennsylvania, Senate Document 610, 31-34.
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from there to Pittsburgh. The respective distances, elevation, and descent, lockage, and estimated
cost of these sections was as follows?:

SECTION DISTANCE ASCENT & | NUMBER | COST

+ DESCENT— | OF
MILES YARDS | Ft. LOCKS ESTIMATE
Eastern 185 1078 578 74 $8,177,081.05
Middle 70 1010 1961 246  10,028,122.86
Western 85 348 619 78 4,170,223.78
341 676 3158 398 $22,375,427.69

The estimated cost of the canal dashed the hopes of canal supporters. They had been thinking in
terms of a canal with the general dimensions that had been recommended earlier by Engineers
Moore and Briggs at a cost of between $4,000,000 and $5,000,000. They now sent out a call for a
second Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Convention to be held in Washington on December 5, 1826.%’

The principal task of the second assembling of the convention was to dispel the gloom
which paralyzed the canal project’s supporters. To accomplish this purpose the delegates, among
whom were Andrew Stewart of Pennsylvania, George Washington Parke Custis of Alexandria
County, D.C., and Henry Clay of the District of Columbia in addition to the majority of those
who had attended the earlier meeting, sought to discredit the estimate of the U.S. Board of Engi-
neers and to cause a new survey to be made to determine the true cost of the work on the enlarged
dimensions. The report of the government engineers was exhaustively examined and compared
with the actual cost of constructing the Erie, the Pennsylvania Main Line, the Ohio and Erie, and
the Delaware and Hudson Canals. A committee appointed at the opening session of the conven-
tion and chaired by Andrew Steward of Pennsylvania reported that the allowances for labor costs
were much too high and that the estimates for masonry, walling, and excavation were generally
double or triple the prices paid on other canals. The convention delegates concluded that the
Georgetown—Cumberland section of the canal could be built for $5,273,283, and the entire canal
from Georgetown to Pittsburgh for $13,768,152, without changing the dimensions or durability of
the waterway.?®

At the same time, supporters of the canal in Congress urged President Adams to submit
the conflicting estimates to a review by practical and experienced civil engineers. At the request
of thirty-two members of Congress, the President appointed James Geddes and Nathan Roberts,
both of whom had first gained renown as engineers on the Erie Canal and thereafter on the Ohio
and Erie and Pennsylvania Main Line, to revise the estimates for the eastern section on the basis
of actual wages and current prices for materials. They completed the surveys in 1827 and their
report was submitted to Congress on March 10, 1828. In the document which was used as the
primary source on which the initial stock subscriptions and early stages of construction were
based, the two engineers applied their estimates to a canal of three different dimensions. The first
plan was for a canal of 40 feet in width at the surface, 28 feet in width at the bottom, and 4 feet in
depth. The second plan called for a canal based on the dimensions used by the U.S. Board of En-
gineers, while the third estimate was for an enlarged waterway of 60 feet in width at the surface,
42 feet in width at the bottom, and 5 feet in depth. The estimates for these plans, including a ten

% U.S. Congress, House, Message of the President of the United States, Transmitting a Report from the
Secretary of War with that of the Board of Engineers for Internal Improvement, on the Chesapeake & Ohio
Canal, H. Doc. 10, 19th Cong., 2nd sess., 1826.

%" sanderlin, Great National Project, 55.

% proceedings of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Convention, 65-85.
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percent allowance for contingencies but excluding any allowance for the purchase or condemna-
tion of land or water rights, were $4,008,005.28 or $21,461.87 per mile; $4,330,991.68 or
$23.191.38 per mile; and $4,479,346.93 or $23,985.79 per mile respectively.”

Fortified with this estimate, the canal supporters renewed their campaign to obtain federal
and state funding for the project. The commissioners who had been appointed by the President of
the United States and the Governors of Maryland and Virginia formally opened the books for the
subscriptions of stock on October 1, 1827. In less than six weeks there had been subscribed more
the $1,500,000.%

This sum was sufficient, under the provisions of the charter, to permit the organization of
the canal company, but this action was delayed until Congress should act. After a lengthy debate,
the friends of the canal project in Congress secured the passage of an act on May 24 directing the
Secretary of the Treasury to subscribe for 10,000 shares of stock of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal
Company valued at $1,000,000. The act authorized the subscription to be paid out of the divi-
dends accruing to the United States on account of the stock of the United States Bank.*! The sub-
scription on the part of the United States fulfilled the condition of an earlier Maryland subscrip-
tion of $500,000 to the stock of the canal company, and that act now became effective.®

On the same day that it passed the subscription act, congress also approved an act provid-
ing its sanction to any subscriptions which had been or might be made to the stock of the canal
company by the corporations of Washington, Georgetown, and Alexandria.*® Washington had
already subscribed 10,000 shares and soon Georgetown and Alexandria each subscribed 2,500
shares, thereby making a total investment of $1,500,000 in the new enterprise by these three debt-
ridden cities. Shortly thereafter, Shepherdstown, Virginia, subscribed to $20,000 of the company
stock.®* These sums, together with private investments totaling $588,400, insured the successful
launching of the long-awaited national project.*®®

The following month on June 20-23, the formal organization of the Chesapeake & Ohio
Canal Company took place at a meeting of stockholders in the Washington City Hall, and the
formal groundbreaking ceremonies were held near Little Falls on July 4.%

% Geddes and Roberts to Macomb, February 23, 1828, Reports on Internal Improvements, 1823-39, Re-
cords of the Chief of Engineers, Record Group 77, and U.S., Congress, House, Letter from the Secretary of
War Transmitting Estimates of the Cost of Making a Canal from Cumberland to Georgetown, H. Doc. 192,
20" Cong., 1% sess., 1828, 5-6, 98.

% Richard W. Gill and John Johnson, Reports of Cases Argued and Determined in the Court of Appeals of
Maryland (Baltimore, 1833), 1V, 28-29, 57.

%1 Act of congress, Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company: Acts of the States of Virginia, Maryland, and
Pennsylvania, and of the Congress of the United States, in Relation to the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Com-
pany (Washington, 1828), 44-45, and Washington National Intelligencer, May 31, 1828.

*2 Laws Made and Passed by the General Assembly of the State of Maryland (Annapolis, 1827), Ch. 61.

% Act of Congress, Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company: Acts, 45-49.

% Report to the Stockholders on the Completion of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal to Cumberland, with a
Sketch of the Potomac Company, and a General Outline of the History of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal
Company (Frederick, 1851), 39-40, and Ordinances of the Corporation of Georgetown (Georgetown,
1829), 19

% U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Roads and Canals, Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, H. Rept. 141, 20"
Cong., 1% sess., 1828, 50-59, and House Report 414,14.

% proceedings of Stockholders, A, 1-3, and Washington National Intelligencer, July 7, 1828.
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. DISMAL COMMENCEMENT OF
THE C&O CANAL PROJECT: 1828-1834

During the early years of construction, the progress of the canal was repeatedly disrupted by
problems growing out of the actual construction. These early trials of the canal project closely
foreshadowed the future obstacles to its successful completion. The shortage of laborers was felt
as soon as large-scale construction commenced a factor which caused the cost of wages to rise
above earlier projections. Land disputes occupied much of the attention of the canal board as lo-
cal landowners resisted the efforts of the company to keep costs at a minimum and sought instead
to extract the maximum benefit from the loss of their lands. The late 1820s and early 1830s were
also a period of rapid inflation, thereby contributing to the increase in costs of labor, land acquisi-
tion, and the supply and the transportation of construction materials.

As a result of these troubles, the canal company itself became involved in financial diffi-
culties, a problem which it exacerbated by its own ill-advised enthusiasm. Among the actions of
the board which illustrate the latter point were the decisions to build a canal with a much larger
prism than had been proposed by most of the preliminary surveys and to purchase the strip of
land between the canal and the river.

On top of these distractions, the company had to contend with a legal controversy grow-
ing out of a dispute with the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company over the right of way above
Point of Rocks and the hostility of the Jackson administration toward national support for internal
improvements in general and the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal in particular.

As early as the spring of 1829, many of the contractors were in financial difficulty despite
the fact that the canal company had allowed higher estimates in the letting of its early contracts
than had been made by Geddes and Roberts in 1827. For example, the two civil engineers had
estimated the cost of common excavation at eight cents per cubic yard while the contracts let for
Sections Nos. 1-34 from Little Falls to Seneca Falls, permitted an average of 9 1/6 cents.*’

Before active construction operations resumed in the spring of 1830, Chief Engineer Ben-
jamin Wright informed President Charles F. Mercer that “the truth is that we know the prices of
these contractors are all very low, and that it yet remains doubtful whether they can sustain them-
selves.”® He had made this statement after a general price increase of 25 percent had already
been allowed, but the following month many of the lock contractors were again in financial dis-
tress. After Richard Holdsworth, the contractor for Aqueduct No. 1 and Locks Nos. 21, 23, and
24, complained on March 24 that his inability to obtain adequate funds had forced him to the
brink of bankruptcy, Wright informed Mercer that “painful and unpleasant as this statement of
Mr. Holdsworth is, | believe there is too much truth in it and...I do no believe the others (lock
contractors) are in any better situated than Holdsworth.”*®

AMOUNT AND COST OF WORK DONE AS OF MAY 1, 1829

e 450,263 cubic yards of earth, gravel, and clay excavated, comprehending loose stone, of a
weight each less than what it would require two men to lift on a cart or wheelbarrow, at
an average price per cubic yard, of 8 53/100¢

e 45,452 cubic yards of hard pan, at an average price, per cubic yard, of 21¢

%" Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 230-231, and Niles’ Register, XXV (August 30,
1828), 6.

% Wright to Mercer, February 9, 1830, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

% proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 202; B, 49; Wright to Mercer, March 25, 1830,
Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co., and Leckie to Wright, July 1830, W. Robert Leckie Papers, Duke University.
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e 14,437 cubic yards of rock quarried, at an average price, per cubic yard, of 28 35/100¢
43,930 cubic yards of rock blasted, at an average price per cubic yard, of 53¢
e 39,378 cubic yards of embankment, formed of earth from the canal excavations, at an av-
erage price, per cubic yard, of 10 76/100¢
e 52,352 cubic yards of embankment of earth not from the canal excavation, at an average
price, per cubic yard, of 12 93/100¢
e 2,825 cubic yards of puddling, at an average price, per cubic yard, of 24 21/200¢
e 27,837 perches of 25 solid feet of external walling of rock excavated from the canal, at an
average price per perch, of 54 82/100¢
e 2,066 perches of 25 solid feet of external walling of rock not excavated from the canal, at
an average price, per perch, of 92 37/100¢
The extra work, so far, has not exceeded in cost $1,035, while the total expenditures on those
items alone amount to $114,221.69 Y.
The common average of every species of excavation including every variety of earth,
hard pan, and rock, is, as far as the work has gone, 13.58 cents per cubic yard.
Of embankment, whether of materials obtained from within or without the canal, 12 cents
per cubic yard.
Of external, vertical, and slope wall, constructed of rock from within or without the canal,
57.42 cents per perch of twenty-five solid feet.
—Excerpted from First Annual Report (1829), C&O Co., 5-6

Even if the estimated cost of labor had been high enough for the prevailing level of wages and
prices in 1828, some difficulty would have arisen from the general inflation which followed. In
the first year the costs of construction were above the estimates of Geddes and Roberts and pay-
ments for lumber, stone, provisions, and labor all exceeded contract figures.*

The cost of water lime alone was nearly triple the original estimates. Contracts for some
of the sections were not only relet but subdivided into as many as four parts in order to expedite
their completion. Nearly all of the contracts for the locks had to be abandoned and relet several
times, and one general increase of twenty-five per cent was granted.** By 1832 the rate of wages
was almost double that prevailing in 1828, having risen from a monthly average of $8-$10 to $—
$20.%* By early 1834, the price of common earth excavation had risen from 9 1/6¢ to 11¢ per cu-
bic yard; the cost of blasted rock had increased from 53¢ to 60¢ per cubic yard; and the cost of
quarried rock had skyrocketed from 28 30/100¢ to 60¢ per cubic yard.*

The blasting which was necessary because of the rocky nature of the ground resulted in a
series of annoying accidents, including the damage of several buildings from the concussion of
the explosions and flying rocks.** To reduce the damage from this cause and to quiet the public
outcry following such accidents, the canal board ordered the use of smaller charges and required
that the blasting be covered with brush. The net result of this policy was more delay and increased
expenses, in some cases nearly doubling the cost of certain sections.*

“0 First Annual Report (1829), C&O Co., 5-7.

1 Second Annual Report (1830), C&O Co., 6; First Annual Report (1829), 7-8, and Proceedings of the
President and Board of Directors, A, 178.

2 Mercer to Maury, November 18, 1828, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co., and Fourth Annual Report (1832), C&O
Co., 15.

** House Report 414,194,

“ Balch to President and Directors, August 28, 1830, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co., and Proceedings of the Presi-
dent and Board.

*® Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, B, 87-88, 152, 191, 248, 257.
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Company officials reported to Congress in 1834 that the difficult excavations above
Georgetown were a leading cause of the increased cost of the canal:

One cause of the higher price of the canal, below Seneca, should not be omitted. There
was scarcely one-fourth of a mile of the entire line of 23 %2 miles, in which large detached
stone, of the description called boulders, and ridges or strata of rock, more or less solid,
did not occur. Whole sections, therefore, computed at 8 cents the cubic yard, prior to their
construction, cost twelve times that sum for their mere excavation. In the bottom lands
this occurred, as well as on the levels of the table land elevated more than sixty feet
above the river. In some places the rock at the bottom of the canal, as on the low grounds
below Seneca, for two feet of its depth, cost for excavation $1.25 the cubic yard, though
the prior estimate of the engineer comprehended no rock whatever....*

The weather was responsible for other costly delays in digging the canal prism. The winter of
1838-29 was unusually severe, and the few contractors who had begun work during the fall were
forced to suspend operations until spring.*’

The freshets which occurred regularly in the spring and fall often filled the lock pits and
portions of the canal trunk, further retarding the work and increasing the financial difficulties of
the contractors as no provision had been made in the contracts for allowances to repair flood
damage.®®

The high banks on the river side of the canal were another source of increased costs. Ex-
tensive dry masonry walls were needed to protect the canal from the action of the Potomac as de-
scribed by U.S. Engineer William Gibbs McNeill in 1833:

Controlled as the engineer necessarily was, in his location of the canal, by the rocky and
precipitous cliffs which, to a great extent, are washed by the Potomac, while an unusual
guantity of rock excavation, on the one hand, was unavoidable, on the other he has judi-
ciously disposed of his materials in the construction of permanent walls for the protection
of the canal against the otherwise resistless action of the river....*°

Contractors resorted to various expedients to avoid disastrous losses. The responsible ones sought
redress in petitions for the payment of increased allowances from the money that had been re-
tained by the company from their monthly estimates, usually a sum amounting to 10 percent.*
Others sought to avoid losses by slipshod or fraudulent construction. On November 11, 1832, it
was discovered that the contractors for Aqueduct No. 3 had instructed their stone cutters to scab-
ble® their sheeting in the “roughest possible manner” instead of close cutting as they were being
paid for and to reduce the beds of the stones nine inches under the requirements of their contract.
As a result of these operations, Inspector of Masonry, A. B. McFarland predicted that “we are
going to have a ridiculous piece of masonry.”>?

“ House Report 414,194-195. of Directors, A, 149.

* First Annual Report (1829), 5, 21-22.

“8 Holdsworth and Isherwood to President and Directors, Sept. 24, 1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

* Report of Captain Wm. G. McNeill on the Condition of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, December 1,
1833 in House Report 414,144-145.

% proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, B, 388-389.

> To scabble is to work or dress stone roughly.

°2 McFarland to Ingle, November 11, 1832, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.
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Earlier in May 1831 McFarland had reported on the fraudulent cost-saving building prac-
tices of Richard Holdsworth, the financially hard-pressed contractor for Aqueduct no. 1. During
an inspection tour of the structure, he had detected:

the sheeting of the arches laid nearly altogether without mortar, much of which is very
deficient in beds, and as a substitute for mortar, the extrados of the sheeting are white
washed with grout, with (the) pretension that the joints are perfectly filled. On a strict ex-
amination, however, this proves to be false. After removing this polish of grout, | discov-
ered many vacuums below, which did not contain a particle of either grout or mortar, and
in the spandrel and wing walls, depths of from 3 to 4 feet of the walls are laid up per-
fectl;s/sdry and grouted at the top, trusting for mere chance for it ever to reach the bot-
tom.

Still others absconded with the monthly payments on the estimates, leaving both laborers and
creditors unpaid. This latter problem occurred as early as the winter of 1828-29, and it became a
particularly acute problem over the next several years as financial conditions along the waterway
continued to worsen.>*

On the whole, many of the contractors were financially ruined by their experiences on the
canal, and few if any prospered from their connection with it. In his speech at the formal dedica-
tory ceremonies opening the canal to navigation at Cumberland on October 10, 1850, William
Price, one of the canal company directors, best summed up the plight of the contractors as fol-
lows:

Many of us were young when this great work was commenced, and we have lived to see
its completion, only because Providence has prolonged our lives until our heads are grey.
During this interval of four and twenty years, we have looked with eager anxiety to the
progress of the work up the valley of the Potomac. That progress has been slow—often
interrupted and full of vicissitudes....Thousands have been ruined by their connection
with the work, and but few in this region have had cause to bless it....

Go view those magnificent aqueducts, locks, and culverts of hewn stone...look at
all these things, and then think how soon the fortunes of individuals embarked in the
prosecution of such an enterprise would be swallowed up, leaving upon it but little more
impression than the bubbles which now float upon its waters. It will not be deemed out of
place, if | here express the hope that those, whose losses have been gains of the company,
should not in the hour of its prosperity be forgotten.*®

Perhaps, the major problem with which the company had to contend during the actual construc-
tion of the canal was the supply of labor. The scarcity of workers and the consequently high rate
of wages threatened to upset all the calculations of the contractors. There were few laborers avail-
able in the largely agricultural valley itself, and few could be attracted to it because of the reputa-
tion of the Potomac for periodic Asiatic cholera epidemics during the hot, humid summer con-
struction season and because of the construction of other internal improvements in the East, nota-
ble the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad and the Pennsylvania Main Line Canal. As a result of these

%% |bid, May 25, 1831, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

> Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 140, and W. Robert Leckie’s notes, dated May
12, 1829, in his Diary and Account Book, 1828-1829, W. Robert Leckie Papers, Duke University.

% Cumberland Civilian, quoted in Report to the Stockholders on the Completion of the Chesapeake & Ohio
Canal, 13-131.
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recruitment problems, 2,113 men were working along the line of the canal in June 1829 while it
was estimated that 6,000 were needed in order to complete the canal in the time specified in the
contracts.”®

As wages continued to rise from an average of $8-$10 per month for common labor in
November 1828 to $12-$13 per month in July 1829, the canal directors undertook to encourage
the migration of workers from all parts of the United States and from various European countries,
especially Great Britain, the German states, and the Netherlands.* The experiment in using for-
eign laborers proved to be expensive and failed to solve the labor shortage in the long run.®® Nev-
ertheless, the use of imported laborers succeeded in temporarily stabilizing the rate of wages on
the canal, as the total work force on the line rose from a low of about 1,800 in the summer months
to over 3,100 by November 1829.%

Another major obstacle encountered in the construction of the canal was the high cost of
land. Some of the landholders on the route over which the canal was to pass readily granted the
company the title required, or at least rights to the use of the land. Many others obstructed the
work and refused to surrender their property voluntarily in the hope of realizing great profits from
forced sales. In his first annual report to the stockholders, on June 1, 1829, President Mercer
stated:

It was very soon apparent that the expectation of large indemnities had arisen among the
proprietors of the ground and materials required for the canal, with the progress of the
canal itself, and the certainty of its ultimate success. Efforts had been abortively made to
profit by the uncertain hopes which preceded this state of absolute assurance. It was diffi-
cult to make them, with precision, as to the ground to be surrendered, because the final
location of the canal, by the Engineer charged with it, remained uncertain until the mo-
ment o f contracting for its execution, and, even for some time after, so that promises, an-
tecedently given, might be afterwards easily evaded. Some patriotic individuals, in the
spirit of that provision of the charter of the company which now constitutes part of the
standing law and usage of every State distinguished in the career of internal improve-
ment, voluntarily surrendered their lands, without price, in the hope of aiding the com-
pany by the influence of their example. But the far greater number early indicated a dis-
position to exact prices for their property which left the President and Directors no alter-
native, but a resort to the process of condemnation, provided by the charter.®

The condemnation proceedings to which the canal directors resorted became more and more fre-
guent as construction moved up the river and as speculation fever of the farmers rose.

Among those who resisted the condemnation efforts of the canal company were those
who held out for the highest possible price, and those who would not sell at any price. The com-
pany records are filled with numerous instances where the land proprietors resisted the verdict of
the juries, called for new trials, and attempted delaying tactics which raised their nuisance value.
One such example was the lengthy negotiations and legal battle in the Montgomery County courts
between the company and John P. C. Peter who owned some sixteen acres on the west side of

% First Annual Report (1829), 19-20, and Second Annual Report (1830), 5-6.

> First Annual Report (1829), 21-22, and Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 140,
153, 3009.

%8 Washington Chronicle, October 24, 1829, and Sanderlin, The Great National Project, 77-78. A more
complete discussion of the labor force and its effect on the construction of the canal appears in Chapter VI
of this Historic Resource Study.

% Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 353-354.

% First Annual Report, 9-10. See also Hurd to Mercer, January 26, 1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.
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Seneca Creek. Two condemnation proceedings were held, each followed by appeals and counter
suits, over a 2%2 year period before Peter accepted the second jury’s assessment and agreed to the
execution of the deed.”

Those who refused to sell at any price usually had motives in the background. For exam-
ple, Charles Carroll of Carrollton, the sole surviving signer of the Declaration of Independence
and one of the founders of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company, bushed aside all offers for a
relatively small parcel of his 10,000-acre estate in Frederick County. It was he who had laid the
cornerstone of the railroad at the corner of Pratt and Amity Streets in Baltimore on the same day
as the canal’s groundbreaking ceremonies at Little Falls, saying: “I consider this among the most
important acts of my life, second only to my signing of the Declaration of Independence, if sec-
ond even to that.”®? He refused to accommodate the canal company, stressing the great inconven-
iences which his tenants would suffer during the construction operations; in return for this hard-
ship to them, there was only the promise of increased land values for him if the canal were ever
completed, a fact that he doubted.®® His principal concern, however, was the struggle then taking
place between the two rival transportation lines for the right of way above Point of Rocks.

The decision to extend the canal from Little Falls to Rock Creek brought on renewed dif-
ficulties with land proprietors. Georgetown merchants were reluctant to see the canal extended
below its initial terminus, which was favorable to the commercial position of their town. But rep-
resentatives of Washington interests maintained that the canal must terminate where shipping fa-
cilities were available and insisted that nothing less than a site in Washington, for example, the
mouth of Tiber Creek, from which the city could construct a cross-town canal to the Eastern
Branch, would be acceptable.®

Washington exerted great influence on the canal board by threatening to withhold pay-
ment on its $1,000,000 subscription to the company stock and by enlisting the support of Secre-
tary of the Treasury Richard Rush. In the face of this overwhelming pressure, President Mercer
and the stockholders agreed to Washington’s demands at a general meeting on September 17,
1828.%° While the canal company averted potential financial disaster by acceding to the demands
of Washington, it also stirred the resentment of Georgetown business interests® because the new
terminus paved the way for branch canals to Alexandria and Washington, their neighboring rivals
for the commerce of the Potomac Valley.

The Merchants also dislike giving up what was and what promised to be valuable prop-
erty in Georgetown. They were not satisfied that what they received then was a fair price in terms
of the value the property might have if the town experienced the growth they anticipated. Thus,
the awards for damages ran very high, and the company became embroiled in disputes with many
of its early stockholders and supporters in Georgetown, including John Mason who had been an
early advocate of the canal at the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Conventions; Francis Scott Key, who

¢! Reference Book Concerning Land Titles, 1829-68, C&O Co.

%2 Edward Hungerford, The Story of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad (2 vols, New York, 1928), |, 44.

% Carroll to Mercer, February 26, 1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

% Washington National Intelligencer, September 10, 1828.

% proceedings of the President and Directors of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company, and of the Corpo-
rations of Washington, Georgetown, and Alexandria, in Relation to the Location of the Eastern Termination
of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal (Washington, 1828), 1-31. Following the meeting, Mercer sought the
counsel of Attorney General William Wirt whether the company charter permitted the extension of the ca-
nal. On October 9, 1828, Wirt replied that the legislative acts of Virginia, Maryland, and the United States
were vague on this point. However, since all the acts specified that the canal was to terminate at tidewater
in the District of Columbia, it was his opinion that the company could locate the termination of the water-
way anywhere in the District. First Annual Report (1829), Appendix, XXXVI-XL.

% QOrdinances of the Corporation of Georgetown (Georgetown, 1830), 5
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had attended the second convention and later rendered legal assistance to the company during the
initial stages of its legal controversy with the railroad; and Walter Smith who served as one of the
first directors of the company.®’

The canal board made several significant decisions during the first year of construction
that increased the expenditures of the canal company beyond the original estimates. Although the
1826 canal convention and the company’s charter called for a canal of 40 feet wide at the surface,
28 feet wide at the bottom, and 4 feet deep, the U.S. Board of Engineers had recommended a wa-
terway having the dimensions of 48, 33, and 5 feet respectively. However, when Geddes and
Roberts reported that a canal 60 feet wide at the surface, 48 feet wide at the bottom, and 6 feet
deep could be built for less than $5,000,000, the canal board decided to adopt the larger dimen-
sions for the canal between Georgetown and Harpers Ferry because of the increased advantages
attainable at what was projected as little additional cost. The greater size would give the canal a
cross section of 306 square feet and a prism of 59,840 cubic yards as compared with 136 square
feet and 25,595 5/9 cubic yards on the New York, Pennsylvania, and Ohio canals whose general
dimensions were 40 feet wide at the surface, 28 feet wide at the bottom, and 4 feet deep.68

It was estimated that the increased prism would reduce water resistance to the equivalent
of unimpeded sea navigation, and it was believed that much of the masonry would, the most ex-
pensive part of the construction, would be unaffected by the increase in size. On some sections,
such as the Georgetown level, the larger dimensions would pay for themselves through the
greater quantity of water which would be available for sale. The latter was dubious argument for
the company did not have the right to sell water, and there was some doubt that the legislature
woul((ij9 agree to it as a sizable block of Maryland citizens opposed the granting of such a privi-
lege.

To men who were fully convinced of the practicability and certain success of this national
project, these supposed advantages far outweighed the increased cost of construction with Geddes
and Roberts had estimated as $2,523.92 per mile and which ultimately more than doubled during
the construction period.™ It is interesting to note that by June 1830 when the rising cost of actual
construction was beginning to surmount all of the original estimates, the board defended its initial
enthusiasm for an enlarged canal by stating:

If, in its plan, the Board have erred, it has arisen from their inability to forget, that a work
destined to be the great central thoroughfare of so many States, and the firmest bond of
their happy union, should be commensurate with its great end, and fulfill the wishes of
the Government, Cities, and People, who have impressed upon it this high character.”™

Another factor which increased the cost of building the canal was the directors’ decision to pur-
chase the strip of land between the canal and the river. The directors were obsessed with the idea
of eliminating the construction of bridges over the canal, because the structures would obstruct
the navigation of steamboats which the board hoped to introduce and their construction would

%7 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors A, 59, 167, 182; and Second Annual Report, 11. For
further information relative to the legal disputes between the canal company and these men, see Chesa-
peake & Ohio Canal Company vs. Key, U.S. Reports, 3 Cranch C.C. 599; Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Com-
pany vs. Mason, ibid, 4 Cranch C. C. 123; and Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company vs. Union Bank, Ibid, 4
Cranch C. C. 75, 5 Cranch C.C. 509.

% First Annual Report, 9

* Ihid.

" Ibid, 8-15.

™ second Annual Report, 7.
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cost more than the land was worth at any fair estimate of its value.’? According to the company
surveys, the entire quantity of land between the canal and the river from Georgetown to Point of
Rocks did not exceed 1,300 acres of which more than 500 were reportedly inarable.” The acqui-
sition of this land was not strictly within the terms of the charter which allowed the condemnation
of private property for canal purposes only, and the attempts to purchase this land led to further
costly and lengthy legal battle.

The cumulative effect of greater allowances to contractors, increased labor costs, and
higher land payments led the canal company to the end of its financial resources. The company
had begun its operations with a subscribed capital of $3,608,400, a total nearly $900,000 less than
the estimated cost of $4,479,346.93 for the eastern section by Geddes and Roberts. The canal
board and the stockholders felt secure nevertheless in commencing work with the available re-
sources, confidently expecting further aid from Congress and from the interested states, especially
Virginia which had as yet made no subscription. However, their optimistic expectations for more
subscriptions were not forthcoming at this time from either public or private sources. Appeals to
Congress and the legislatures of Maryland, Virginia and Pennsylvania proved futile, the most
devastating blow to the company’s finances occurring in Virginia where the Assembly failed to
enact a measure subscribing $400,000 to the enterprise.” Thus, the canal company had to rely
upon its existing resources for the prosecution of its work.

From the very beginning the directors encountered difficulties in securing the payment of
the calls on the subscribed capital. Maryland insisted on paying part of its share in state bonds, a
policy that the board was forced to accept because the railroad company had already agreed to it
and because it was necessary to placate the canal’s enemies in the state legislature. The company
had so little success in selling the bonds that it resorted to hypothecations, or pledges of personal
property as collateral security, in order to obtain loans from the local banks.”

The debt-ridden cities of the District of Columbia ran into trouble making payments on
their subscriptions. Prior to their subscriptions to the canal company, the total indebtedness of the
towns had been: Washington, $361,826; Georgetown, $155,149; and Alexandria, $277,776.” To
this had been added $1,000,000, $250,000, and $250,000 respectively. To secure funds to meet
the calls on the canal stock, the local authorities in April 1829 appointed ex-Secretary of the
Treasury Richard Rush to act as the agent of the district cities to negotiate a loan in Europe.”” Af-
ter failing to secure a loan through the Barings and Rothschilds in London, Rush succeeded in
obtaining the loan of $1,500,000 through the Dutch banking company of Daniel Crommelin &
Sons in Amsterdam in November, 1829."® The terms of the loan were as follows:

"2 Mercer to Lee, January 17, 1829, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co., and Second Annual Report, 11.

" First Annual Report, 15-16.

™ U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Roads and Canals, Memorial of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal
Company, H.Doc. 12, 20" Cong., 2d sess., 1828, 108; ibid, Memorial of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal
Company, HY.Doc. 73, 20™ Cong., 2d sess., 1829, 1-6; ibid, Committee on Internal Improvements, Memo-
rial of the President and Directors of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company, H.Doc. 53, 21% Congress, 2d
sess., 1830, 1-10; Memorial from the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company to the Maryland Legislature
(Annapolis, 1830); and First Annual Report (1829), 19.

> Kent to Mercer, October 4, 1828, and Smith to Ingle, January 4, 1831, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co., and Pro-
ceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 373, 377-378.

® Wilhelmus B. Bryan, A History of the National Capital (1 vols., New York, 1916), I1, 111.

" Gales, Cox, and Mason to Ingham, April 1829, in Washington, D.C., Georgetown, and Alexandria Col-
lection, Holland Loan, Library of congress, and Remarks on the Loan of a Million and a Half of Dollars,
Proposed to be Raised by the City of Washington and the Towns of Georgetown and Alexandria, under an
Act of the Congress of the United States (London, 1829), 1-45.

"8 Niles’ Register, XXXVII (October 3, 1829, January 23, 1830) 83, 360.
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The said three thousand seven hundred and fifty bonds shall bear a fixed interest of five
per cent per annum, upon their nominal capital of thousand guilders, Netherland currency
each; the said interest will be payable in Amsterdam, at the counting house of the last un-
derwritten, or of their successors, from six months to six months, say on the first January
and the first July of each year; and when the said bonds therefore will be issued, there ill
be added to them a set of half-yearly dividend warrants, each of twenty-five guilders,
Netherland currency, payable in succession at the counting house of the last underwritten
or of their cashiers, and the first of which dividend warrants will be payable first January,
eighteen hundred thirty-one.™

During the early years of construction, the canal company also had the usual trouble with delin-
guent private stockholders and was forced to resort to threats and legal suits to obtain satisfac-
tion.®” By June 1832, the canal board had issued calls for the payment of nearly sixty per cent of
its capital stock, a fact which clearly demonstrated the potential financial difficulties of the com-
pany since the only portion of the waterway that had been completed and opened for navigation
was the 22-mile section from Georgetown to Seneca.®

As early as June 1829, the company officials realized that the higher costs would jeopard-
ize the completion of the canal. This growing awareness was increasingly felt with the continuing
difficulties in obtaining any new stock subscriptions. To offset this danger, the company hired
Richard Rush, who was about to leave for London on behalf of the District cities, as its agent to
open books in Europe to receive subscriptions up to $6,000,000 for the eastern section and
$10,000,000 for the entire canal, but the attempt proved to be discouraging as no large subscrip-
tions were forthcoming.®

As the railroad injunction continued in effect, the expense of a large engineering staff
became a great burden on the company’s financial condition. Accordingly the board released en-
gineers as soon as they found positions elsewhere, reduced salaries, and eliminated some posi-
tions. The number of resident engineers was reduced from five to four in September 1829 and
later to two in August 1830.% When Chief Engineer Wright resigned his position with the canal
company in the fall of 1830, the canal directors abolished the position of Chief Engineer, noting
that there was little need to employ a person in that position with construction prevented above
Point of Rocks.? On April 1, 1831, after Nathan S. Roberts requested a leave of absence to return
to his New York Home to regain his failing health, the board terminated his employment with the
company and abolished his position for similar reasons.®®

™ Letter and Accompanying Documents from the Hon. Richard Rush to Joseph Gales, Esq., Mayor of the
City of Washington; Respecting the Loan of a Million and a Half Dollars, Negotiated by the Former, In
Europe, for the said City and the Towns of Georgetown and Alexandria, under the Authority of an Act of
Congress of the United States, Passed on the 24" of May, 1828 (Washington, 1830), 151.

8 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, B, 291.

8 Ringgold to Ingle, June 18, 1832, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co., and Washington National Intelligencer, June
29, 1830.

8 Sanderlin, The Great National Project, 82.

® Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 363, B, 173-174.

* Ibid, B, 172-173.

% bid, B. 295.
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While not yet desperate, the financial condition of the company was rapidly deteriorating
by 1832, a condition that was making some of its uneasy stockholders openly critical of company
policies and forcing the canal directors to consider new initiatives to attract additional capital.®

The greatest deterrent to the westward progress of the canal after 1828 was the existence
of a series of injunctions prohibiting the extension of the waterway above Point of Rocks. These
injunctions were in turn the cause of a protracted and costly legal struggle between the canal
company and the railroad company which ultimately increased the cost of constructing the wa-
terway and further burdened the deteriorating financial condition of the Chesapeake & Ohio. The
question involved in the cases was a dispute over the right of prior location of the respective
transportation projects in the Potomac Valley, a matter that was not fully settled until early 1832
by the Maryland Court of Appeals.®’

The legal controversy between the rival internal improvement companies was the culmi-
nation of a clash of commercial interests that had been developing since the early 1820s between
the businessmen of Baltimore and those of Washington, Georgetown, and Alexandria. The Balti-
more interests, originally active in support of the canal, lost their enthusiasm for the project as it
became apparent that the canal, if built, would favor the development of the three District cities
and as it became doubtful that the canal could be tapped far enough up the valley to allow Balti-
more to share in its trade. Therefore, the Baltimore merchants adopted the proposal of building a
railroad in February 1827 so that their city could compete with the commercial centers of New
York and Philadelphia which were fed by the Erie and the Pennsylvania Main Line canals, re-
spectively. On February 28, 1827, the charter of the railroad company was enacted into law, and
after receiving stock subscriptions totaling $4,000,000, in just a few weeks, the company was or-
ganized on April 24.%

Both enterprises ultimately chose the Potomac Valley as the route of their respective
works. While the canal company was still struggling to get organized in the late spring of 1828,
the Baltimore & Ohio sent surveyors ahead to locate its line and secure land waivers, especially
in the narrow passes of the valley at which a conflict with the canal might be expected.® To stop
this usurpation of their rights, canal company stockholders applied to the Washington Country
Court on June 10, 1828, and Judge Thomas Buchanan granted a preliminary injunction, prohibit-
ing the railroad from acquiring land or rights of way along the projected route of the canal above
Point of Rocks where it entered the valley.*

The railroad company countered with three injunctions against the canal which it ob-
tained from Maryland Chancellor Theodoric Bland of the Court of Chancery at Annapolis on
June 23, 24, and 25. The first enjoined interference with contract rights acquired by the railroad
from local landowners; the second enjoined interference with condemnation proceedings; the
third protected such additional rights as the railroad had acquired by being the first to physically
locate its projected route on the ground.®*

The canal company protested to the Chancellor in a lengthy brief filed on May 16, 1829,
that the conduct of the Baltimore & Ohio was an infringement on the canal’s chartered rights and

8 A Candid Appeal to the Stockholders of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company (Washington, 1832), 1-
5.

8 Sanderlin, The Great National Project, 83.

8 John E. Semmes, John H.B. Latrobe and his Times: 1803-1891 (Baltimore, 1917), 321-322; Hunger-
ford, Story of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, I, 18-27; and Elihu S. Riley, A History of the General As-
sembly of Maryland, 1635-1904 (Baltimore, 1905) 334

8 Second Annual Report of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company (1828), Appendix, 3—4.

% Gill and Johnson, Reports, 1V, 36, and Second Annual Report (1830) 9.

%L H.H. Walker Lewis, “The Great Case of the Canal vs. the Railroad”, Maryland Law Review, XIX (win-
ter, 1959), 11, and Gill and Johnson, Reports, 1V, 13-16.
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that the railroad officials had given the impression that their work would avoid the circuitous Po-
tomac route for a more direct northwesterly course “straight across the mountains by means of
inclined planes and stationary engines to Pittsburgh.”%

The legal question involved was whether the Potomac Company’s rights inherited by the
Chesapeake & Ohio were still valid or whether the Baltimore & Ohio had acquired them by virtue
of its charter from the State of Maryland the first exercise of the rights of location. The real issue,
however, was the political-economic one between the City of Baltimore and the District of Co-
lumbia’s three cities.*

The rivalry for the trade of the Potomac Valley was perhaps summed up best in a caustic
speech by Representative George E. Mitchell, a railroad supporter from Cecil County, Maryland,
on the House floor on February 26, 1829:

I do not include in this estimate the cost of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal. This, if it
benefits any, will benefit more particularly the non-slaveholding states of the west. For
us, it might as well be in china. The engineers of the United States have estimated the
cost of this work at twenty-two million, five hundred thousand dollars. Whence is this
sum to come? From the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company? Who does not know that
Washington, Georgetown, and Alexandria are bankrupt? That the two last exhibit marks
of decay? Who does not know that the company cannot sustain the expenditure, and that
the burden must fall on the treasury of the United States? And that the states who can de-
rive no early benefit from it will have to contribute most? Besides natural obstacles, al-
most insuperable, this canal, if ever completed, will have to contend against the competi-
tion of the Baltimore rail road—planned, and to be managed, by a company of individu-
als as distinguished for their activity, as for their capital—who have entered on their great
work with the zeal which characterized the people of Baltimore—and who will have
completed the road, and have it in full operation, pouring into their city the rich supera-
bundance of the west, before this canal reaches the eastern base of the Alleghany. May
success attend their undertaking.**

Throughout the legal struggle, the Baltimore & Ohio fought a delaying action in the courts, while
its influence, and that of the city of Baltimore, had its effect in the Maryland General Assembly
and in Congress. The Maryland legislature quickly became hostile to the canal company’s claims,
choogs,gng to look upon the railroad as a purely Maryland project deserving of the state’s protec-
tion.

In Congress the influence of the canal company through its president, Charles F. Mercer,
who doubled as the chairman of the House committee on Roads and Canals, was checked by nu-
merous petitions by the railroad and by the hostility of the Jacksonian Democrats to federally

% Gill and Johnson, Reports, 1V, 32-33, 47; and U.S., Congress, House, Memorial of the Chesapeake &
Ohio Canal Company, H. Doc. 127, 20™ Cong., 2d sess., 1829, 3

% The course of the controversy can be followed best in the series of letters apparently taken from the canal
company’s files for the purpose of publication in Correspondence between the Chesapeake & Ohio Rail-
road Company, In Relation to the Disputes between those Companies Concerning the Right of Way for
their Respective Works along the Potomac River (Baltimore, 1830), 1-80.

* Niles’ Register, XXSXVI (March 21, 1829), 53.

% |ee to Mercer, February 15, 1829, and Ingle to Mercer, February 2, 1831, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co., and
Report from the President of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company to the Legislature of Maryland (An-
napolis, 1831), 1-24.
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sponsored internal improvements.*® At the insistence of the railroad that both works be consid-
ered experiments until their relative merits had been tested, both companies became involved in
periodically submitting lengthy reports concerning the historical advantages of railroads and ca-
nals in Europe and the United States.®’

In the meantime, the Baltimore & Ohio was constructing its road from Baltimore to Fre-
derick and then south to Point of Rocks. While its resources were limited, it had an obvious ad-
vantage in that its road began operating as soon as it was completed.*® As the Court of Chancery
showed little inclination of handing down an early verdict, the canal board soon became restless.
The company had ample resources to undertake a large part of its intended work, and it was de-
sirous of taking advantage of the relatively low prices for which the first contracts had been let.*
In addition, the line of the canal above Seneca Falls feeder was useless until the next feeder was
reached at Harper’s Ferry.'® Added to this difficulty was the charter requirement that one hun-
dred miles of the canal must be completed in five years.*™*

Eventually the delay itself began to be costly, for after the canal was completed between
tidewater at Georgetown and Seneca in the spring of 1831, the large staff of engineers represented
a financial burden while construction came to a virtual halt. The aforementioned employment
terminations of Chief Engineer Wright and Engineer Roberts and the subsequent elimination of
their positions resulted in part from the construction delays caused by the legal battle with the
railroad.*® Moreover in a period of rising costs for labor, materials, and land acquisition, every
delay in construction meant increased costs when work would resume.

The court battle followed a lackadaisical course as both companies turned to the Court of
Chancery to adjudicate their rival claims. After receiving supplemental written arguments on be-
half of the canal by former Attorney General William Wirt and on behalf of the railroad by John
H.B. Latrobe, Roger Brook Taney, and Reverdy Johnson, a recognized leader of the Maryland
Bar, during the summer of 1829, Chancellor Bland refused the canal company’s motion to dis-
solve the injunctions against it on September 24.'® Denying that there was any inconsistency be-
tween this proceeding and the prior suit in the Washington County Court, he observed that the
earlier case involved the assertion by the canal company of a general right of priority whereas the
railroad was merely seeking to preserve the status quo with respect to specific contract and other
rights. Since both companies were authorized to acquire land for their corporate purposes, he felt

% Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, B, 78 ff., and Niles’ Register, XXXVIII (March 13,
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VIII, and House Report 414,244-247.
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190 second Annual Report (1830), 6.
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192 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, B, 171-174, 259.
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ducting the legal case with the railroad. See: Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 117.
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that the race should go to the diligent by stating: “Where two or more are allowed, by law, to pur-
chase and acquire a title to lands...he who does the first requisite act for that purpose, shall not be
hindered in his further progress....”*%

Commissions to take evidence were issued to determine on the ground which company
was entitled to priority and the extent to which it could proceed without interference with the
other. The last of the commissions to take evidence was returned on May 27, 1831, at which point
the canal company refused to spend further money and time in conducting the tedious evidentiary
surveys and threatened to proceed with its own construction above Point of Rocks. The Chancel-
lor eventually determined that enough ground had been covered (in fact only the 12-mile stretch
between Point of Rocks and Harpers Ferry had been surveyed for the commissions),’® AND ON
November 9 the injunctions against the canal were made perpetual. Furthermore it was required
to pay the costs of the suit, including the expenses of the additional surveys ordered by the Chan-
cery Court. In making his decision, the Chancellor took the dubious position that this was not the
proper time to consider the question of prior right.*®

Arguing that the continued existence of the canal company was at stake, Walter Jones on
December 7 applied to the Maryland Court of Appeals on behalf of the canal board to advance
their appeal of the Chancellor’s decision and hear it out of turn. The railroad opposed this move,
stating that its senior counsel, Roger Brooke Taney, had recently been appointed U.S. Attorney
General and would be unable to participate on such short notice. However, the canal company
countered these objections by replying that its senior counsel, William Wirt, would also miss the
trial because of a recent illness.*®’

On December 10, the Court of Appeals advanced the case and set it for argument on De-
cember 19, later changing it to December 26. The case was argued before the Court from Decem-
ber 26, 1831, through January 2, 1832. The canal company was represented by Walter Jones and
Alexander C. Magruder, later a judge of the Court, while the railroad was represented by Reverdy
Johnson and the venerable Massachusetts Senator Daniel Webster. Despite the absence of one of
its members, the Court rendered its decision on January 4, reversing the decision of the Chancel-
Iogogand confirming the canal company in its claim to the right of prior location by a vote of 3 to
2.

In his opinion Chief Judge John Buchanan, who had presided over the original litigation
in the Washington County Court when doing circuit duty, spoke for the majority that the canal
company had the right of prior location because (1) the Potomac Company was entitled to priority
and the Chesapeake & Ohio had succeeded to its rights and (2) the legislation chartering the canal
company constituted a compact which would be impaired by the granting of any inconsistent
rights to the railroad. Basing his reasoning on an 1819 Supreme Court decision by Chief Justice
John Marshall declaring the sanctity of contract under the U.S. Constitution, he stated:

And its charter, according to the decision of the Supreme Court in the case of the Trus-
tees of Dartmouth College vs. Woodward, 4™ Wheaton 518, being a contract between the
states of Maryland, Virginia, and the Potomac Company, the obligation of which could
not, without the assent of the corporation, be impaired, by any act of the legislature of ei-

104 Gill and Johnson, Reports, 1V, 54.

105 A Complete Set of Maps, Drawings, and Tabular Statements, Relating to the Locations of the Canal and
Railroad, from the Point of Rocks to Harper’s Ferry (Georgetown, 1830), 1-56.
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ther of the States, nor the concurrent acts of both, consistently with the constitution of the
United States, declaring that, no State shall pass any law impairing the obligation of con-
tract, the chartder of the Rail Road company, could not, without impairing the obligation
of that contract, abolish, take away, or diminish the prior and paramount right of the Po-
tomac Company, to select and appropriate by purchase or condemnation, and lands in the
valley of the Potomac, for the route and site of a canal or canals, wherever it should think
proper, along the borders of the river, either in terms, or by any construction of it, that
would have authorized the Rail Road Company, to occupy any of the difficult passes, or
other places along the river, for the route and site of the road, in such a manner, as either
to exclude that company from a priority in the choice of a site or sites for the construction
of the works authorized by its charter, or in any manner to restrict and circumscribe it, in
the exercise of its prior right of election. But such an occupation of the Rail Road Com-
pany of the valley of the Potomac, would have been a violation of the vested corporate
rights and privileges of the Potomac Company, and the charter of the Rail Road Com-
pany, in so far as it purports to be, or may be construed in derogation of those rights and
privileges, is repugnant to the constitution of the United States, and void; there being no
difference in principle, between a law, that in terms impairs the obligation of a contract,

and one that produces the same effect, in the construction and practical execution of
it.... 1

The successful termination of the controversy enabled the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company to
resume construction of its waterway between Seneca and Point of Rocks and to place under con-
tract the work above the latter village. The directors wasted little time in following up their ad-
vantage and placing the entire 100 miles under contract. It was now a two-fold race as the five
years allowed by the charter for the construction of the first 100 miles would expire in 1833 and
the exhaustion of the company’s immediate financial resources was on the horizon. Within two
months the 12-mile section of the canal between Point of Rocks and Harpers Ferry was let for
contract, and during the spring and summer months canal officials let contracts to complete, with
slackv!%er navigation at several points, approximately 117 miles of the canal all the way to Dam
No. 5.

To convince those who were skeptical of its assertion that it had sufficient funds to com-
plete the contract, the canal board commissioned a comprehensive review of its financial condi-
tion. On December 15, 1832, President Mercer issued a published report indicating that the total
amount of available company resources amounted to $60,419.16 in cash, $1,233,393.25 in uncol-
lected stock, and $31,500.00 in estimated tolls for the approaching boating season, making a total
of $1,325,812.41. According to the company estimates, it would cost $341,998.47 to complete the
canal below Harpers Ferry, and $925,645.75 to finish it from Harpers Ferry to Dam No. 5. Added
to these outlays, was the sum of $20,000 to operate the company during the coming year, thus
making the total expenditures of the company to be $1, 287,644.22. By these projections, the
company would have a surplus of $38,168.19 when the canal was finished to Dam No. 5. Admit-
tedly, this was a thin margin of capital, but Mercer was optimistic that this amount would be
augmented by additional grants from the interested states, higher toll collections once the canal

199 Gill and Johnson, Reports, 1V, 108-110. The full text of the opinions rendered in the case may be found
in ibid, IV, 71-164, 164-226.
19 Fourth Annual Report (1832), C&O Co., 5-8.
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was opened to navigation for the 117 miles, and income from the sale of water power to manufac-
turers along the canal.'**

At the same time, the indication of approaching financial duress was manifested in the
revival of the proposal to substitute slackwater for canal navigation. Simultaneously with the
aforementioned report, Mercer also submitted a study recommending the construction of a series
of three dams and three canals, together with 20 miles of slackwater navigation, between Dam 5
and a point nine miles above Cumberland. According to the estimates of the company engineers,
this plan would reduce the cost of the eastern section by over $500,000."2

The resumption of construction brought a renewal of the grievances of earlier years. Ma-
sonry work fell far behind schedule as the problem of stone and cement supplies reappeared, and
there were more reports of absconding contractors.**® Most serious of all, land costs continued
high as the canal entered Washington County. The first land condemned was that of a bitter canal
opponent, Gerard B. Wager, to whom very high damages were awarded thereby providing a dis-
couraging precedent.***

The determination of the local land proprietors to extract maximum profits from the canal
company was further intensified by the high award in the condemnation of Casper Wever’s land.
Wever, a civil engineer and an official of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, had purchased a 500-
acre tract of land in the vicinity of present-day Weverton for the purpose of building a manufac-
turing town.**> During the court proceedings, Wever traveled to Annapolis to obtain an injunction
from (lllglancellor Bland to prevent construction of the canal on his land until he received full pay-
ment.

After some of the landowners resorted to injunctions to enforce prompt payment of their
awards, the board announced its intention to advertise the renewal of negotiations with Virginia
landholders to shift the canal to the south side of the Potomac, but the notice failed to have any
appreciable effect.'!’

The Baltimore & Ohio Railroad continued in active opposition to its arch rival, maintain-
ing its agitation in the Maryland legislature and conducting a nuisance campaign in the Potomac
Valley to hinder the progress of the canal. The purpose of this agitation was to stir up popular
pressure to force joint construction of the two transportation systems.*®

On top of the renewed construction difficulties, high land costs, and conflicts with the
railroad, there was the disastrous epidemic of Asiatic cholera in the Potomac Valley during the
summer of 1832.™° The canal project had been plagued from its inception by the annual “sickly”

1 Two Reports of the President to the Directors of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company, On the Pre-
sent State of the Finances of the Company, and An Extension of the Navigation of the Potomac to a Point
Nine Miles Above the Town of Cumberland, On a Plan Consistent with the Present Charter (Washington,
1832), 3-8.

"2 |pid, 8-12.
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Recd., C&O Co.
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115 John Thomas Scharf, History of Western Maryland (2 vols., Philadelphia, 1882), 11, 1285.
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season in the Potomac Valley causing the exodus of company officials, contractors, and laborers,
but the 1832 epidemic proved to be the most devastating to occur during the construction pe-
riod.*®® The epidemic spread along the entire line of construction from Point of Rocks to Wil-
liamsport causing immense suffering as described in the following account:

As many as six persons are said to have been lying dead, at one time, in a single shantee,
—while in others the dead and dying were mixed in awful confusion. Many had aban-
doned their employments and fled—and some of these were attacked on the roads, and
died in the fence corners! The habits and exposures of these poor people fit them for the
reception of the cholera, and their accommodations for the sick are wretched and scanty,
indeed—for they are crowded in temporary sheds, and badly supplied even with the most
common necessaries of life...."*

Thus, the summer of 1832, the first one in which unrestricted construction was possible, wit-
nessed a virtual suspension of work along the canal, and the opportunity to complete the first 100
miles of the waterway by 1833 was gone. In fact so little progress was made on the canal that not
even the twelve miles between Point of Rocks and Harpers Ferry were finished in 1832.

With the coming of cooler weather in autumn, work slowly resumed on the canal, but the
harm had been done. As a result of the many hindrances to construction the cost of the work had
risen sharply, and the westward progress of the canal had virtually halted. By the latter part of
1832, the canal company was experiencing its first financial crisis. While it still possessed ade-
guate resources on paper, it was having difficulty in securing the payment of its calls and conse-
quently was becoming hard pressed for funds to push the construction. In June, President Mercer
had sought unsuccessfully to obtain a $300,000 loan based on the pledge of company property.*#

In October and November he made futile efforts to secure loans from private banks in
Washington, New York, and Philadelphia on the pledge of Washington and Georgetown stock.
Concurrently, the board asked the Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Maryland legislatures for addi-
tional subscriptions, but the requests were rejected.’”® Pennsylvania had shown initial interest
only in the western section of the canal and was now completing its own extensive system of pub-
lic works.™®* Virginia had failed to make any subscription to the Chesapeake & Ohio, principally
because the canal was being built on the Maryland side of the Potomac and Virginia interests saw
little advantage in supporting a transportation system that would render the commercial advan-
tages of the Potomac trade on Washington and Georgetown. Furthermore, she was preparing to
construct her own system of internal improvements connecting the Chesapeake Bay and the Ohio
River via the James and Kanawha Rivers.'®

To add to the financial woes of the company, simultaneous notices arrived in November
1832 from the Mayor of Washington indicating the city’s inability to meet the twenty-ninth in-
stallment, and from the Secretary of the Treasury refusing to make further payments for the
United States until the District cities caught up with their payments. The canal board prepared to
suspend operations above Harpers Ferry when Washington defaulted.*?
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The canal company turned to the Maryland legislature for an extension of its charter and
further large-scale aid. The general Assembly was decidedly hostile to the canal’s petitions, and
responded with a memorial to the canal company requesting joint construction of the two works
to Harpers Ferry as a favor to the State, a policy that the railroad had recommended since its de-
feat in the Court of Appeals.'?’ After a lengthy battle of proposals and counter-proposals over this
issue, the Governor suggested that the state might force the canal to accommodate the railroad by
withholding further financial aid.*?® A Senate committee responded with a report recommending
the refusal of an extension of the charter and stating that they regarded the railroad “as decidedly
and unqualifiedly a Maryland work” and that they did “not regard the canal in this light.”*?

The last source of aid still available for the canal Company was congress, but the pros-
pects of assistance from the federal government were slight after the emergence of the Jacksonian
Democrats in 2828. The early record of the administration clearly indicated its hostility toward
federal support for internal improvements in general and for the Chesapeake & Ohio in particular.
When he vetoed the Maysville Road Bill in May 1830, Jackson not only negated the proposed
highway from Maysville to Lexington in Kentucky because it was an intrastate project, but he
also challenged the principle that internal improvements were a federal responsibility. “If it be the
wish of the people that the construction of roads and canals should be conducted by the Federal
Government,” he wrote, “it is not only highly expedient, but indispensably necessary, that a pre-
vious amendment to the Constitution, delegating the necessary power and defining and restricting
its exercise with reference to the sovereignty of the States, should be made.”**

An analysis of the position of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal indicates that it failed to
meet either of the criteria set down by Jackson for internal improvements deserving of federal
support. While it originally had been projected as a great national project to connect tidewater on
the Potomac with Pittsburgh on the Ohio, it was becoming more obvious with each passing day
that the canal would do well to reach Cumberland, thus remaining an intrastate project tapping the
largely agricultural Potomac Valley trade for the benefit of Washington and Georgetown. As
there was little enthusiasm for the Constitutional amendment recommended by Jackson, there was
little hope of overcoming his neo-Jeffersonian and laissez faire attitude toward the question of
federal support for internal improvements.

Furthermore, the particular bitterness with which the Jacksonians viewed the Chesapeake
& Ohio may have stemmed in part from the personal animosity that existed between President
Jackson and Charles F. Mercer. As a young Congressman in 1819, Mercer had delivered an ad-
dress on the House floor assailing Jackson’s course in the Seminole War, a speech which Jack-
son—who was known to carry longstanding personal grudges—apparently never forgot.**

As chairman of the House Committee on Roads and Canals, Mercer had enjoyed the
friendship of Presidents Monroe and John Quincy Adams, both of whom had supported the
Chesapeake & Ohio Canal project. Jackson, on the other hand, had been a bitter antagonist of
Adams since he lost the presidential election to him in 1824, and Jackson was little interested in
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bailinglscz)ut a project that Adams had supported, particularly in the area of internal improve-
ments.

These political rivalries and personal animosities were exacerbated after 1828 when Mer-
cer, still holding his chairmanship of the House committee, as well as doubling as the canal presi-
dent, became a persistent critic of the increasing power of the presidency and the spoils system
under Jackson at the very time that he was coming into frequent conflict with the Jacksonians by
his advocacy of federal support for internal improvements.*** Thus, Jackson and his supporters
had particular disdain for the Chesapeake & Ohio and its president and consequently were not
inclined to be receptive to its appeal for additional funding.

The actions of the Jacksonian Democrats in the early 1830s served to underline this pol-
icy of hostility toward federal support for internal improvements in general and for the Chesa-
peake & Ohio in particular. In December 1828 Jacksonians in Congress introduced a joint resolu-
tion against further aid to the Cumberland Road and opposing federal ownership of stock in pri-
vate internal improvement companies.”* In June 1829, the new administration failed to send a
representative to the first annual meeting of the canal company stockholders.™®

On March 1, 1830, the House Committee on Internal Improvements recommended that
no further aid be granted to the project until the relative value of canals and railroads was proved
by trial, thereby taking the position that had been advocated by the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad
and caugeng canal officials to spend a great deal of time in collecting and publishing data on the
subject.

The administration reversed its former policy of ignoring canal company meetings and
actively interfered in company affairs at the second annual meeting of the company stockholders
in June 1830 when Secretary of the Treasury Samuel D. Ingham nominated Commodore George
Washington Rodgers, a respected naval hero and Jacksonian loyalist, to replace Mercer.**” Al-
though Mercer was reelected by a margin of 5,831 to 3,531, the Jacksonians again tried to dis-
lodge him at the 1832 annual meeting.*®

Meanwhile Congress refused to accede to any of the canal company’s petitions for fur-
ther aid.™* Finally, in a desperate effort to win the favor of the national administration, the canal
company consented in June 1833, by a highly-contested vote of 5,054 to 3,430, to the replace-
ment of Mercer by ex-Secretary of War John Eaton, a friend of Jackson from Tennessee and a
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principal in the well-publicized Peggy Eaton affair."** Fortified by this concession, the canal
board memorialized Congress in the spring of 1834 for a further subscription by submitting a
lengthy report describing the historical development, the progress of the construction, and numer-
ous problems of the canal project.**! Notwithstanding the influence of the new president and the
support of Mercer, who still remained as the chairman of the House Committee on Roads and
Canals, Congress refused further aid to the company.

Failing to secure relief from the federal government, the canal directors belatedly sought
to make peace with Maryland. A subscription by Virginia for $250,000 in February 1833 was too
small and too encumbered with stipulations concerning its use to provide any real assistance as
the canal board agreed to apply some $80,000 of the amount subscribed to the construction of
several river locks that would provide access to the canal for boats crossing the Potomac from the
Virginia shore.**

Therefore in February 1833, even before the bill providing for the Virginia subscription
passed, the directors indicated their willingness to compromise their differences with the state and
railroad, a move undoubtedly prompted in part by the railroad company’s petition to Congress in
that month requesting that the financial relief sought by the District cities be denied.**

In March, the legislature passed an act proposing an arrangement in which the state, the
canal, and the railroad could all participate.*** According to the bill, which required the approval
of both companies to become operable, the railroad company was to subscribe to $266,000 to the
stock of the canal company in return for permission to construct its tracks from Point of Rocks to
Harpers Ferry. This subscription covered the costs of extending the railway to Harpers Ferry on
the right-of-way of between 20 and 30 feet in width. The canal company would undertake the
actual location and construction of both lines through the 4.1 miles of difficult passes where both
works came together. For its part, the railroad would agree not to use the Maryland side of the
river above Harpers Ferry until the canal was completed to Cumberland or before 1840 if the ca-
nal had not been completed by that time. The legislature offered, as its part, to pass two acts, long
the subject of dispute between it and the canal, when the railroad reached Harpers Ferry. These
would permit the canal board to sell surplus water and to commence the western section before
completing the canal to Cumberland.**

After the railroad signified its consent to some conditions designed by the canal company
to protect its rights, the Chesapeake & Ohio formally accepted the Maryland act on May 9.*° The
acceptance of the compromise did not mark the end of the trouble between the railroad and the

140 Wwashington National Intelligencer, June 7, 1833, and Niles’ Register, XLIV (June 22, 1833), 270-271.
141 proceedings of Stockholders, A, 320-321; Eaton to Price, January 3, 1834, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.; Sixth
Annual

142 Richmond Compiler quoted in Niles’ Register, XLIV (April 27, 1833), 132; Proceedings of the Presi-
dent and Board of Directors, C. 282-283; and Report on a Survey and Estimate for the Improvement of the
Navigation of Goose Creek, Little River, and Beaver Dam in Loudoun County, Va. (Washington, 1832), 3—
6.

43 .S., Congress, House, Memorial of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company, H. Doc. 113, 22" Cong.,
2d sess., 1833, 1-0, and Niles’ Register, XLII (August 18, 1832), 441-442.

144 Laws Made and Passed by the General Assembly of the State of Maryland (Annapolis, 1833), Ch. 291,
Fifth Annual Report (1833), C&O Co., 12-15; and Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, C,
312.

1% proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, C, 312, 341-342; Hungerford, Story of the Balti-
more & Ohio Railroad, I, 137-141; and Semomes, Latrobe and His Times, 341.

1% proceedings of the Stockholders, A, 268-269, and Washington National Intelligencer, May 10, 1833.
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canal, but there did follow a brief period of cooperation that seemed to brighten the prospects for
both companies.**’

After the compromise of 1833, the canal company again turned to Virginia and Maryland
for aid in the solution of its financial problems. In June 1833 it estimated that it would cost
$1,106,000 to complete the navigation to Dam No. 5, while its resources to meet that sum
amounted to $1,295,104.54, leaving only the small sum of $189,104.54 to be applied to the future
extension of the canal.'*® The appeal to Virginia was unsuccessful, but the Maryland General As-
sembly voted an additional subscription of $125,000 in March 1834.'*° By the summer of 1834,
the financial condition of the canal company was again desperate.**

COST OF EXCAVATION AND EMBANKMENT
FOR CANAL PRISM - MAY 1, 1833

Cu.Yds. Average per Yd.
Grubbing $22,545.00
Earth 5,006,642.00 610,475.76 12 19/100
Rock 907,698.00 599,003.65 65 99/100
Slate 8,150.00 1,841.00 22 59/100
Embankment from canal 1,017,809.00 124,382.23 12 22/100
Embankment not from canal 1,866,120.00 382,210.34 20 48/100
Puddling 134,709.00 30,273.75
Per Perch

Perches of stone pd.for as excavation 387,008.00 196,180.01 50 69/100
Perches of stone not pd.for as excava-
tion 25,085.00 24,530.00 97 79/100
Extras 49,364.13

TOTAL $2,040,805.87

Of the total sum, $1,619,625.65 had been done, and $421,180.22 still needed to be done.

Excerpted from House Report 414,26 | | |

The Financial statement presented to the annual meeting of the stockholders in June showed that
the company had already spent $4,062,991.25. The available resources of the company totaled
$439,912, but approximately $547,563 were needed to complete the work under contract to Dam
No. 5, leaving a deficit of $107,651. Accordingly, President Eaton informed the stockholders:

During the past twelve months, nothing has transpired to give any lively encouragement
to the future progress and final completion of this important work. An embarrassed state
of its finances has kept the officers, who have been engaged in superintending its affairs,
under constant perplexity, and apprehension for its success; and with every practiced ef-
fort, they have been barely able to get on with its operation to the present time....The en-
tire deficiency, over and above all the available means possessed by the company, it is

47 Extracts from the Proceedings of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company and the Chesapeake & Ohio
Canal Company Respecting the Joint Construction of a Canal and Railroad Along 1-45; Fifth Annual Re-
port (1833), 9, 15; and Frederick Town Herald, May 11, 1833.

148 Fifth Annual Report (1833), 6.

19| aws Made and Passed by the General Assembly of the State of Maryland (Annapolis, 1834), ch. 241.
0 williamsport Banner, July 12, 1834.
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believed, will not fall short of two hundred and forty or two hundred and fifty thousand
dollars (when repairs and cost increases were counted).'>*

The deteriorating financial condition of the canal company was further aggravated by the mone-
tary policies of the Jackson Administration. As a result of this continuing war against the Second
Bank of the United States, the President in 1833 had forced the removal of the federal deposits
from its vaults, distributing them among a select group of “pet banks.” Excessive retrenchment by
the bank’s president, Nicholas Biddle, created a financial depression in 1834.'2

COST OF CANAL CONSTRUCTION
FROM ROCK CREEK BASIN
TO DAM NO. 5 - MARCH 1, 1834

Sections $2,152,878.98
Locks 534,382.18
Lockhouses 21,725.22
Bridges and Aqueducts 291,014.75
Culverts 204,072.78
WasteWeirs 22,020.35
Dams and Feeders 209,891.00

TOTAL | $3,435,985.26

Excerpted from House Report 414,187

Under the existing tight money market, the canal company could not convert $218,750 in Wash-
ington and Georgetown six percent bonds into money without taking a serious loss. The hard
times also made it impossible for the company to collect $100,000 from the $250,000 due in
March from the stockholders. Without any hope of obtaining substantial accretions to its re-
sources, the canal directors determined:

To issue promissory notes of five, ten, and twenty dollars, payable one year after date,
with four per cent interest; and for the redemption of which, stocks of the State of Mary-
land, and of the corporations of Washington and Georgetown, will be placed in the hands
of Phineas Janney, John P. Van Ness, and William Price, as trustees, to an amount
($150,000) greater than it is proposed to issue notes; with authority in the trust to sell the
stocks, and apply the proceeds to the payment of the notes when at maturity.*

Once the decision had been made to issue canal script, the canal board renewed its efforts to se-
cure bank loans. In mid-September, the Bank of the United States advanced $200,000 to the com-
pany and the boar immediately placed advertisements in the Potomac Valley newspapers to at-
tract several hundred additional hands to complete the canal to Dam No. 5.™*

151 Sixth Annual Report (1834), C&O Co., 3-4, 6-7.

152 John Spencer Bassett, The Life of Andrew Jackson (Rev. ed., New York, 1967), 631-655, and Glydon
G. Van Deuser, The Jacksonian Era, 1824-1848 (New York, 1959), 80-83.

153 Niles’ Register, XLVI (May 3, 1834), 149; Williamsport Banner, quoted in Niles’ Register, XLIV (April
26, 1834), 133; and Sixth Annual Report (1834), 3-4.

54 Niles’ Register, XLVII (September 20, 1834, October 4, 1834): Proceedings of the President and Board
of Directors, D 159; and Proceedings of Stockholders, A, 368.
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Encouraged by this unexpected aid, the canal directors again directed appeals for addi-
tional funds to congress and the interested states in late 1834. They were supported in their peti-
tions by the Internal Improvement Convention which met in Baltimore on December 8-10, 1834.
The meeting assembled at the call of an earlier gathering at the Allegany Court House in Cumber-
land on October 18, at which supporters of the waterway in the western Maryland counties had
urged further assistance for the project so that it could be completed to Cumberland.™> About 200
representatives from Maryland, Virginia, Pennsylvania, Ohio, and the District cities attended the
convention.**®

Ostensibly called not only to consider measures *“as should seem most likely to cause the
Chesapeake & Ohio Canal to be soon finished,” but also to undertake plans for other internal im-
provements “of a national character” to “advance the welfare to Maryland, and her sister states,”
the convention devoted its time almost exclusively to the problems of the waterway. The conven-
tion selected as its chairman, George Corbin Washington, a grandnephew of George Washington,
Harvard-educated lawyer, and former Maryland Congressman who had been elected the third
president of the canal company in June 1834.%’

Among the important actions of the convention were the formal approval of memorials to
the House of Representatives, the Mayor and City of Council of Baltimore, and the Virginia,
Maryland, and Pennsylvania legislatures for more aid.**® Two significant reports were submitted
by committees appointed by the convention. One, by the principal committee headed by ex-
president Mercer, examined the probably cost and time of completing the canal, and the other,
chaired by Pennsylvania Congressman Andrew Stewart, reviewed the expected trade and revenue
of the canal when it would reach Cumberland.**®

The Mercer committee report noted the amount and quality of work already done on the
canal and the work remaining to be done. Concerning the finances needed to complete the eastern
section of the waterway, the report concluded:

The completion of these works is expected to carry the total cost of the eastern section of
the canal to the amount of very near $6,500,000. Of this sum, the first 107 miles with its
appendages, will continue 4 % millions. This last sum allows $25,640 per mile, for each
mile of the 78; and is believe to be sufficient; as well from the a reference to the actual
cost of a large portion of the canal, above and below Williamsport, as from a survey and
working estimate of the 25 % miles immediately below the Great Cacapon; at which
point, it is contemplated to erect the next or sixth dam, across the Potomac. The total cost
of these 26 ¥ miles, it is confidently believed, will not exceed $600,000. So that, of the
two millions, $1,400,000 will be applicable to the construction of 51 ¥ miles above Ca-
capon; which allows about $17,184 per mile for the portion of the eastern section.

Altogether the report estimated that it would cost approximately $14,500,000 to complete the ca-
nal to Pittsburgh.'®

The Stewart committee report studied the sources of trade of the canal when it would be
completed to Cumberland. In glowing terms, it expressed the firm conviction that the Chesapeake

155 Journal of the Internal Improvement Convention Which Assembled in the City of Baltimore, On the 8"
Day of December, 1834 (Baltimore, 1835), 3—7.

1% |bid, 7-10.

57 Niles’ Register, XLVI (July 5, 1834), 326.

158 Journal of the Internal Improvement Convention, 27-44, 73-93, and Niles’ Register, XLVII (December
13, 1834, January 1, 1835), 233, 308-310.

159 Journal of the Internal Improvement Convention, 45-72.

1% Ibid, 58-63.
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& Ohio Canal will afford a more profitable investment of funds, than any similar work of internal
improvement in the United States, possessing as it does, advantages in reference to climate, dis-
tance, structure, and sources of revenue, decidedly superior to any other, constructed or contem-
plated.” The sources of revenue named by the report were coal, lumber, lime, iron, fish, agricul-
tural produce, merchandise, and water power rentals, all of which would “force it (the canal) on-
ward to its completion” to the Ohio River.**

Reassured by the convention reports and enthused over the prospects of a “geometrical
increase of business” once the waterway reached Cumberland, the convention adjourned to press
its quest for aid.

Once again the efforts were made to obtain the assistance of the United States. Despite
the favorable recommendation of the House Committee on Roads and Canals, Congress again
refused to grant the requested aid. After this rebuff to their petition, the canal supporters con-
firmed their efforts to obtain $500,000 from the dividend of the Second Bank of the United
States, in return for which sum the company offered perpetual release from tolls for government
business on the waterway. When this proposal failed to pass the Senate, it became clear to all
concerned that the federal government had renounced all interest in the project.'®?

The failure of Congress to assume the support of the canal company placed the future of
the work in the hands of the District cities and the interested states. The former were debt-ridden
and incapable of rendering further aid, and the latter, except Maryland, were no longer interested.
Supporters of the canal in the Virginia Assembly introduced a bill to guarantee a loan of
$500,000 for the canal company in return for a mortgage of canal property to the state, but after
passage in the lower house, the proposal was defeated by one vote in the Senate when it was
called up during the absence of several known friends of the canal.'®® The canal was thus forced
to rely solely upon the support of the state of Maryland.

181 |bid, 45-47, and Niles’ Register, XLVII (January 17, 1835), 330, 341-344.

162 Washington to Colston, January 31, 1835, Ltrs., Sent, C&O Co., and Proceedings of Stockholders, A,
365-370.

163 Niles” Register, XLVII (February 21, 1835), 428; XLVIII (March 7, 1835), 2; and Richmond Compiler
quoted in Niles’ Register, XLVIII (March 14, 1835), 18.
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1. MARYLAND ASSUMES CONTROL OF
THE GREAT NATIONAL PROJECT: 1835-1842

The canal company vigorously pressed the Maryland General Assembly to pass a bill authorizing
a loan of the entire $2,000,000 required to complete the canal to Cumberland. The campaign to
acquire the loan was aided by the memorial of the politically impressive Internal Improvement
Convention and the personal lobbying efforts of President Washington and certain influential
members of the assembly.'®* After considerable debate, the Maryland legislature passed the act in
March 1835 authorizing the loan, with members from Baltimore and the Eastern Shore supporting
it as well as the canal supporters from the western counties.'®®

Apparently, two arguments had a great effect in winning support for the measure. It was
widely believed that the future revenues of the canal, as outlined in the report of Andrew Stewart
to the Internal Improvement Convention, would provide sizeable financial returns to the state in
later years. To foster this hope, the pro-canal delegates, encouraged by President Washington,
proposed to give the counties for educational purposes all receipts over the amount necessary to
provide a sinking fund to redeem the debt.*®® The members were also afraid of the consequences
of the concurrent deliberations in the Virginia legislature concerning the mortgage of the canal to
that state for only $500,000, a sum clearly inadequate to complete it to Cumberland.*®’

The act provided for the payment of $600,000 on June 20, 1835, and $200,000 on Octo-
ber 1, 1835, $200,000 on January 1, 1836, and four quarterly installments of $250,000 each on
the first of April, July, October, 1835, and January 1837. Upon the unanimous recommendation
of the canal directors, the company stockholders formally accepted the load and authorized the
mortgage at a special meeting on April 22.1%®

In reporting the $2,000,000 loan, the Niles Register editorialized that

They cannot but congratulate the stockholders and the community upon the prospects
which the act of Maryland affords of speedily realizing the sanguine anticipations in
which they have long indulged for the completion of this great work of internal im-
provement.*®

During the ensuing months, the canal company had little trouble in obtaining the money for the
bonds issued to pay the loan as financial conditions both on the domestic and European scenes

164 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, E, 83-84, 165; and Memorial to the General As-
sembly of Maryland in Behalf of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal (Baltimore, 1835), 3-12.
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were favorable to the disposal of the state bonds at a premium. Anxious to avoid speculation on
future sales, the directors offered the bonds as a block and accepted the bid of a Baltimore house
to take the bonds at a premium of $15.40 per $100.*"° A further indication of Maryland’s interest
in the completion of the eastern section was its decision as a one-sixth bondholder to forego divi-
dends, thereby repaying her own loan to that extent.'’*

Upon receipt of the first installment of the $2,000,000 loan in June 1835, the company
liquidated its entire debt of $559,771.05, retires its canal script, and resumed the construction of
the waterway above Dam No. 5 with increased vigor.'”> However, the continued high cost of land
and labor during the inflationary cycle of the 1830s, and increased construction difficulties in the
upper Potomac Valley soon forced the actual cost of the canal far above the estimates which were
the basis of the $2,000,000 loan. There were at least five factors that played a direct role in in-
creasing the cost of construction, thus hindering the rapid completion of the work.

First, the work on the sections above Dam No. 5 proved more difficult and costly than
had been anticipated in part because Charles B. Fisk, an assistant engineer who in May was
placed in charge of the important new third residency on which all construction was then concen-
trated, again raised high the banner of perfection which former President Mercer had carried as
persistently during the early years of the canal project. On March 30, 1835, he wrote to the canal
board with apparently little knowledge of, or concern for, financial considerations, proposing a
revision of building procedures in extending the canal and urging greater care and expenditure in
construction in order to reduce subsequent repair and maintenance costs.'”

Regardless of its economic or technical soundness, this plan proved to be politically dis-
astrous course for the company in the 1830s and 1840s, leaving the future success of the canal
clouded by a staggering capitalization, and in June 1837 it reiterated its insistence on perfection
for the work above Dam No. 5 and rejected all proposals for expedients in construction:

In the location and construction of the canal above Dam no. 5, as well as that designed
from Cacapon to Cumberland, the Board has acted on the principal that temporary works
and expedients, to hasten the opening of the navigation to the coal region, cannot accom-
plish the object for which this magnificent improvement was designed, and would prove
a failure alike discreditable to its projectors and managers, as well as to the community
concerned; neither would the interests of the stockholders have been consulted by a plan
of operation looking only to saving in cost and time. False and imperfect construction and
location would necessarily induce frequent costly repairs, amounting eventually to more
than the first cost of a perfect work; and as to time, much more would be lost than gained,
from the repeated and vexatious interruptions to trade, of breaches in the embankments,
and failures in the masonry. Whilst, on the one hand, the Board has been actuated by the
most scrupulous regard to the proper and judicious application of the funds of the com-
pany, on the other hand, they have endeavored to avoid false motions of economy in the
construction of the work which is not designed to subserve the purposes of the present
day or century, but is to endure for all time.*"

70 \White to Washington, April 11, 1835, and Maclubin to Washington, June 5, 1835, Ltrs. Reed, C&O Co.
71 proceedings of Stockholder, A, 371.

172 Maryland, General Assembly, Joint Committee on Expenditures for Internal Improvement, Report of the
Joint Committee Appointed to Inquire into the Expenditures of the State, In Works of Internal Improvement
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173 Fish to President and Directors, March 30, 1835, Ltrs. Reed, C&O Co.; Proceedings of the President and
Board of Directors, 311, 319.
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The influence of such ideas by Fish would continue to affect the canal construction as he was
promoted to chief engineer on April 12, 1837, and remained in that position, with the exception
of a brief period in 1840-41, until 1852.

Second, construction costs increased because of the stone in the upper Potomac Valley.
Contrary to earlier reports, new ground surveys by Resident Engineer Thomas F. Purcell and Su-
perintendent of Masonry A. B. McFarland found a large part of the strata to be composed of nor-
mally friable red sandstone, much of it already rotten. Good supplies of limestone were discov-
ered at scattered points on both sides of the river, notably near the mouth of the Great Cacapon on
the Virginia side and at Town Hill on the Maryland side. But many of the deposits were at some
distance from the projected line of the canal, thereby increasing transportation costs to move the
materials to the construction site.*"”

Third, land damages added to the increasing expense of construction. Landholders in
Washington and Allegany Counties continued to demand the highest possible prices, and juries in
both jurisdictions continued to exact full satisfaction. Land costs averaged $2,290 per mile, more
than double the estimates of 1834, ranging from 2 % to 25 times the company’s original estimated
costs. The general attitude of the Jacksonian-oriented western Maryland farmers appeared to be
best summed up in the words of one of the proprietor’s lawyers when he stated that “this great
wealthy foreign Company should not be permitted to trespass upon the farmer without being
made to pay ample for it.”*"

Fourth, the rise in construction costs was affected by the labor and provisions price in-
creases of the 1830s. With resumption of large-scale operations the shortage of workers again
became critical. To relieve this condition, A. B. McFarland went to New York and Philadelphia
in early 1837 to recruit additional hands, as many other public works in the East had already been
forced to suspend operations because of spiraling inflation.'”” Despite his efforts, the level of
wages %r; the canal, which had averaged $5 to $10 per month on 1828, rose to nearly $35 per
month.

The contractors were experiencing severe financial problems by the summer of 1836. As
a result, the canal board ratified a series of estimated increases among which were included an 8
per cent increase in the estimates for eighteen contractors between Dams No. 5 and 6 in August
1836, a further advance of $106,808 to the contractors on the same stretch of the canal in Febru-
ary 1837, and 30 per cent increase over January 1836 prices for the estimates on the “50-mile sec-
tion” between the Cacapon River and Cumberland in August 1837.*"® Many contracts were aban-
doned and relet for increases of from 25 to 40 per cent.*®

The steady rise in prices was also evidenced in a report in April 1838 which revealed that
the following construction items had increased as follows within a five-month span:

Excavation from 11 and 14 cents to 20 cents a cubic yard
Puddling from 10 to 30 cents a cubic yard

17> Purcell to Board of Directors, May 26, 1835, and McFarland to Bender, January 2, 1836, Ltrs. Recd.,
C&O Co.

17 price and Merrick to President and Directors, July 23, 1835; and Bender to President and Directors, Au-
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Walling from 45 cents to 75 cents a perch
Embankment from excavation from 18 cents to 30 cents a cubic yard®*

Fifth, the adoption of the Paw Paw tunnel and deep cuts contributed to the increased costs of con-
struction. One of the most expensive projects on the entire line, it was the proudest achievement
of the company and its contractor, Lee Montgomery, a hard-working Methodist minister, was
treated with greater deference by the canal directors than most other contractors. The importance
of keeping the work moving on the heavy sections to prevent undue delay in the completion of
the canal insured him of their continued financial assistance and by 1842 the company had paid
over $616,478.65 for this partially-completed structure, a sum that was about 75 percent above
earlier contract estimates.'®

The escalation in land, labor, and construction costs soon forced the actual cost of the
canal far above the estimates which were the basis of the $2,000,000 loan. In 1834, Engineer Al-
fred Cruger had allowed $663,676 for the construction of the 27 miles between Dam No. 5 and
the Cacapon River.'®® Fisk revised this figure in June 1835 on the basis of work actually done,
raising it to $1,022,534, and in June 1836 another revision raised the cost to $2,427,497.%%

As a result of these developments, the resources of the company were inadequate for the
job, and the canal board began curtaining its operations in January 1836 by suspending the letting
of contracts and condemnation of land above the Cacapon.'® As it had so many times in the past,
the canal company again petitioned the District cities and the Virginia and Maryland legislature
for further aid.'®®

The bankrupt District cities were in no position to offer assistance, their predicted decla-
ration of foreclosure being prevented only by the assumption of their debts by the federal gov-
ernment in May 1836."®" The petition to the Virginia Assembly produced a bill for an additional
subscription to the company, but opposition from the James River and Kanawha Company pre-
vented its passage.'®® When the company requested an additional $2,500,000 from the Maryland
General Assembly, there was widespread support for the canal’s appeal. The suspension of the
work above the Cacapon in January 1836 was a serious blow to the Cumberland businessman as
described in the Niles’ Register:

The stoppage of the work on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal has caused a very consider-
able panic in Cumberland. Two hours after the arrival of the news, the price of produce
came down at least 10 percent. Business still continues to be dull; our principal streets
presenting an unusual barrenness; the merchant is idle; and the mechanic slow in the
transaction of his business; the speculator is cut to the quick; and those who engaged to
pay high rents on account of the prospects of the canal, have been suddenly and seriously

181 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, E, 389-390.
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disappointed. Indeed, the citizens of the town generally, and the farmers for many miles
round, have great cause to regret this temporary suspension.

The proceeding has startled everybody. For after the great liberality of the legis-
lature, in granting two millions, no one expected such a result. It was believed that the
work would be very nearly completed at least....**

The popularity of the waterway had grown as it advanced westward and became an increasingly
important factor in the projected regional economy. Town meetings, such as one held at Cumber-
land, passed resolutions urging the legislature to grant further aid.**® The chances of the com-
pany’s success in obtaining the increased aid were enhanced by the simultaneous need of the Bal-
timore & Ohio Railroad for further assistance and an internal improvements fever that was
sweeping the state.

Despite these favorable circumstances, there was strong opposition in the Assembly to
large appropriations for public works. Notwithstanding the recommendations of the Joint commit-
tee on Expenditures for Internal Improvement and the House Committee on Ways and Means, the
bill providing $8,000,000 for various state canal and railroad projects failed to pass the House of
Delegates by a vote of 35 to 34 on March 31, 1836.'%! Following the vote, the Assembly ad-
journed until May 4, when a special session would take up the proposal after the Maryland citi-
zens had had an opportunity to discuss it.

The pro-internal improvements forces sponsored a series of rallies climaxed on May 2 by
a mass meeting in Baltimore, attended by representatives from Maryland, Virginia, and Pennsyl-
vania.'®” The rally adopted resolutions urging the state to:

1. complete the public works;

2. secure control of the Chesapeake & Ohio;

3. bring its trade to Baltimore by means of the long-discussed Maryland Cross-Cut Ca-
nal;

4. permit the extension of the Baltimore & Ohio to the west through Maryland;

5. encourage the development of local railroads, such as the Eastern Shore Railroad, in
other parts of the state.'®®

The special session that met in Annapolis on May 20, 1836, referred the question of the condition
of state finances and public works to the Joint Committee on Internal Improvements. Badly di-
vided over this critical issue, the committee issued two separate reports. The majority noted that
the exhausted condition of the state finances would not permit large expenditures for public
works, and, at any rate, there was insufficient information on which to base major decisions on
the proposed construction on the Baltimore & Ohio, the Maryland Cross-Cut Canal, and the East-
ern Shore Railroad. The members could see no reason for extending the Chesapeake & Ohio if its

189 Niles’ Register, XLIX (February 20, 1836), 426.

19 William H. Lowdermilk, History of Cumberland (Washington, 1878), 338-339.

191 Report of the Joint Committee Appointed to Inquire into the Expenditures of the State, 3-4, “Report of
the Committee on Ways and Means of the House of Delegates, on the Subject of the Finances and Internal
Improvements,” March 9, 1836, in A Short History of the Public Debt of Maryland (Baltimore, 1844), Ap-
pendix K, 52—-62.

192 A Short History of the Public Debt of Maryland, 23-25.

193 «Address of the City of Baltimore to the People of Maryland,” April 12, 1836, in Ibid, Appendix, 68-72,
and Journal of the Internal Improvement Convention, May 2, 1836,” in Ibid, 27-30.
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terminus was to remain in Georgetown, and they found it difficult to see the need for extending
both the canal and the railroad if one were more advantageous than the other.'*

On the other hand, the minority report, written by Joseph Merrick, a long-time canal sup-
porter who had helped engineer the 1834 and 1835 subscriptions through the Assembly, rejected
the retrenchment policy of the majority. It urged the passage of the Eight Million Bill as a logical
culmination of the state’s efforts to acquire a share of the western trade and as a measure to pro-
vide for the future stability of the treasury.**®

The Assembly paid little heed to the warnings of the majority report and adopted the
views of the minority. The House of Delegates passed the internal improvements bill on June 3
by a vote of 48 to 39, and the Senate passed it the following day by a vote of 11 to 2. The act pro-
vided for the subscription of $8,000,000 to various internal improvement companies:

e $3,000,000 each to the Chesapeake & Ohio and the Baltimore & Ohio;

e $1,000,000 to the Baltimore and Susquehanna Railroad;

e $500,000 to the Maryland Canal Company for a branch canal from the Chesapeake &
Ohio to Baltimore;

e And $250,000 each to the Annapolis and Elkridge Railroad and the Eastern Shore
Railroad.

Before any payments would be made on the two major subscriptions, the Maryland Canal Com-
pany must be organized with sufficient funds to insure the construction of its work. The Balti-
more & Ohio was released from the prohibition against extending its line in Maryland beyond
Harpers Ferry before 1840. As had been the case in earlier subscriptions, the loans were in the
form of state bonds.'®

The citizens of Baltimore were delighted by the passage of the law. All the important
provisions of the bill appeared to promote the commercial interests of their city over those of the
District cities. Accordingly, a public meeting was held at the Exchange at which resolutions were
unanimously adopted “for a public dinner—an exhibition of fires works—a salute of 100 guns—
the ringing of bells of all the churches, engine houses, and other institutions—and the general
display of the flags of the shipping and public buildings.”**" The celebrations were complemented
by a report of the Baltimore Common Council urging both the railroad and canal companies to
come to an agreement over any disputes which might arise between them and encouraging the
efforts being taken to organize the Maryland Canal Company.*®

The canal company and the District cities, particularly the Corporation of Washington,
reacted with some displeasure to the Eight Million Dollar Bill. Their major objections centered on
the provision of the act which required the Maryland Canal Company to construct a waterway by
the “most northern practicable route,” as the condition upon which the appropriation to the
Chesapeake & Ohio depended and on the provision permitting the Baltimore & Ohio to extend its

194 «“Majority Report of the Joint Committee of Both Branches of the Legislature, Appointed to Investigate
the Subject of Internal Improvement,” in Ibid, 33-38.

1% «“Minority Report of the Joint Committee of Both Branches of the Legislature, Appointed to Investigate
the Subject of Internal Improvement,” in Ibid, 39

1% Eighth Annual Report (1836), C&O Co., 6. For more information on the Maryland Crosscut Canal, see
Walter S. Sanderlin, “The Maryland Canal Project—An Episode in the History of Maryland’s Internal Im-
provements,” Maryland Historical Magazine, XLI (March, 1946), 51-65.

97 Report to the Stockholders on the completion of the Chesapeake & Ohio Railroad to Cumberland, 62—
63.

198 Baltimore, Common Council, Joint Committee on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, Report, Presented by
Mr. Maury (Baltimore, 1836), 1-6.
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line in Maryland above Harpers Ferry. Furthermore, by accepting the $3,000,000 subscription,
the company would fall under the control of the State of Maryland, a long-standing ally of the
railroad."*®

Nevertheless, the provisions of the act were carried out in a relatively short time. The
Chesapeake & Ohio and the Baltimore & Ohio reached an agreement on July 28 over the settle-
ment of the disputes that might arise between the two companies. On the same day, the canal
stockholders accepted the Maryland act by a vote of 4,101 to 2,333, the Corporation of George-
town and Alexandria and the State of Maryland voting in the affirmative and the Corporation of
Washington in the negative.*®

Promoters of the cross-cut canal project obtained subscriptions from the Baltimore Citi-
zenry and organized the company, despite the fact that earlier surveys by U.S. Engineer William
Howard had shown the only practicable route for such a canal to lie through the District of Co-
lumbia.?®* The subscriptions to the Baltimore & Ohio and the Chesapeake & Ohio were then re-
leased from the legal restrictions of the act, and the State of Maryland, as a result of its 1834,
1835, and 1836 subscriptions, gained control of the company and a mortgage on its property. Af-
ter this date, canal affairs were dominated by the state, and the future of the waterway was insepa-
rably tied to the desires of the state.??

Although the $3,000,000 subscription appeared to assure the successful completion of the
canal’s construction, the company found itself in a precarious financial situation almost immedi-
ately. Three principal causes contributed to the desperate financial condition of the company: the
monetary policies of the Jackson Administration that led to the severe economic Panic of 1837,
the depression in England which brought a curtailment in the European money markets, and the
political maneuvering by opponents of public works in Annapolis.

During his battle against the Second Bank of the United States, Jackson and his advisers
gradually developed a theory of business cycles, in which paper money was the villain that
caused alternated periods of inflation and depression. If the circulation of paper could be re-
stricted and the proportion of gold and silver to paper increased, the cycle, and especially the ru-
inous inflation that was then occurring, could be brought under some measure of control. Wage
earners and small farmers, the two groups that Jackson had championed as the epitome of the
“common man,” would then receive some protection from periodic disaster.?*®

When his efforts to persuade Congress to enact legislation limiting the circulation of bank
votes failed, Jackson applied his hard-money tendencies to the sale of public lands. During the
highly-inflationary mid-1830s, the purchase of public lands thereby fueling the uncontrolled in-
flation of the period increased by leaps and bounds. The banks, particularly in the West, had ex-
tended their loans beyond all reason, as much of the payment for government lands consisted of
nothing more than paper of state banks, paper that was loaned out, returned to the banks, and
again loaned out in a vicious cycle. Partly as a result of his concept of a sound currency and partly
due to the public outcries against the land speculators, Jackson issued the Specie Circular on July

199 Report to the Stockholders on the Completion of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal to Cumberland, 63,
Washington, D.C., Council, Joint Committee on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal; Report (Washington,
1836), 1-6; and Report of the General Committee of the Stockholders of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal
Company, Presented July 18, 1836 (Washington, 1836), 3-8.

20 proceedings of Stockholders, B, 40-49; and Niles’ Register, L (August 6, 13, 1836), 377.

201 J.S., Congress, House, Letter of the Secretary of War, J. Barlow, Transmitting a Report of the Engineer
on the Survey of a Route for the Proposed Canal to Connect the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal with Baltimore,
H. Doc. 58, 20" Cong., 1% sess., 1825, 6-8.

22 sanderlin, Great National Project, 111-112.

2% Marquis James, Andrew Jackson: Portrait of a President (Indianapolis, 1937), 414, 426, 439-441.
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11, 1836, prohibiting all federal government receivers of public money from accepting anything
but specie in payment for the public lands.?**

By the spring, the measure had created a demand for specie that many of the banks could
not meet. Gold and silver were drained from the East to the West, making money very tight on
the eastern seaboard. Western banks were forced to curtail their discounts, and bank failures in
the West spread to the East, gripping the entire country in a sudden financial panic. Finding it
virtually impossible to conduct its business in the specie shortage, the canal company resorted to
the issue of change notes on June 20.2%

The grave economic situation in America was worsened by a depression in England. To
weather its crisis, the British government lowered the price of cotton from 17 % to 13 % cents,
thereby undercutting the American cotton manufacturing industry. London investors also started a
draizrgsof specie from the United States as they began curtailing their commitments in North Amer-
ica.

Against the background of national and international economic instability, the canal
company had trouble from the start in obtaining the bonds issued by Maryland to cover the
$3,000,000 subscription on the proceeds from the sale. First, there were delays in putting the law
into effect as a result of a major political battle between the decreasing tobacco-raising and slave-
holding counties of southern Maryland and the rapidly growing city and environs of Baltimore
over the system of representation in Annapolis, a vicious conflict that led to constitutional
amendments providing for the popular election of the governor and state senators, the abolition of
the Governor’s Council, and a slight increase in the representation of the city of Baltimore and
the more populous counties.?”

These political distractions caused the postponement of the appointment of state commis-
sioners to negotiate the sale of the bonds until December 1836. One of the commissioners left
immediately for London, but the other two remained in Maryland until the following spring.?®®
By the end of March 1837, the directors, desperate for cash, decided to purchase the bonds on
behalf of the company, and a provisional contract was drawn up accordingly.?® When the com-
missioners failed to negotiate the sale of the bonds for the required 20 percent premium by De-
cember 1837, the board determined to undertake the task on the same terms.?*°

By this time more trouble was brewing for the canal company in Annapolis, as some
members of the General Assembly had lost their enthusiasm for internal improvements as a result
of the depression and the opponents of public works were demanding a reduction of governmen-
tal expenses and a limitation of the power of the General Assembly to contract debts.?'* After a
considerable debate, during which time the legislature debated the repeal of the Eight Million

2% \/an Deusen, Jacksonian Era, 104—105, and American State Papers, Public Land (8 vols., Washington,
1832-61), VIII, 910.

205 \7an Deusen, Jacksonian Era, 116, and Niles’ Register, L1 (July 1, 1837), 273.

206 \/an Deusen, Jacksonian Era, 116-117.

207 John Thomas Scharf, History of Maryland from the Earliest Period to the Present Day (3 vols., Balti-
more, 1879), 111, 192-196.

208 proceedings of Stockholders, B, 79, and Report to the Stockholders on the Completion of the Chesa-
peake & Ohio Canal to Cumberland, 75-76.

2% proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, E, 226; Proceedings of the Stockholders, B, 75;
and Buchanan to Washington, March 7, 15, April 16, May 16, 1837, George Corbin Washington Papers,
Maryland Historical Society, Baltimore.

219 Report to the Stockholders on the Completion of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal to Cumberland, 75-76.
21 Richard Walsh and William Lloyd Fox, Maryland: A History, 1632-1974 (Baltimore, 1974), 278-292.
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Dollar Act and the withholding of bonds not already issued, the Assembly finally confirmed the
bond issue in March 1838 and placed the certificates in the company’s hands.*?

The canal board divided the bonds into equal sums for sale in the United States and in
Europe. There soon proved to be no market for the bonds either here or overseas because of the
tightness of the financial communities after the economic depression. Accordingly, on the advice
of their agents in London, both the railroad and canal companies prevailed upon the Maryland
legislature to convert the bonds to 5 percent sterling, the canal company coupling with its request
a petition for an additional $1,375,000 subscription.?** After another debate on the advisability of
refusing all further aid to the canal project, the Assembly in April 1839 consented to the com-
pany’s requests.”**

The company was released from the provisions of the 1836 act requiring state commis-
sioners to negotiate the sale of the bonds at a 20 percent premium. Instead, the commissioners of
loans was authorized to issue to the canal company five percent sterling bonds amounting to
$3,200,000 in lieu of the $2,500,000 of six percent certificates which had been delivered to the
company and $500,000 of six percent certifications which had been retained by the treasurer of
Maryland as security for the payment of the premium. In return the company was required to re-
deem the six percents by a substitution of the five percents, where the former had been hypothe-
cated, and return the entire amount to the state to be cancelled.”® At the same time it subscribed
an additional $1,375,000 to the canal stock, a loan that was the result of an admission as early as
1838 that because of the difficult construction and high building costs, $1,500,000 more would be
needed above all available resources, to complete the waterway.*®

During these lengthy negotiations, the canal company resorted to several temporary ar-
rangements to keep the work going. Among these activities were the institution of suits against
delinquent stockholders to force full payment, the shifting of their funds to specie-paying banks,
and the procurement of loans from local banks on the pledge of Washington and Georgetown
bonds. At first the efforts were successful only in Baltimore and Washington, but in November
the Second Bank of the United States in Philadelphia granted a loan of $50,000 on the pledge of
Washington stock. After that the company secured loans in the District of Columbia and in Bal-
timore amounting to over $300,000 by June 1838.%

212 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, E, 380-381; Tenth Annual Report (1838), C&O
Co., 3, 11; and Laws Made and Passed by the General Assembly of the State of Maryland (Annapolis,
1837), R68.

213 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, E, 388; Tenth Annual Report (1838), 11; Report to
the Stockholders on the Completion of the Chesapeake & Ohio to Cumberland, 78-80, and Communication
from George C. Washington, President of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company in Answer to the Report
Made to the House of Delegates, By the Chairman of the Committee on Internal Improvements, in Relation
to Said Company (Annapolis, 1839), 1-22. In his report, Washington reported that the current estimated
cost to complete the canal from Dam No. 5 to Cumberland was $6,080,657, up 71 percent from the January
1836 estimate of $3,560,619.

214 Baltimore Sun, March 14, 1839; and Acts Relating to the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company, Passed
by the General Assembly of Maryland, at December Session, 1838, 1-6.
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Another temporary expedient was the renewed issuance of canal script. On June 29,
1837, the directors adopted this course of action but limited the issue to notes of less than $5.00 in
value.?®® However, three months later, they began to issue larger notes of $5, $10, and $20 de-
nominations and periodically expanded the script printing during the following year, until by May
1838, $376,513.50 in canal notes had been issued and $50,000 more had been authorized but not
yet issued. Thus, what had started as a stop-gap measure became a regular practice with danger-
ous potentialities.***

The temporary measures were taken to enable the company to continue construction op-
erations while it negotiated for the sale of the state bonds in England. Shortly after the Assembly
confirmed the bond issue, the directors appointed George Peabody as their agent in England to
effect the sale. Although Auguste Belmont, the New York agent for Rothschild and Son, of Lon-
don, offered to purchase $1,500,000 of the 6 percent bonds, on May 1838, no bids were forth-
coming which met the 20 percent premium required by the company’s contract with the state.??
Therefore the board decided to seek loans from banks on the pledge of the bonds while awaiting
an improvement in the money markets. In a frenzy of hypothecation without effective safeguards,
the board floated loans both in the United States and England on the pledge of Maryland bonds at
85. An example of such loan policies appeared in an advertisement in the Baltimore Sun on Sep-
tember 28, 1839:

Public sale of six percent State of Maryland stock or bonds. By virtue of an agreement
between the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company and the Commercial and Farmers Bank
of Baltimore, and as authorized thereby, there will be offered at public auction at the Ex-
change, in the city of Baltimore, on Wednesday, the 9" of October, 1839, at 1 o’clock
P.M. for cash, eight bonds of six percent loan of the state of Maryland Nos. 93 to 100 in-
clusive, for the sum of five thousand dollars each, amounting in the whole to forty thou-
sand dollars with interest from the first of April 1838.%

By January 1, 1839, banks in the United States had loaned $490,000 and those in England,
$1,258,925.08, including exchange differences.??* After the substitution of 5 percent sterling for 6
percent dollar bonds had been effected and an additional subscription of $1,375,000 obtained, the
company floated loans in America, bringing the total here to $1,110,000.%2 The wholesale hy-
pothecation of Maryland bonds at 85 to secure loans totaling $2,368,925.08 put the canal com-
pany in an unpopular position. The directors’ policy undermined the states’ credit at home and
abroad and threatened disaster to the company finances. The actions of the board were roundly
criticized in the Assembly and the Committee on Ways and Means conducted a detailed investi-
gation of the embarrassing conduct of canal affairs.?*

The General condemnation of the directors’ practices and the election of a Democrat,
William Grason, in 1838 in the first popular election for Governor of the state enabled him to use
influence in June 1839 to remove President Washington and the other members of the Whig-
dominated canal board and appoint Democratic officials in their place.?

218 Niles Register, LIl (July 1, 1837), 237, and Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, E. 268.
219 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, E, 298-299, 317, 426.
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March 14, 1839,” A short History of the Public Debt of Maryland, Appendix P, 76-78.
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The principal problem facing the new president, Francis Thomas, a five-term Jacksonian
loyalist in Congress from Western Maryland, and the new directors in June 1839 was the liquida-
tion of the staggering debt, while simultaneously finding some means of pushing the construction
of the canal to a successful conclusion or suspending all operations. For several months Thomas
personally negotiated for the liquidation of the debt, first making an agreement with the Balti-
more z§§ Ohio to cooperate in the sale of bonds to maintain the state’s credit and prevent sacri-
fices.

However as its creditors were pressing for payment and threatening to effect a forced sale
of the bonds hypothecated to them, the canal company was forced to sell its bonds immediately in
New York, Baltimore, Washington, and London.?’ The total loss for the company on the
$4,065,444.42 of bonds sold was $1,048,022.09, or nearly 26 percent of the par value.??® Despite
a report by the Committee on Ways and Means finding these actions to be precipitous blunders,
the National Intelligencer was able to report in January 1840:

It is a gratification to us to be able to state...that information has been received by letters
from long...of the sale of a sufficient amount of Maryland state five per cent bonds is-
sued in behalf of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company (added to the sales of said
bonds made by the directors in this country) to pay all the old debts of the company to
banks and bankers in the United States and in Europe, and leave a surplus for the redemp-
tion of the company’s script (notes) now in circulation.??

Although the entire debt of the company arising from the hypothecation of the 5 percent bonds
had been liquidated, the directors were still faced with the exhaustion of canal finances. To fore-
stall this possibility, they authorized, on September 15, 1839, the issuance of $300,000 more in
canal script and established a trust fund of 5 percent Maryland bonds to redeem the script as it
was received for tolls and rents.? Insisting that they did not want to issue the notes except in dire
necessity, the board suspended the issuance of the notes in April 1840 but resumed the practice in
June with an issue of over $500,000 to pay the estimate of work done rather than abandon con-
struction.?*

The experiment with paper money again involved the company in legal and financial en-
tanglement as disagreements with the trustees over the conduct of their affairs and the misappro-
priation of the trust fund led to a protracted legal controversy, a consequence of which was that
over 80 percent of the latter issue was never redeemed.?** Under the Thomas regime, the com-
pany continued to press the work on the unfinished portion of the canal above Dam No. 6. On the
strength of its decision to issue script, the board relet abandoned contracts in December 1839.%

226 McLane to Thomas, July 4, 1839; Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, F, 95-96; and
Baltimore American, September 15, 1841.

227 Thomas to Peabody, July 18, 1839, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.

228 Thirteenth Annual Report (1841), C&O Co., 27, and Baltimore American, September 11, 1841.
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Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company's Script
Issues: 1834-1841

When Outstandin

Issued Amount Redeemed | o031, 1850
1834 $128,705.00 | $128.155.00 $550.00
1837-38 418,00000 | 410,706.25 7293.75
1839 300,000.00 | 294,270.00 5,730.00

1840-41 555,400.00 110,970.00 444,430.00
$1,402,105.00 $944,101.25 $458,003.75

Report to the Stockholders on the Completion of

Souree | e Chesapeake & Ohio Canal to Cumberland,86

The board also made another application to the General Assembly on February 10, 1840, for fur-
ther aid. According to the current engineers’ estimates the canal from Dam No. 6 to Cumberland
would cost $4,440,350 when it was completed. Of this sum $2,303,128 had been spent as of
January 1, 1840. The company’s available resources, consisting primarily of Maryland 5 percent
bonds, totaled $1,489,571, but its liabilities amounted to $1,244,555, leaving a balance of
$245,016.%**

Despite the rejection of this request by the General Assembly in the spring of 1840,%** the
directors pushed the work rather than suspend operations, disperse the labor force of some 2,000,
and sacrifice $150,000 worth of property, the sale of which it was thought would bring only 50
percent of its value. By continuing construction, the directors could also take advantage of the
falling price of labor as the depressed economy had occasioned an average decrease in wages
from $1.25 to $.87% per day during the past year.”*®

The determination to continue construction of the waterway on the basis of the issuance
of canal script was accompanied by the first large turnover of canal employees, a turn of events
occasioned in part by a disagreement with the new policies and in part by the effect of the spoils
system in the operation of the canal. Many old and reliable officials were dismissed or voluntarily
retired, including Clerk John P. Ingle, Treasurer Thomas Filleboun, Chief Engineer Charles B.
Fisk, and several divisional superintendents.?®” Beset by unfavorable publicity arising from the
disgruntled comments of the ousted officials in the newspapers, inquiries by the new legislature
concerning the directors’ conduct of canal affairs, and the near exhaustion of the trust fund, the
board reversed its former policy in March 1841, forbade the issuance of more script until means

2% Report from the Committee on Internal Improvement Transmitting a Communication from Francis Tho-
mas President of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company, to the Governor of Maryland (Annapolis,
1840), 1-76.

%5 Maryland, General Assembly, House of Delegates, Committee on Internal Improvement, A Report in
Part from the Committee on Internal Improvement (Annapolis, 1840), 1-18, and Ibid, Report from the
Committee on Internal Improvement, Transmitting a communication from Francis Thomas (Annapolis,
1840) 1-76.

2% Twelfth Annual Report (1840), C&O Co., 6; proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, F,
185-186, and Proceedings of the President and Directors of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company, in
Relation to the Present Condition of the Work on the Line of the Canal; and the Report of the Chief Engi-
neer on the Consequences of a Suspension of the Work (Washington, 1840), 4-6.

7 Niles’ Register, LVIII (July 13, 1840), 308, and Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, F,
246, 256-257, 259.
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were provided to repay it, and prepared to suspend operations when the Assembly adjourned
without providing effective aid.?*® Despite the criticism of the canal board’s policies, the Assem-
bly had passed a bill granting $2,000,000 in bonds to the company on the condition that the Cum-
berland coal mine owners would guarantee to pay the state $200,000 a year beginning six months
after the completion of the waterway, but the latter had refused and the bill lapsed.?*®

In April 1841, the State of Maryland, as the controlling stockholders, ousted the Thomas
directorate and installed a predominantly Whig board headed by Michael C. Sprigg as president.
The new board proceeded to reform canal affairs by reinstating some of the old officials, forbid-
ding company officers to interfere in state politics, continuing the edict against the issuance of
script, and ordering that tolls be paid one-third in current money after August.?*’

[Anomalous citation appears on a page by itself in the Unrau text at this point: Committee on In-
ternal Improvements, Report of the Committee on Internal Improvements on the Condition of the
Chesapeake & Ohio Canal (Annapolis, 1841),1-27; and ibid; Minority Report of the Committee
on Internal Improvement on the subject of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal.]

With the canal company finances near total collapse, they authorized final suspensions in August,
although they later agreed to accept drafts on the company by the contractors in order to encour-
age them to continue the work on their own until further aid was forthcoming. An order requiring
the pa)égrlwent of tolls in cash after April 1, 1842, ended the period of disastrous financial experi-
ments.

Work on the canal continued haphazardly for several more months, and then it too came
to an end, not to resume on a large scale until November 1847.%*

2% proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, F, 279, 284, 297; Maryland, General Assembly,
House of Delegates, 171A.

2% Baltimore American, April 12, 1841, and January 14, 1842, and Niles’ Register, LX (April 10, 1841),
89.

0 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, F, 301-301, 308, 315, 359.

1 |bid, F, 377-378, 381.

2 Fisk to Board of Directors, December 1, 1842, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.
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IV. THE BELATED COMPLETION
OF THE C&0O CANAL TO CUMBERLAND: 1842-1851

When construction came to a halt following the exhaustion of the company’s immediate financial
resources, the State of Maryland the canal company directorate reviewed the condition of the pro-
ject. The waterway was open to navigation as far as Dam No. 6, a distance of approximately 135
miles above Georgetown. Of the 50 miles above the Cacapon River, all but 18 miles in scattered
sections were finished, but these uncompleted miles included the costly tunnel and deep cuts as
well as expensive masonry works in a region lacking good building stone. By May 1841,
$10,275,034.98 had been applied to the construction of the canal, and $1,735,849.72 had gone
into interest and losses.?*® The time limit of twelve years allowed by the charter for the comple-
tion of the eastern section had expired in 1840, but none of the parties to the charter had raised the
question of forfeiture.?**

The future success of the canal was clouded by the fact that the frontier had moved far to
the West during the last decade and other established transportation lines were carrying the Ohio
Valley trade, a development that would be more forcefully driven home by the completion of the
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad to Cumberland in 1842.

The financial condition of the canal company by January 1842 was almost entirely help-
less. In that month President Sprigg reported that the unfinished portion of the canal would cost
nearly $1,545,000. The present debt of the company was $1,196,000 above all means, most of
which were unavailable. Many of the company’s resources were tied up in the few remaining 5
percent bonds it owned which had been deposited with the Barings in London, in January 1840.
The tolls that had been collected on the navigable portion of the canal in 1841 amounted to only
$52,500. Included in its debts was $521,339.25 in outstanding script. Present subscriptions to the
capital stock of the company amounted to $8,359,400, of which $151,891.64 was unpaid and all
but about $50,000 of this latter figure was lost. The State of Maryland still had a subscription of
$163,724.44 to shares of stock in the former Potomac Company, and the Chesapeake & Ohio re-
mained in debt to the state for the $2,000,000 loan in 1835. As a result, the state had mortgages
upon the entire property of the company.?*

The satisfactory sale and disposal of the 5 percent bonds in the hands of the Barings con-
tinued to be a primary goal of the canal company. There was no market for them because of the
depression in England, but the situation was aggravated after Maryland failed to meet the semi-
annual interest payment on them beginning July 1, 1841.%* Earlier in 1839 the Barings had
agreed to accept the drafts of the company for amounts up to $200,000 providing not more than
$30,000 were drawn a month, but after slightly over $30,000 had been advanced by December
1842, the Barings, hard pressed by the lingering tightness in the British money market, demanded
some payment on the advances. If this was not forthcoming, they threatened to sell the bonds at
market prices or purchase them in themselves at 50 percent, terms which the canal board flatly
rejected.?”’

To counter the announcement of the Barings, the canal directors recommended that the
coupons for 1841 and 1842, the receipt of which had been authorized in payment of state taxes by

23 Thirteenth Annual Report (1841), C&O Co., 28.

24 Coale to Price, December 8, 1843, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.

%5 Communication from the President of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company to the Governor of
Maryland, December Session, 1841 (Annapolis, 1842), 1-67, and Niles’ Register, LXI (January 29, 1842),
352.

28 Tyrner to Barings, January 10, 1843, and Turner to Ward, April 17, 1843, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.

7 Barings to Peabody, November 27, December 6, 1839, quoted in Turner to Barings, January 10, 1843,
Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.
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the Maryland General Assembly, be detached and sold to pay the interest due on the advanced
made by the Barings. After the Barings consented to the sale of the coupons for July 1842, the
canal board offered to settle the whole affair.**® It proposed to sell the Barings at 65 all bonds
necessary to repay the advances made and to allow the Barings to take at 85 all coupons neces-
sary to pay the interest due on the drafts paid. The Barings promptly accepted this offer in No-
vember 1845.%*° The following March the transaction was formally completed when the Barings
transferred the remaining bonds, comprising $15,500 5 percent Maryland bonds with coupons of
July 1, 1844, from the other bonds to the canal company.?*®

Meanwhile, the State of Maryland had taken steps to compel the canal company to im-
prove its financial condition. In the spring of 1842, the Assembly ordered the sale of all property
owned by the company not strictly used for construction. The directors were to receive canal
script and other evidences of company debts in payment of the land.?** After Chief Engineer Fisk
reported on a detailed survey of the entire line of the canal on July 20, the board ordered the re-
quired sales which were finally completed during the spring of 1844. The proceeds of the sales,
considerably less than the cost of the lands to the canal company, amounted to $25,938, a pittance
even when reckoned in depreciated canal script.??

Plans for the completion of the canal went on apace during the early 1840s as the canal
company made repeated efforts to obtain adequate funding to finish the work. During the suspen-
sion of the work there were three principal plans advanced to accomplish this purpose.

o First, there was an attempt to secure the transfer of Chesapeake & Ohio stock held by the
United States to the State of Maryland in return for a guarantee by the State to complete
the eastern section of the canal.

e Second, there was a proposal to sell the state’s interest in the canal to parties that would
undertake the task of finishing the work.

e Third, an attempt was made to wave the state’s prior liens on the canal revenues and
permit the canal company to issue its own bonds to pay for the completion of the work.

The earliest form which the proposals to finish the canal took was the attempt to secure the trans-
fer of Chesapeake & Ohio stock held by the United States to the State of Maryland. The federal
government possessed $2,500,000 of the stock, including its own commitment for $1,000,000 and
the subscriptions of the bankrupt District cities for $1,500,000. In return for the transfer of the
stock, the State of Maryland offered a guarantee to complete the eastern section of the canal, a
recommendation first made at the Assembly’s Committee on Ways and Means, March 19, 1839,
and later incorporated in the bill providing $1,375,000 for the canal.®® Petitions to that effect
were presented to Congress by Maryland Governor William Grason in 1840, Vermont Senator
Samuel S. Phelps in 1840, the Maryland legislature in 1843-44, and Indiana Representative
Robert D. Owen in 1844.%*

248 Turner to Ward, April 17, 1843, and Coale to Latrobe, September 30, 1843, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.
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These petitions were supported by memorials from Maryland citizens, the most notewor-
thy of which was submitted by Allegany County in April 1843, and vigorously opposed by the
District cities in two particularly strongly-worded statements in March and December 1840.%>°

After the senate passed a joint resolution providing for the transfer of the stock to the
State of Maryland and the District cities on July 20, 1842, a committee of the city of Washington
effectively denounced what it termed the selfish attitude of the State of Maryland towards the ca-
nal in a report that appeared to prevent passage of the resolution in the House.”*® The report stated
in part:

Coupled with the act (of 1839) authorizing this last subscription, was a direction to the
Governor to ask of Congress a surrender to the State of the $2,500,000 of stock, origi-
nally subscribed by the United States, and the Corporation of Washington, Georgetown,
and Alexandria; and if granted, the State pledged herself to buy out all individual stock-
holders at 50 per cent. But on the 23 of February, 1841 (fifteen days after the Senate of
the United States had passed a resolution giving her the said $2,500,000 of stock, and had
sent it to the House of Representatives for concurrence and when it was expected that the
House would also pass it), a bill was introduced into the Senate of Maryland, and in-
stantly passed both branches of the legislature, quietly revoking this obligation to which
she had pledged herself to Congress to pay the private stockholders 50 percent.”>

Supporters of the transfer were unable to secure agreement in Congress on the resolutions provid-
ing for the transfer. Additional resolutions were introduced in either the House or the Senate an-
nually from 1840 to 1844, but neither chamber could find grounds to approve the other’s ver-
sion.?® The best chance for Congressional approval of the transfer came in 1842 when on July 20
the Senate passed a joint resolution providing for the transfer of the stock to the State of Mary-

land and the District cities, on the condition that Maryland would agree not to foreclose its mort-
259

gage.
The District cities promptly consented to this solution, but at the same time condemned
the passage of the aforementioned bill by the Maryland General Assembly revoking the state’s

the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company Stock, S. Doc. 63, 26" Cong., 2d sess., 1841; Ibid, House Resolu-
tion of the Maryland Legislature for the Transfer of Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company Stock by the
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Owen on the Transfer of Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company Stock, H Rept. 56, 28" Cong., 1% sess., 1844;
Ibid, House Resolution of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company Stock to Maryland, H. Doc. 227, 28"
Cong., 1% sess., 1844.

% U.S., Congress, House, Memorial of the Citizens of Allegany County for the Surrender of the United
States Stock in the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company to Maryland, H. Doc. 202, 27" Cong., 2d sess.,
1843; Ibid, Senate, Memorial of the City of Washington Against the Transfer of Stock Held by the United
States in the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company, S. Doc. 277, 26" Cong., 1% sess., 1840; and ibid, Senate,
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pany, S. Doc. 30, 26™ Cong., 2d sess., 1840.
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pledge to pay the private stockholders 50 percent for their holdings.?®® Maryland insisted, how-
ever, that it must receive the stock before it would borrow further to complete the work, asserting
that its position was based on the premise that the United States was responsible for the increased
size and cost of the canal and therefore obligated to assist the state by assuming the expense of its
completion, by direct relief, or by the transfer of the stock in its hands.?** Because of the intransi-
gence of Maryland, coupled with the apparent lack of unanimity in Congress and the seeming
indifference of the canal company, efforts were dropped after 1844 to effect the stock transfer.?®?

A second scheme advanced to provide for the completion of the canal was the proposal to
sell the state’s interest in the canal to parties that would undertake the task of finishing the
work.”®® Proposed even before the failure of the efforts to secure the stock transfer, this plan
sought to connect the settlement of canal affairs with the solution of Maryland’s financial prob-
lems. After the Whigs succeeded in breaking a Democratic filibuster, the General Assembly in
March2%§43 passed a bill setting the price for the state’s interest in the canal at $5,000,000 in state
bonds.

However, the difficulties and uncertainties of completing the waterway were so great that
no interest was shown in the sale. In the absence of any offers, the canal company undertook in
1844 to sell itself to prospective purchasers, arguing that $5,000,000 in Maryland bonds at the
current depreciated value of 62% would be a bargain.?® The company, in a comic opera episode,
even contemplated buying itself from the state by offering canal bonds to Maryland for
$5,000,000, presumably to be exchanged by the state for its own bonds.?®

A third proposal to complete the canal called for the state to waive its prior liens on canal
revenues and permit the company to issue its own bonds to pay for the completion of the work.
Like all the other projects designed to complete the eastern section of the canal, this plan was bit-
terly opposed by the Baltimore & Ohio and the City of Baltimore. This battle was graphically
portrayed in an exchange of letters between “Delta” and “Maryland” in the Baltimore Sun and the
Baltimore American ruing January—March 1841, for and against the completion of the canal re-
spectively.?®” The proposal was also criticized because it did not provide relief for the financial
condition of the state, a problem that made it appear to be a last-ditch effort to save the waterway.

The first attempt was made during the December session to the General Assembly in
1841. Disagreement between the House of Delegates and the Senate prevented the passage of the
bill and provoked the following remonstrance in Niles’ Register:
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The unfortunate disagreement between the two houses of the legislature of Maryland, in
relation to amendments to the bill for completing this stupendous work to the coal and
iron regions of Allegany county, which alone can bring the work into profitable opera-
tion, will have the inevitable effect of suspending all operations for the year, and leave
the unfinished work to certain dilapidation, the contracts subject to expensive litigation,
and the state saddled with the interest occurring upon seven millions of dollars invested
in the undertaking,—and this is the more to be regretted, because the bill contemplated no
new demand upon the treasury, arrangements having been negotiated by which it is un-
derstood that capitalists, contractors, and engineers would undertake to finish the work to
the mines, provided the state would agree to postpone its preference to the proceeds of
the canal until the claims for advances now require to complete it, shall be satisfied.?®®

The legislature’s inaction raised such an uproar in the Western counties that large meetings con-
vened and sent appeals to Governor Francis Thomas to call a special session of the Assembly.?®*

The attempt was renewed in the December session 1842, with its proponents again ad-
vancing the often-used argument that “completion of the public works was forever to exonerate”
the citizens of Maryland “from taxation on their or any other account.” According to the support-
ers of the plan, the bill would allow the canal company to pay its “own way” and “never take one
dollar out of the State Treasury.”?’® Despite the pressure brought to bear for the bill, the enemies
of the canal succeeded in defeating it a second time. Concerning this second defeat of the plan,
Niles’ Register remarked:

This most splendid and amongst the most promising and important of all the canals in
this country seems fated to have to encounter every species of the stock that can be con-
ceived....Fated as we have been, to listen week after week to long labored speeches, and
to watch, session after session, the under currents, of unnumerable little interests, each
tugging as if for life, to accomplish its own design, without hardly for a moment regard-
ing the public interest,—we grow almost sick at the contemplation of new difficulties and
provoking obstacles to the progress of the work....

The proposition to waive the lien of the state in favor of contractors who would
undertake to finish the canal, was very earnestly debated in the legislature both last ses-
sion and the session before, but did not prevail. The canal has been at a stand still, until
the state either determines with its own resources or credit, to finish the work, or other-
wise consent to forgo its liens in favor of whoever will, with their own resources, finish
it. The actual opponents of the canal, of which there is a party (Democrats) in the state,
sorry we are to say, throw their weight first in one and then in the other scale, and thereby
prevent either expedient from being adopted.?”

After a summer that saw increased agitation for a solution to the stalemate, the proposal to waive
the state lien was re-introduced in the 1843 December session of the Assembly. The bill provided
for the redemption of the existing script and certificates of indebtedness, principal, and interest by
an issue of $100 six percent bonds of the company redeemable in twenty years. In return the state
would surrender its liens against the canal, or it would permit the work to be paid for in company
stock.

268 Niles’ Register, LXI1 (March 26, 1842), 52.
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Opponents of the canal also inserted a provision authorizing a slackwater navigation to
the mouth of the Savage River to be paid for by the issuance of 6 percent bonds redeemable in
thirty years out of a sinking fund based on the revenue derived from that portion of the work. The
latter provision stirred a serious controversy over the bill for the canal to Cumberland among
those who were unalterably opposed to any further westward expansion.?’? Both the Whig and
Democratic Party conventions in Frederick County came out in support of the measure. In his
annual message to the legislature in December 1843, Governor Thomas observed that

Whatever may be the opinions entertained, as to the policy of undertaking this great en-
terprize, with the means of Maryland almost alone, there ought to be now no diversity of
sentiment, as to the justice and patriotism of essaying, to open a Canal communication
from Cumberland to Tide Water.?"

Opponents of the bill, principally the Baltimore & Ohio interests, used two persuasive arguments
in the attempt to prevent the extension of the canal. First, the railroad already had been completed
to Cumberland in 1842. Second, the canal and railroad companies had reached an agreement on
September 21, 1843, whereby the latter would transport coal from Cumberland to the Canal at
Dam No. 6, at 2 cents a ton per mile, providing that the amount of coal so carried would not inter-
fere with its own business or require a material increase in facilities. Thus, the Baltimore & Ohio
interests urged the Assembly to make this agreement permanent, that the railroad act as a feeder
for tr;%canal, thereby dispensing with the need for the completion of the waterway to Cumber-
land.

The proponents of the bill, led by Delegate John Johnson of Anne Arundel County and
canal company President James M. Coale, attempted to offset the effect of the railroad’s argu-
ments. In a major speech before the House of Delegates on February 27-28, Johnson urged that
the canal’s completion be funded from the future revenues of the waterway.?”

President Coale made a thorough analysis of the whole question in a special report to the
stockholders on November 16, 1843, which gained widespread publicity in the coming months.
The decisive point of the report was his calculation of the amount of trade required to pay to the
state annual occurring interest of $382,500 on the bonds it had issued for the canal:

Taking it for granted—and we have no doubt of the fact—that the revenues from the
other trade on the canal, intermediate and ascending, will hereafter be sufficient to pay
expenses and keep the canal in repair and that the State of Maryland must look to the tolls
from the coal trade as the means of enabling the Company to pay the interest on the
State’s investments, and the inquiry presents itself as to the amount of towage of that de-
scription that will be required for the purpose, from the point in question.

From the depot at Dam No. 6 to Georgetown is 136 miles. The toll, at half a cent
per ton per mile, with the usual boat duty, amounts to 73 7/10 cents per ton for said dis-
tance. To pay, therefore, $382,500 per annum, will require the transportation of 518,996
tons per annum, or 1,730 tons per day, allowing 300 days to a navigable year. The ton-
nage of the coal cars on the railroad is at present only five tons, but we understand that
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the Company contemplates running cars which will carry six tons. To transport the requi-
site quantity, then, will require 289 cars to be running daily; and they can make but one
trip per day. To keep up a constant trade, the same number must every day be at the
mines or at Cumberland, receiving their loads, making in all 578 cars. Supposing 13 cars
to be drawn by each locomotive and there would have to be 22 trains daily running on a
single track between Cumberland and Dam No. 6—a distance of 45 miles! Clearly, the
Railroad Company could not support the coal trade to this extent.?®

The bill was defeated in the House of Delegates early in March 1844 by a vote of 42 to 35.%"

A modified bill to accomplish the same purpose also lost out shortly therefore despite a
mass meeting held by friends of the canal at the Allegany Court House in Cumberland to which
“every man (who) is alive and well” was to attend to determine “the course necessary to be pur-
sued by the people of Alleghany in the present crisis.”?"® Ironically the canal company
had enough influence in the Assembly to bring about the defeat in the same session of bills spon-
sored by the Baltimore & Ohio interests providing for the reduction of fares on the Washington
branch of the railroad and for the extension of the main line west of Cumberland.?”

During the protracted battle in Annapolis over the proposal to waive the state’s prior lien,
the directors prepared for the resumption of construction by soliciting contracts in the fall of 1841
and in each of the following two years in anticipation of aid from the Maryland legislature.” All
the bids were conditioned on the waiver of Maryland’s claims, except for the Letson-Rutter pro-
posal in April 1843 which the directors rejected because of some undesirable conditions in its
terms.?® The board also sent inquiries to England concerning the availability of funds to com-
plete its work if the state waiver became law.?*

Despairing of aid from the Maryland legislature, the directors again appealed unsuccess-
fully to Congress, recommending an additional subscription of $2,500,000 or the setting aside of
2,000,000 acres of public land for the canal, as was proposed in pending legislation providing aid
for the Illinois and Indiana canals.

As a result of the controversy over the Letson-Rutter contract proposal, the board on May
4, 1843, established the terms under which the contract for the completion of the canal would be
negotiated. The contractors were to receive canal company bonds maturing in twenty years, bear-
ing 6 percent interest payable every six months. Work was to begin in sixty days and the canal
should be completed in two years. The maximum price at which the instrument would be negoti-
ated was the $1,545,000 estimate made by Chief Engineer Fisk in 1842. The canal company
would provide as security for the repayment of the bonds a pledge of all revenue, subject to exist-
ing mortgages, the latter phrase contingent on the state’s willingness to waive its prior liens.?®®

At the urging of President Coale, the canal board devoted much of its attention to the task
of securing legislature approval of the state waiver in the 1844 December session. There was con-
siderable political excitement during 1844, which was both a national and state election year.
Two major issues in the state campaign were the related questions of the state credit and the com-
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pletion of the canal. On the whole, the election results were favorable to both issues, as the Whig
governor-elect Thomas G. Pratt and many members of the new Assembly proved to be friendly to
the waterway.?*

Encouraged by the political changes at Annapolis, proponents of the canal introduced a
bill in the new legislature to provide for the state lien. After a long and fractious fight, the canal
bill and a stamp act to provide effective means of meeting the interest on the state debt, after be-
ing initially defeated, were reconsidered and passed in the crucial House of Delegates by the thin
margin of 38 to 37.%% The provisions of the important canal law were as follows:

1. The canal company was authorized to issue $1,700,000 of preferred construction bonds
on the mortgage of its revenue.

2. The bonds were to be in $100 denominations, leaving 6 percent interest, and redeemable
within 35 years.

3. The bonds could not be sold until the company received guarantees from the Alleghany
coal companies for 195,000 tons of trade annually for five years commencing six moths
after the completion of the canal to Cumberland.

4. The state’s previous liens on the canal were waived in favor of the bonds.?®®

The passage of the two bills triggered the expected responses, with Western Maryland and the

District cities celebrating the victory by staging gala parades, setting off large quantities of fire-

works, and firing numerous canon while the furious city of Baltimore angrily demanded a redis-

tribution of seats in the House of Delegates giving it greater representation and called for the re-
peal of both acts.?*’

President Coale and the canal board hastened to secure the required guarantees and to
insure the full benefits of the act.?®® Coale went to Boston and New York to confer with officials
of the Cumberland coal companies.?® While in the east, an article reputedly inspired from Balti-
more was published in the New York Herald casting great doubt on the value of the canal. It ex-
aggerated the duration of enforced suspension of navigation during the winter months, and it em-
phasized the more frequent handling and transshipment of coal via the canal route and the greater
damage to the coal. The canal president refuted these arguments, but the effect of their publica-
tion among financial interests in New York was undoubtedly harmful.?*® His attempts to submit
the guarantees was further undermined by a resolution of the Baltimore City Council directing the
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288 gpecial Report of the President and directors of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company, Submitting
Certain Acts for the Acceptance of the Stockholders, 1845; Together with the Proceedings of the Stock-
holder Thereon (Washington, 1845), 1-26, and Niles Register, LXVIII (May 3, 1845), 132.

28 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, G, 228.

20 Coale to Allen, May 13, 1845, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.
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railroad to run its trains into the city with coal and iron ore and to lay tracks to a new depot on the
south side of the Dam No. 6 basin where boats could dock free of port charges.”*

At the same time, the board conducted an extensive correspondence throughout the
spring of 1845 in its efforts to assure the guarantees. Many supporters of the canal participated in
the campaign, holding public meetings and giving spirited addresses “to enlist confidence in the
completion of the work.” The Corporation of Alexandria passed an ordinance to indemnify any of
their citizens that signed the guarantee bonds.?*

As a result of these efforts, twenty-eight instruments, including both personal and corpo-
rate ones, were signed and delivered by mid-July for a total of 225,000 tons, an amount which
included bonds guarantying 30,000 tons if it were necessary to fill out the total required. Gover-
nor Pratt formally accepted the guarantees and certified his approval in August 1845.%%

After the guarantees were approved, the canal board made plans to let the contract. On
September 23, 1845, the directors accepted the offer of Walter Gwynn, William Thompson,
James Hunter, and Walter Cunningham. The state agents promptly gave their approval and the
contract was drawn up and executed. The additional mortgage to the State of Maryland, required
by the legislature as security for the payment of the loan made in 1834, was also drawn up and
executed on January 5, 1846.%** By the terms of the contract, Gwynn and Company agreed to:

1. Provide the materials of the required quality in workmanlike manner according to the
modified December 1, 1842, plan and specifications drawn up by Chief Engineer Fisk.

2. Commence the work within thirty days and complete the canal by November 1, 1847.

3. Raise $100,000 to help the company pay its contingent expenses.

4. Cash the bonds of the canal company at par, paying the interest on them until January 1,
1848.

The price to be paid for the work was set at $1,625,000 in 6 percent canal bonds payable within
35 years.?®

Work resumed on the canal within the specified 30-day time period. All the sections were
sublet in mid-October, and the contractors placed a token force on the line by November 1, pend-
ing the successful negotiation for the necessary funds to finance large-scale construction.?® The
initial optimism engendered by the resumption of construction was echoed in a Niles’ Register
editorial that “Day is dawning again after a long gloomy night.”?” By May 1, 1846, however, the
workztgg)ne amount to only $55,384 and the work force had dwindled from some 300 to only 10 in
June.

The economic uncertainties caused by the outbreak of hostilities between the United
States and Mexico on April 25, 1846, prevented any successful negotiations to acquire the neces-
sary funding, and the negotiations totally collapsed in July when a $10,000,000 loan was floated

21 Niles” Register, LXVIII (April 12, 1845), 85.

292 | pid.

2% proceedings of Stockholders, C, 497; Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, G, 288,
Eighteenth Annual Report (1846), C&O Co., 4-5; and Niles’ Register, LXVIII (August 2, 1845), 341.

2% proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, G, 317-318, 320-323, 353-354.

2% Ejghteenth Annual Report (1846), 8-9.

2% Niles’ Register, LXIX (October 25, November 29, 1845), 128, 198; and Eighteenth Annual report
(1846), 10-11.

27 Niles’ Register, LXIX (November 8, 1845), 147.

%8 Eighteenth Annual report (1846), 25; and Fisk to President and Directors, June 25, 1846, Ltrs. Recd.
C&O0 Co.
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by Congress to finance the war, thereby drawing off most of the available money.?*® Work on the
canal ceased entirely that month and remained suspended through most of 1847.

The negotiations for the sale of the bonds had been under way since before the formal
signing of the contract in September 1845. Efforts by the company itself and by Senator Daniel
Webster, who as Secretary of State in the Harrison and Tyler administrations had made influential
contacts in London, to effect a loan in England, failed in September 1845 when the Barings, un-
doubtedly influenced by the mounting tensions between the United States and Mexico over the
American annexation of Texas, declined to take any part in it.*®

Subsequent attempts to complete the necessary arrangements were progressing in the
spring of 1846 when all efforts to interest London merchants failed with the outbreak of the
Mexican War. The attitude of the Barings also was influenced by a report made at their request by
William H. Swift and Nathan Hale in 1846, estimating the cost of completing the canal to Cum-
berland, the prospects of income to be derived from the coal trade once it was finished, and the
comparison of transportation costs on the waterway and railroad.*** The contractors then turned
to American banking interests in New York, the District of Columbia, and Richmond for assis-
tance, but these arrangements failed in July 1846 largely as the result of the federal monetary ef-
forts to finance the war.>*

As the tight money market eased somewhat in the spring of 1847, negotiations with the
American capitalists resumed. By this time, several events had measurably improved the pros-
pects affecting the sale of the bonds. On March 8, Maryland had shored up the credit of both the
state and the canal company by making provision for the payment of the arrears of its debt and for
prompt payment of the semi-annual interest in the future.*®® That same day the Virginia Assem-
bly had authorized the state treasurer to guarantee $300,000 of the canal bonds.*** The corpora-
tion of Georgetown and Washington had authorized the loan of $25,000 and $50,000, respec-
tively to the contractors in exchange for the canal bonds, while the citizens of Alexandria took up
a private subscription for $25,000 for the same purpose.®*

Tentative arrangements made in Boston on May 11, provided for the distribution of the
entire estimated sum of $1,100,000 cash needed to finish the canal among:

Virginia $300,000
The District cities $100,000
Boston interests $200,000
The Barings $300,000
The contractors $200,0003%

The negotiations were temporarily threatened by the withdrawal of the Barings because of a sud-
den growing tightness in the European money market, the rapid rise in the rate of interest charged
by the Bank of England, and increasing apprehension of a large reduction of bullion and specie

2% Justin Smith, The War with Mexico (2 vol., New York, 1919), 11, 258-259; Cox to Coale, July 10, 1846,

Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.; and Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, G, 443.

%0 |hid, G, 311; and Karl Jack Bauer, The Mexican War: 1846-1848 (New York, 1974), 3-11.

0% William H. Swift and Nathan Hale, Report on the Present State of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal (Bos-

ton, 1846), 1-99.

%02 Eighteenth Annual Report (1846), 11.

%% Nineteenth Annual Report (1847), 4-5.

zz: Report to the Stockholders on the Completion of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal to Cumberland, 106.
Ibid.

%% Nineteenth Annual Report (1847), C&O Co., 4-5, and Niles’ Register, LXXII (May 22, 1847), 179. The

actual estimated sum was $1,172,116.
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by British banks. [A note appears at this point to “insert p. 213a,” which is missing] However, it
was fully expected that the rapid increase in the supply of money here would enable American
bankers to make up the difference.”’

The negotiations were finally carried to a successful conclusion by Nathan Hale and John
Davis of Massachusetts and Horatio Allen of New York, acting as agents for the contractors. The
Board drew up and executed the mortgage of the canal’s revenues in the fall of 1847. It named
Phineas Janney of Alexandria, W.W. Corcoran of Washington, David Henshaw, and George
Morey of Boston, and Horatio Allen of New York, as representatives of the twenty-nine capital-
ists in New York, Boston, and Washington who had undertaken the sale of the bonds. Their with-
drawal was influenced also by the opinion of their Boston agent that the canal could not be com-
pleted for the proposed $1,100,000 and that it is unlikely that the waterway could dispose of all of
its authorized 1844 bonds without serious loss.>®

By the terms of the final agreement, the capitalists agreed to take $500,000 of the bonds
and the subcontractors $200,000, in addition to the $400,000 already pledged by the State of Vir-
ginia and the District Cities. The aggregate sum of these bonds and pledges sufficient, according
to current estimates, for all the incidental expenses for engineering, salaries, damages for land,
right of way, and interest on the bonds. In addition, the amount of $192,000 was left over and
placed in the hands of the trustees to cover any deficit. The optimism created by this agreement
was reflected by the National Intelligencer on October 5:

We may therefore with entire confidence congratulate our fellow citizens of this District
and of the states of Maryland and Virginia, not only them, but the country at large, that
the managers of this important work have at length surmounted all the difficulties which
have so long arrested it and that there is every prospect of its early completion to Cum-
berland.>*

Active operations on the canal between Dam No. 6 and Cumberland resumed on November 18,
1847, under a modified contract. The old firm, Gwynn & Co., was reorganized as Gwyn and
Cunningham retired. The remaining partners, Hunter and Thompson, continued with the addition
of a third partner, Thomas G. Harris of Washington County, Maryland. The terms of the contract
provided that the new firm, Hunter, Harris & Co., would receive no money until the canal was
completed to Cumberland. The deadline for the completion of the work was set at October 1,
1849é1(l?rices in the new contract were not to exceed the 1845 allowances by more than 12% per-
cent.

To speed the work and reduce the cost of construction, the canal board incorporated in
the contract some changes in the construction plans including the adoption of the composite plan
for Locks Nos. 58-71 and the postponement of building lockhouses and of arching the Paw Paw
Tunnel until after the canal was formally opened to Cumberland.®*!

With the resumption of construction, many of the old problems returned to hinder the
progress of the work. Among the major obstacles to the work were the sickness and the scarcity
of available laborers, the slow sale of the bonds, and the excess of costs over estimates. In spite of

%7 Niles’ Register, LXXII (July 10, 1847), 293, and Twentieth Annual Report (1848), C&O Co., 3-5.

%08 Report to the Stockholders on the Completion of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal to Cumberland, 106—
107.

%99 \Washington National Intelligencer, October 5, 1847; Proceedings of the President and Board of Direc-
tors, H, 92, 94-96; and Twentieth Annual Report (1848), 5-6.

%19 Twentieth Annual Report, 7-8, and Washington National Intelligencer, October 5, 1847.

11 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, G, 285.
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these distractions, however, the force employed on the line increased to 1,447 men and 594 work
animals by May 184932

The difficulties experienced by the contractors in selling their bonds brought their finan-
cial trouble to a head on March 11, 1850. Work was suspended for several days, and the workers,
who had been unpaid for some time, threatened violence unless they received their paychecks.
The trustees, Davis, Hale, and Allen, took over the contract of assignment from Hunter, Harris &
Co., and resumed work. The date for the completion of the canal was extended to July 1 and then
August 1.3

These arrangements proved to be futile, for on July 15 the trustees’ resources were ex-
hausted and work again stopped. The canal board declared the contract abandoned two days later
and negotiated a new one on July 18 with Michael Byrne, a Frederick County contractor who had
done considerable work on the canal in the 1830s. Under this contract, Byrne was provided with
$3,000 cash and $21,000 in bonds.***

By October 10, 1850, the work had progressed so that the “50-mile section” between the
Cacapon River and Cumberland was formally opened to navigation. Gala ceremonies were held
in Cumberland on that date celebrating the events with numerous speakers extolling the economic
importance of the canal to the nation and more particularly to the State of Maryland. Two weeks
later the Frederick Examiner commented that:

We earnestly hope and feel persuaded that these expectations will not be long before

Maryland can hold her head proudly up and say—I am out of debt, and prosperity is be-

fore me. I now take rank with the proudest of the Sister States of this glorious confeder-
315

acy.

After more than twenty-two years of alternating optimism and despair, the eastern portion of the
waterway was completed nine years after the railroad had reached Cumberland and two years
before it reached the Ohio River at Wheeling.

12 |bid, 14, 274-275; Twenty-First Annual Report (1849), C&O Co., 3-7, 24-25; and Application of
Hunter, Harris & Co. to the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company for Relief (Baltimore, 1853), 1-45.

%13 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, H, 349, 365; and Twenty-Second Annual Report
(1850), C&O Co., 5-7.

14 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, H, 369-372.

#1> Frederick Examiner, October 23, 1850.
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V. SUMMARY

Altogether the construction of the canal cost $11,071,075.21 or $59,618.61 per mile.**® This large
expenditure compares favorably with the original estimate for the canal by the U.S. Board of En-
gineers in 1826, but it compares rather poorly with the original estimate made by Geddes and
Roberts. The estimate by the Board of Engineers for a canal 48 feet wide at the surface, 33 feet
wide at the bottom, and 5 feet deep, extending from Georgetown to Cumberland was
$8,177,081.05, or $43,963 per mile. However, this estimate made no allowance for land pur-
chases, engineering expenses, or other contingencies, with the exception of a provision of
$157,161 for fencing. Thus when the actual cost of land purchases ($424,723.91), engineering
expenses ($429,845.94), incidental damages ($28,870.09), and company salaries (approximately
$80,000) were added to the estimate, the total was $983,359.99 after subtracting the fencing pro-
vision. Comparing this figure with the actual cost of the canal, one finds that the cost over-run
was $2,087,816.22, or 18.9 percent, a statistic that could easily be justified by the rising inflation
of the period.®*

On the other hand, a comparison of the actual cost of the canal with the 1827 estimate by
Geddes and Roberts, on which the original stock subscription and construction operations were
based, demonstrates the faulty financial presumptions under which the project was undertaken.
The two civil engineers estimated that a canal 60 feet in width at the surface, 42 feet in width at
the bottom, and 5 feet in depth extending from Georgetown to Cumberland would cost
$4,479,346.93 or $23,985.79 per mile. Their estimate, like that of the Board of Engineers, did not
contain any allowances for the purchase or condemnation of land, but, unlike the earlier estimate,
it did include a ten percent allowance for contingencies. When the actual cost of land purchases,
engineering expenses, incidental damages and company salaries is added to, the eastern section
total is $5,412,786.87, a figure that includes the ten percent contingency allowance. Comparing
this amount with the actual cost of the canal, one finds that the cost over-run was $5,658, 389.34,
or 51.1 percent.*®

This study of the financial origins, planning, and organization of the Chesapeake & Ohio
Canal Company offers many clues as to the successes and failures of the waterway project. The
various attempts to improve the Potomac River route as a channel for trade between the western
hinterlands and the eastern seaboard originated in the rivalry between the merchants and capital-
ists of the eastern seaports. While the western merchants and farmers generally supported the ca-
nal proposals, the impetus and the capital, came from eastern sources, thereby reflecting the con-
temporary faith of eastern finances in the profit-making potential of this East-West transportation
route in the period of American economic expansion after the War of 1812. Yet private support
was insufficient for the realization of the projected improvement from Georgetown to Pittsburgh,

%16 Report to the Stockholders on the Completion of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal to Cumberland 112—
113. This sum was the figure given by President Coale to the stockholders on February 27, 1851, in his
report on the completion of the canal. It does not include interest or repair costs. The interest on the capital
stock and bonds borrowed by the company greatly enlarged this sum. As the company continually faced
financial hardship, it generally was in arrears on its interest payments. For example, the unpaid interest on
the Maryland stock and bonds amounted to $14,344,495 by May 1877, in Arthur Pue Gorman’s scrap-
books, the Southern Historical Collection, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill. See also, Baltimore
Gazette, June 1872, in Ibid. [Note that “the aggregate length of the lines of the Baltimore & Ohio in 1850,
including the Washington branch, and the extensions in Virginia, was 208 miles, which had cost
$15,243,426.” This represents a cost of $73,285.70. See ch. 20, Development of Transportation Systems in
the United States by J.L. Ringwalt—Editor of Railway World—1888.—Kkg]

7 Ibid, 112-113.

%18 House Document 192, 5-6, 98.
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and from the very inception of the Chesapeake & Ohio, its promoters sought state and federal
government subscriptions. Along with these subscriptions went active participation in, and con-
trol of the enterprise by the governments concerned, a seeming anomaly in the legendary age of
laissez faire.

The experiences of the canal company during years of construction reflected the general
pattern of the history of other American canals. Formally inaugurating its project with federal and
state financial assistance, the company plunged into the race for the western waters in competi-
tion with rival works in the neighboring states and the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad in the same
state. Its rapid progress was interrupted by a series of obstacles arising form the undertaking of
such an extensive work in a thinly populated and rugged river valley with insufficient engineering
expertise. Unexpected obstacles in excavation, the shortage of good building materials, the ab-
sence of an adequate labor force, widespread ill health during the summer construction season,
disputes with local proprietors over land purchase, and trouble with contractors over rising costs,
delayed the progress and increased the cost of the project.

These problems were exacerbated by the canal board’s decision to build a 60-foot wide
waterway, the general inflation and national economic cycles of the period, the difficulties in se-
curing adequate funds on a continuing basis, the attitude of the Jackson Administration toward
federal support of internal improvement projects, and the injection of Maryland state politics into
canal affairs. The period of actual construction was thus characterized by alternating cycles of
optimism and pessimism similar to those on other public works of the period.
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l. A TIME OF EXPERIMENT: 1812-1831

When the actual digging of the canal commenced in the autumn of 1828, the main problem facing
the company was the supply of labor. The scarcity of workers and the consequently high rate of
wages threatened and upset all the financial calculations of the contractors. There were few labor-
ers available in the largely agricultural valley itself, and few could be attracted to it because of the
reputation of the Potomac for ill health during the long hot and humid summer and because of the
construction of other railroads and the Pennsylvania Main Line Canal. Added to these considera-
tions was the competition for workers between the railroad and the canal, with the farmers at har-
vest time, and among contractors themselves as a result of undertaking the construction of 48
miles of waterway to Point of Rocks within one year. The consequence of this scarcity was that
labor costs were unexpectedly high and the average ability of the workers apparently rather low.*

The poor quality of the work performed by many of the laborers is graphically portrayed
in the field notes of W. Robert Leckie, the newly-appointed inspector of masonry, during the
spring of 1829. At one of the stone quar4ries being opened for use on the canal, he found the
quarry and stonecutters so inexperienced that he “gave directions to have some clay joints cut off
some of the stones, made a drawing of lewis and lewising tools, and gave also a drawing of a
mallet and a description of the tools necessary to make them.” The quality of the walls of the
lockhouse at Lock No. 26 was “not good.” Here he observed that both:

Contractors and masons seem totally ignorant of what they should know, have neither
skills nor tools to work with, everything done carelessly, and no attention paid to the mix-
ing of the mortar.?

Following another inspection tour of the masonry works on the canal in August, he informed
Chief Engineer Benjamin Wright that:

The prospects of this important branch (masonry) are truly appalling. There are scarcely
and masons on the line and the most of the small number are laborers totally ignorant of
masonry, and who ought never be permitted to spoil such an important work.?

Despite the low assessment of the workers’ capabilities by Leckie, not one of those laboring on
the line of the canal were so ill-prepared. For example, contractor Mowry of Section No. 9, in-
formed the company in July 1829 that he would bring an

Experienced “canaller” to direct his work, who has been on the Eire and the Union, Sus-
guehanna Division, and who is now collecting a set of his old hands, and will bring
houses (horses), wagons, tools, and men to the C&OI Canal.*

! First Annual Report (1829), C&O Co., 19; Second Annual Report (1830), C&O Co., 5-6; Baltimore &
Ohio Railroad (2 Vols., New York, 1928), I, 118-120.

2 Diary and Account Book, 1828-1829 (April 11 and May 12, 1829), W. Robert Leckie Papers, Duke Uni-
versity Library.

® Leckie to Wright, August 21, 1829, Leckie Papers

* Mowry to Mercer, July 9, 1829, Ltrs. Recd. C&O Co., Records of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Com-
pany, Record Group 79, National Archives. (Unless otherwise noted, all document sources used in this
chapter are located in this collection.)
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Mounting wages proved inadequate to overcome the scarcity of workers in the Potomac Valley.
Wages averaged $8 to $10 a month for common labor in November 1828, and continued to rise to
$12 and $13 a month by mid-summer of the following year.”

A. W. Campbell, the contractor for Sections Nos. 30-31, complained in August 1829 that
the rapid escalation in wages would bring on

an average of 12 9/10 dollars per month, which is equal to 46 ¥ cents per day. The board
of the hands then at 1 50/100 dollars per week amounts to .25 cents for each working day.
To this sum I add 5 cents for the board of men wet days and parts of days that their board
is more than the proportion of work. The whiskey consumed is worth 4 cents per day.
The use of barrows, picks, and shovels at the very low estimate is worth 6 cents. To this
add a reasonable sum for superintendence and the expense of building, say 10 cents of the
amount will stand thus:

For labor 46 cents per day
For board 30 cents per day
For whiskey 4 cents per day
For use of tools 6 cents per day
For superintendence
and buildings 10 cents per day
96Y- cents per day®

Yet despite this wage increase, inspector of masonry Leckie reluctantly reported in the spring of
1829 that there were only “about 50 stonecutters on the line.” This deficiency was critical when
one compared it with the number of stonecutters needed to complete the canal within the time
limits set by company charter, for example, Leckie noted:

There are in the Monocacy Aqueduct 160,000 feet of cutting which dissected into 180
parts the working days in 6 months would be 900 feet per day, and supposing every
stonecutter to cut 8 feet per day it would require 112 stonecutters 6 months to do it.

The Seneca Aqueduct if built of cut stone would require 16 stonecutters 6
months. There is 6,000 feet in a lock of [text missing] per day it will require 6 men 6
months to cut a lock.”

During the same period, Leckie also complained that the scarcity of masonry on the line was hin-
dering construction. He informed Chief Engineer Benjamin Wright that there were fewer than
fifty masons on the line, a fact that would make it difficult to complete the canal on schedule.
Again using the locks and the Monocacy and Seneca Aqueducts as examples, he observed:

Eight masons may set a lock in 40 days. There are in the Monocacy Aqueduct 11,000
perches and supposing each mason to lay three perches per day it would require 20 ma-
sons 6 months to lay it. Seneca Aqueduct would require 5 masons 6 months to lay it.®

® Mercer to Richards, July 8, 1829, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co., and Proceedings of the President and Board of
Directors, A, 140, 309.

¢ Campbell to Mercer, August 30, 1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

" Diary and Account book, 1828-29 (May 26 and April 23, 1829), Leckie Papers.

® Diary and Account Book, 1828-29 (March 1829), and Leckie to Wright, August 21, 1829, Leckie Papers.
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The board also took special note of the labor shortage and its effects on the construction of the
canal in its first annual report to the stockholders in June 1829. According to the last weekly labor
reports taken during the previous month the “number of hands, consisting of men and boys en-
gaged on the works of the canal, was 2,113, of which 2,000 were men and the residue boys.”
However the directors estimated that the “number necessary to complete the canal under contract,
in the time specified in the several contracts, cannot be short of 6,000.”°

In desperation the canal company turned to various devices to relieve the labor shortage.
As early as November 1828, the board had undertaken, through special agents and extensive cor-
respondence, to encourage the migration of workers from all parts of the United States and from
various European countries, especially Great Britain, Germany, and the Netherlands.'® The com-
pany inserted advertisements in the newspaper of Dublin, Cork, Belfast, and Amsterdam, offering
prospective workers meat three times a day, plenty of bread and vegetables, a reasonable allow-
ance of liquor, and $8, $10, and $12 a month wages. Mercer estimated 2,000 or 3,000 were
needed.™ Supporters of the canal project in Congress even petitioned for the use of troops in the
construction of the proposed tunnel on the mountain section through the Alleghenies, the most
formidable undertaking of the projected connection between the Potomac and the Ohio.*

The efforts of the directors to secure an adequate number of workers at low wages led to
a reversion to the colonial practice of using indentured servants. On January 31, 1829 the board
authorized President Charles f. Mercer to make an agreement with Henry Richards, a Welshman
formerly employed on the Erie and the Chesapeake and Delaware Canals.*® Richards was to be
the agent of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company in Great Britain and was to recruit laborers
to work on the line. The board also continued for a short period to negotiate for workers from the
British Isles. In its general instructions to Maury and Richards in July, the company offered to
pay all costs of transportation in return for the indentures of the immigrants for three months,
each month computed at 26 working days. The directors requested that the workers be sent out in
time to arrive between late September or early October. In this way they would avoid the “sickly”
season and yet have three months of good working weather before winter. Quarrymen, stone cut-
ters, and masons were most in demand for they were badly needed to stimulate the lagging ma-
sonry work, a fact demonstrated two months earlier when instructions were given by Mercer “to
engage the services of 300 stone cutters and masons from Europe.” The board discouraged the
enlistment of farmers and if they came, required them to pay their own way and to find their own
accommodations on the line.*

The detailed instructions to Richards included seven stipulations.

1. Upon his arrival in Britain he was to cooperate in every way with Maury.

2. He was to engage the services of English, Welsh, and Scottish laborers accustomed to
digging.

3. Common laborers must sign obligations requiring three months’ labor, while masons
were to sign indentures for two months’ service.

° First Annual Report (1829), 19-20.

1% Mercer to Cope, November 18, 1828; and Mercer to Barbour, November 18, 1828, Ltrs. Sent C&O Co.,

and Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 105.

1 Mercer to Maury, November 18, 1828, Ltrs. Sent C&O Co.; and Tear to Mercer, January 12, 1829, Ltrs.

Recd. C&O Co.

12 Second Annual Report (1830), 25-27.

3 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 153, 175.

% Mercer to Maury, July 8, 1829, and Mercer to Richards, July 8, 1829, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co., and Proceed-
ings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 226.
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4. Any advances beyond the cost of transportation were to be repaid at the rate of $8 a
month for common laborers and $15 a month for masons.

5. They were to receive the same subsistence as the other workers, but were to be
boarded free of charge.

6. If necessary, Richards was authorized to offer wages as high as $10 a month for
common laborers and $20 a month for masons and stone cutters.

7. Finally, the men so transported were to work on the canal for one year after the ter-
mination of their indentures at the prevailing rate of wages or at the stipulated rate,
whichever the laborer in question desires. No contracts were to be made to extend
beyond December 1, 1830."

The mission of Richards on behalf of the canal company came at a most opportune time for the
latter’s purpose. Britain was in the midst of complex economic and social change, accompanied
by unemployment, high prices, and unrest among the working classes. The effect of the Napole-
onic Wars had stimulated British agriculture and given her a monopoly of the world carrying
trade. The inevitable dislocation caused by rapid economic expansion produced sporadic riots and
social discontent. The unrest was further fueled as farming and shipping slowly lost their wartime
advantages. Demobilization as well as mechanization caused unemployment, and new jobs did
not materialize in time to absorb surplus labor. Furthermore the antique borough system [some-
what analogous to U.S. legislative districts] left many fast-growing areas underrepresented in par-
liament. At the same time taxes were high for rich and poor alike because of the costs of the wars.
In addition, the mounting cost of poor relief, borne by local property taxes, added to this tax load,
while high prices and massive indirect taxation burdened the poor. Erratic fluctuation in produc-
tion, wages, and prices, as well as import and exports, contributed to the social unrest. The insta-
bility in society was aggravated by a rapid population growth, the consequences of which in-
cluded an enlarged labor force that outgrew the expanding economy and problems of urban life,
housing, poverty, and crime. In London and the burgeoning industrial centers of northern Brit-
ain—Manchester, Birmingham, and Glasgow—organizations formed to angrily protest against
the great variety of national ills, their memories of the French Revolution kept fresh and fired by
agitators such as Henry Hunt. These working class and radical movements for political and eco-
nomic reform to correct the inequities of British society were generally repressed with the aid of
the military, the banning of public assemblies and the suspension of habeus corpus. Under these
conditions, the Irish, Welsh, and English workers in the mines, mills, and factories were receptive
to the terms offered by the Chesapeake and Ohio agent.*®

While Richards was conducting his recruitment activities the board also took steps in July
1829 to attract additional workers to the Potomac Valley from other parts of the United States.
The directors ordered that President Mercer be authorized

To draw for and advance such sum of money as might be found necessary to pay the ex-
pense of transporting to the line of the canal, such number of laborers as the contractors
will oblige themselves to employ, on the terms to be prescribed by the President.’

15 Instructions to Richards, July 8, 1829, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.

16 Walter Phelps Hall and William Stearns Davis, Course of Europe Since Waterloo (New York, 1951), 47—
56.

7 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 309.
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The following month the board approved the expenditure of $975 for the transportation of labor-
ers from New York under the direction of Joel Crittenden, on of the company agents in that
state.™®

Meanwhile Richards began sending the British laborers to America in August. The first
group of about 320 workers crossed the Atlantic in the Pioneer, the Julian, and the Boston. Con-
cerning the immigrants that he was sending, Richards wrote:

I have been very careful to select men of good character, steady, and industrious...Some
few Irishmen are among them but all these have worked some time in England &
amongst Englishmen and are good workmen and peaceable.

There are a great many miners and colliers chiefly in the Boston. The masons and
quarry men have been selected from the quarries rail roads and canals in the different
countries of England and Wales.

...Some few of the men are rather small and young—but most of these, if you
think it is required, will serve for the longer time.

According to your first instructions the men have agreed to work in lieu of their
passage—the stone cutters, and masons and some blacksmiths & carpenters for three
months, the laborers agree to work four months....The instructions received yesterday
[missing text] shorter say 2 months for masons and 3 months for others, but as I shall be
able to engage men on the same terms as before, | shall continue to do so leaving it to you
to shorten their time after they arrive if you think proper. And this will perhaps be more
satisfactory to the men themselves, who will think it a great favor.

I have sent as few women and children as possible and those only the families of
good workmen. | will send no more if | can possibly avoid it.

...I have sent with each vessel a careful and trusty man...(who will) see the
workmen delivered to you.*®

Another large contingent of laborers came over on the Nimrod.?® Although Rice requested further
instructions and authority to hire a thousand laborers, the group of 176 sent over on the Shenan-
doah which arrived late in October, was the last.?*

The trip across the Atlantic was a harrowing affair for both the immigrants and their
overseers. The latter were responsible for the safe delivery of the hands assigned to them and for
the distribution of rations on board ship. On both counts they gained the hatred of the laborers.
They differed widely in character, some being described as wretched, ignorant, and terrified men,
and others as proud, arrogant, and disdainful of the workers.?? The experience of the bosses was
quite similar. The daily distribution of bread and meat often brought tempers to a boiling point as
the immigrants complained of favoritism, (short) weight, and inedible provisions. At times they
appealed to the ship captains, who invariably washed their hands of the quarrels and sometimes

'8 1bid, A, 331, 337.

19 Richards to President and Directors, August 21, 1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co., quoted Walter S. Sanderlin,
The Great National Project: A History of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal (Baltimore, 1946), 73-74.

20 Boteler and Reynolds to Ingle, November 1839, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

2! proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 380, and Ingle to Janney, October 26, 1829, Ltrs.
Sent, C&O Co.

22 powell to President and Directors, November 18, 1829; and Gill to President and Directors, November
18, 1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.
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urged the men to take matters into their own hands. Although the overseers were subjected to a
constant stream of threats and abuse, all of them survived the journey.?

The company directed its agents to send the laborers to either Alexandria or Georgetown,
fearing that if the men landed at another port, they might be diverted to some of the other internal
improvement projects in the East. On their arrival they were assigned to directors Walter Smith at
Georgetown and Phineas Janney at Alexandria.?*

The latter paid the marine insurance on them, and completed arrangements for them to be
housed in one large building in Alexandria.?® They were then placed under supervision of a su-
perintendent of imported laborers, one of the assistant engineers assigned to that duty, and those
among them who were sick received medical attention from Dr. Joshua Riley prior to commenc-
ing work.?® As the charges for the medical services were chargeable to the sick themselves, he
was asked to reduce the charges in some degree to the ability of the workers to pay for such ser-
vices. Subsequently they were turned over to the contractors and their indentures delinquent up to
the latter upon receipt and upon the assumption of responsibility for the cost of transportation, a
sum set at $32 per man by the board in September.?” The contractors called the roll to have the
indentures acknowledge by the laborer. If any of them refused they were [missing text].?

The experiences of the contractors with the immigrants varied widely, probably accord-
ing to the character of the workers and the treatment given them. The 5 or 8 laborers and quarry-
men assigned to Henry Boteler and George F. Reynolds, the proprietors of the Potomac Mill near
Shepherdstown, were entirely satisfactory, although the mill owners attempted to reduce labor
costs by paying wages below the $10 per month average for the canal and by failing to provide
even a limited supply of clothing.? The men were described as lacking skills and initiative.*

Some of the laborers had real grievances in the treatment they received at the hands of the
contractors. Those working for M. S. Wines left him and returned to Washington. They consented
to resume work only on certain conditions that were agreed upon by their leaders and company
officials. The demands they made were

That they shall have as soon as it can be made so, a tight house with comfortable lodg-
ings, as tight and comfortable as common board can make it; a sufficient supply of good
bread, and meat, with such other things as are customary for laboring men, and these pre-
pared in a cleanly manner; that their baggage shall be sent after them...and lastly that you
(Wines) will open an account with each man and charge him with his passage over, and

2 powell to President and Directors, November 18, 1829, Gill to President and Directors, November 1829,
and Jones to President and Directors, November 18, 1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

2t Mercer to Maury, July 8, 1829, and Mercer to Richards, July 8, 1829, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co., and Proceed-
ings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 380.

% Ingle to Riley, October 21, 1829, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co., and Watts to President and Directors, November
4,1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

% Ingel to Riley, October 21, 1829, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co., and watts to President and Directors, November
4, 1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

27 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 364.

%8 Mercer to Ingle, September 30, 1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.
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more women and children as they had better housing facilities than were found elsewhere on the line.

% Diary and Account Book, 1829-1830, November 18, 1829, Leckie Papers.
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with all other expenses incurred for him and credit him for his work at the customary
price of labor until the account shall be given up to him.

In return the company promised that if Wines failed to live up to these conditions it would trans-
fer them to another section. In notifying the contractor of these conditions, company John P. Ingle
reminded Wines that:

We should make some allowance for men in a strange country who have probably lived
tolerably well at home and humanity requires that we should do all that is reasonable to
make them contented. With kind treatment | really believe that everyone one of your men
will faithfully serve you.

These terms soon were ordered to apply to the entire line of the canal by the director, and Ingle
was directed to go up the line and to investigate the complaints so generally made.*

One of the cases found by Ingle where friction between the contractors and the immi-
grants had led to a work stoppage was settled by a special meeting of the board with the disputing
parties. It was agreed that the thirteen laborers who had left the line would return to work [miss-
ing text] paying the approved workmen and mechanics $1.12 % per day and the others according
to merit down to $1 each besides their board. Thus the stage was set for still higher wages along
the canal in the hope that this would avert further turmoil.*®

Many of the dissatisfied workers were not so patient or conscientious. Some deserted the
line of the canal and disappeared into the neighboring countryside. At first the board dealt leni-
ently with the runaways that were captured and imprisoned, releasing them from jail on the prom-
ise that they would return to the canal.®* The directors believed at this time that the grievances
would be correct and the men retained. As they continued to abscond, the board began to lose
faith in their good intentions and ordered effective steps taken to apprehend them.*

When it was reported that some of the men fled to the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, the
directors appealed directly to the President of the rival work not to hire the immigrants that had
been brought to the Potomac Valley by the Canal Company.® Failing to receive full satisfaction
from the railroad, the board ordered the preparation of a resume of the laws relative to indentured
servants to be printed for distribution to the foreign laborers.*

Following a report in late October that 23 runaways had been caught and that many oth-
ers had absconded, the board ordered that “immediate steps be taken to apprehend those now ab-
sent.”*® One of the principal consequences of the company’s policy of taking a hard line against
the apprehended runaways was a series of costly trials. On October 24, the Washington Chronicle
reported that a number of such laborers had been brought before Judge Cranch in the District of
Columbia court on a writ of habeas corpus. The workers had refused to comply with their con-
tracts on the ground that they could not make themselves slaves and were under no obligation to
serve the company. Hence they had left the line of the canal, only to be captured and imprisoned.
The judge, at the urging of the company counsel, “wholly subverted” these “new-fangled notions

*! Ingle to Wines, October 3, 1829, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Cao.
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of American liberty” by sending the workers back to prison until they were willing to comply
with the terms of their contracts.*

The series of trials in Baltimore where the company caught up with a large number of
laborers and prosecuted them as runaways and debtors, proved to be a costly failure. Baltimore
was hostile to the claims of the company, and the workers received the sympathetic assistance of
lawyers, merchants, and tavern keepers who had been influenced by the emerging Jacksonian po-
litical philosophy. On one occasion in late October when agents of the canal company were about
to take 20 captured runaways from Baltimore to Washington by steamboat, an innkeeper named
Fox and an attorney named David Stewart informed the men that “they were of right perfectly
free and therefore unlawfully arrested.” After hearing this language, the workers “united in an
effort and succeeded in an escape.” Accordingly, the board ordered director Janney to consult
with William Wirt, the former U.S. Attorney General who had set up a private practice in Balti-
more shortly after leaving the government, concerning “the subject of prosecuting to the utmost
rigor of the law this Mr. Stewart, Mr. Fox, and many others who may have aided in the escape of
the men.” The board was anxious that the escapees be captured, imprisoned as runaways, and
prosecuted “in the hope that the question may be at once settled in Baltimore as it has been here
(in Washington) on a writ of habeas corpus.” If they did not act immediately, the board figured
that Baltimore would become a haven for the runaways. The board settled on this procedure as it
gave them a greater chance for success. Furthermore, a favorable decision in such a case would
allow the canal company to hold the men to bail for their performance of their contract or to sue
the men for their passage money.“°

When Wirt reported that it would be difficult to prosecute Fox and Stewart, the canal
board determined only to take the eleven runaways that had been captured to trial on a writ of
habeas corpus. In early November the City Court of Baltimore ruled that the agreements between
the company and the workers were not of a master-servant character, but were merely contracts
for work. The men were freed, though subject to damages and costs. The company could still sue
for debts, and for a short period the directors considered suing each of the men for the cost of
their transportation or for the value of their services under the terms of the indentures which were
computed at $50 for a common laborer and $75 for a mason.

It soon became evident that if such suits were filed, the immigrants could plead bank-
ruptcy and either get off entirely or be sent to jail at the company’s expense. In a jury trial there
was always the possibility they might argue that the company had first broken the contract by
providing inadequate or rotten food supplies on the voyage from Britain. With this argument, no
court in Baltimore would convict them, especially when it might be composed of railroad men
looking for workers themselves. In view of this unpromising prospect, the cases were dropped.*

An unhappy sequel to the Baltimore case occurred when the City Court attempted to
charge the canal company for arresting and imprisoning the eleven runaways. Although canal
agents assisted in locating and arresting the workers, the company was charged the full amount by
law for taking the men into custody. Among the charges were items for the hire and the refresh-
ment of the horses used by the court employees to arrest the men. Furthermore, the company was
billed for the jail and tavern expenses of the men while they were awaiting trial.**

The immigrants who remained on the line, servants and freemen alike, suffered greatly
from ill-health due to the rigors of the work and unhealthy atmosphere of the Potomac Valley. As
early as August, 1829, sickness along the line of the canal forced many engineers as well as con-

% [citation missing]
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tractors4§1nd laborers to cease their work, thus causing the first of many health-related work slow-
downs.

During the following two months, the sick and destitute workers poured into Georgetown
in ever-increasing numbers. By October they were being picked up off the streets of the town,
sick and starving. [missing text] time, 126 had been cared for by the city authorities, and John
Little, Trustee for the city of Georgetown, and John Brigum, Overseer of Poor, complained that
these people were not Georgetown’s poor and should be the responsibility of the canal com-
pany.* Accordingly, the canal board appropriated $150 for the care of the sick workers.*

In some cases the board agreed to pay for the care of entire families that had been im-
ported. For example, the directors paid $9 per week for Evan, an “aged and infirm man” and his
family only two of whom were capable of performing any work.*

The influx increased as winter approached, some finding their way to Washington where
they were cared for by the city poor house and by private charity.*” The miserable conditions of
the laborers and the dismal tales of their treatment aroused city officials such as Washington
Mayor Joseph Gales and humanitarian groups such as the Society of the sons of St. George, to
well publicized attacks, thereby obliging the company to take official notice of the accusations
and defend itself.*® To counter some of the mounting criticism, the board in April 1830 appropri-
ated an additional $117.45 to Georgetown and $267.45 to Washington for the medical care given
the workers.*

The canal company was further put on the defensive by foreign visitors to Washington
who observed the plight of the Irish immigrant workers and described their impressions in pub-
lished journals of their travels. One of the most scathing indictments of the company’s mistreat-
ment of its imported workers was written by Frances Milton Trollope, and English lady who
spent the summer of 1830 in the Potomac Valley. Her condemnation of the canal company’s la-
bor policy was published in her Domestic Manners of the Americans (1832):

I have elsewhere stated my doubts if the laboring poor of our country mend their condi-
tion by emigrating to the United States, but it was not till the opportunity which a vicinity
to the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal gave me, of knowing what their situation was after mak-
ing the change, that | became fully aware how little it was to be desired for them. Of the
white laborers on this canal, the great majority are Irishmen; their wages are from ten to
fifteen dollars a month, with a miserable lodging, and the large allowance of whiskey. It

*® Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 335.
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*® Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 380-381.

*® Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 399. The directors, angered that such a man was
permitted to emigrate to the Potomac Valley, order that Evan be discharged from his indenture and that
expenses incurred in caring for him be charged to Richards.

" Whitwell to Mercer, March 9, 1830, enclosing the report of John McNerhany, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co. Un-
der the leadership of John McLeod, an Irish schoolmaster in the city, a group founded by the Washington
Relief Society in 1830 to help the “indigent and disabled emigrants” and other distressed people who were
unable to receive medical care or other treatment at city almshouse. In one winter, the organization boarded
forty people in private homes or taverns, and in 1833 it opened an infirmary for destitute foreigners. Con-
stance McLaughlin Green, Washington: Village and Capital, 1800-1878, (2 vols; Princeton, 1962), |, 133-
134,

“8 Gales to Ingle, February 8, 1830, and Lenox and Herring to Ingle, February 17, 1830, Ltrs. Recd., C&O
Co.

*® Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, B, 65.



120 Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Historic Resource Study
Unrau: 3. Labor Force: 1828-1850

is by means of this hateful poison that they are tempted, and indeed enabled for a time to
stand the broiling heat of the sun in a most noxious climate: for through such, close to the
romantic but unwholesome Potomac, the line of the canal has hitherto run. The situation
of these poor strangers, when they sink at last in “the fever,” which sooner or later is sure
to overtake them, is dreadful. There is a strong feeling against the Irish in every part of
the Union, but they will do twice as much work as a Negro, and therefore they are em-
ployed. When they fall sick, they may, and must look with envy on the slaves around
them; for they are cared for; they are watched and physicked, as a valuable horse is
watched and physicked: not so with the Irishman: he is literally thrown on one side, and a
new comer takes his place. Details of their sufferings, and unheeded death, too painful to
dwell upon, often reached us; on one occasion a farmer calling at the house, told the fam-
ily that a poor man, apparently in a dying condition, was lying beside a little brook at the
distance of a quarter of a mile. The spot was immediately visited by some of the family,
and there in truth lay a poor creature, who was already past the power of speaking; he
was conveyed to the house, and expired during the night. By inquiring at the canal, it was
found that he was an Irish laborer, who having fallen sick, and spent his last cent, had left
the stifling shantee where he lay, in the desperate attempt of finding his way to Washing-
ton, with what hope | know not. He did not appear above twenty, and as | looked on his
pale young face, which even in death expressed suffering, | thought that perhaps he had
left a mother and a home to seek wealth in America. | saw him buried under a group of
locust trees, his very name unknown to those who laid him there, but the attendance of
the whole family at the grave gave a sort of decency to his funeral, which rarely, in that
country, honors the poor relics of British dust: but no clergyman attended, no prayer was
said, no bell was tolled; these, indeed, are ceremonies unthought of, and in fact, unattain-
able without much expense, at such a distance from a town; had the poor youth been an
American, he would have been laid in the earth in the same unceremonious manner. But
had this poor Irish lad fallen sick in equal poverty and destitution among his own people,
he would have found a blanket to wrap his shivering limbs and a kindred hand to close
his eyes.

Trollope concluded her cryptic observations on American immigrant labor practices in general
and those of the canal company in particular by stating:

The poor of Great Britain, whom distress or a spirit of enterprise tempt to try another
land, ought, for many reasons, to repair to Canada; there they would meet co-operation
and sympathy, instead of malice, hatred, and all uncharitableness.*

The use of imported laborers succeeded in temporarily stabilizing and lowering the rate of wages
on the canal.®® The total working force on the line rose from a low of 1,600 or 2,000 in mid-
summer to over 3,100 in November, 1829.%% In the long run, however, the experiment was a fail-
ure and the difficulty of enforcing the terms of the contracts in the hostile atmosphere of the Jack-
sonian Era led to its suspension. The entanglements in law suits, in poor house claims, and in un-
favorable notoriety, more than offset the immediate advantages. Even the statistics indicating a
substantial rise in the labor force late in 1829 fails to prove the success of the experiment, for

% James E. Mooney, ed. Domestic Manners of the Americans by Francis Milton Trollope (Barre, 1969),
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there was a suspension of work on the Pennsylvania Main Line and Chesapeake and Delaware
Canals which might have caused migration to the Potomac Valley.>®

Before the lessons of the episode had been learned, the directors at the urging of Presi-
dent Mercer, considered the purchase of 100 black slaves for the use of the company.>* In taking
this step, as in the case of the indentured servants, the board was following the example of the
Potomac Company, despite the warning of the unfortunate results of the earlier experiments. As it
would be necessary to instruct the slaves in the art of cutting stone and construction masonry, the
directors took no action to carry out the recommendation. When a proposal to purchase 350
slaves came up before the annual meeting of the company stockholders in June 1830, it was deci-
sively defeated.”® By that time the company, believing the results were not commensurate with
the effort, had given up on all schemes to provide cheap labor for the contractors.>®

Aided in part by the completion of work on the Pennsylvania Main Line and the Chesa-
peake and Delaware Canals, the canal board had less difficulty in obtaining an adequate labor
force in 1830. By May of that year some 6,000 workers and 700 horses were engaged on the line.
However, as the legal controversy with the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad restricted construction
above Point of Rocks and discouraged progress above Seneca Creek by preventing the building of
the planned feeder at Harpers Ferry, far fewer laborers were needed in late 1830 and 1831. By
mid-December 1830, there were 2,205 men and 379 horses engaged on the line.*” By May 1831,
the forgge working on the line of the canal had been reduced further to 1,326 men and 276
horses.

As construction advanced, the canal directors were occupied with a series of problems
related to the labor force. The presence of so large a body of laborers on such an extended line of
the Potomac Valley created problems of morale and coordination. The annual sickly season con-
tinued to take its toll among the laborers and engineers alike, delaying construction and indirectly
forcing wages up to unexpected levels.*

Compensation to laborers who had been injured in work-related accidents became an
item of financial concern to the directors, thereby forcing them to encourage the contractors to
take greater safety precautions when undertaking dangerous work such as blasting. One of the
first of these cases was that of John Stubblefield, a free black, who was awarded a $2 monthly
stipend for one year by the board after he lost his left arm while blasting rocks on the line in De-
cember 1828.%°

Other petitions for aid from disabled workers soon were making their way to the board,
including an appeal by Felix O’Neal, an Irish immigrant who had suffered a broken thigh bone
and an injured hand while blasting on Section A in Georgetown.®* The company also took steps
to protect itself against liabilities when the worker on several different sections applied in Febru-
ary 1830 for the distribution of assessments made for work done in the month prior to the death of
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one C%Qtractor and for the work done in the month prior to the abandonment of a contract by an-
other.

Some of the most important problems of morale among the labor force centered on such
diverse considerations as communications, recreational diversion, and domestic home life. To
solve the communication problem, a new postal route was established in the winter of 1828 with
its own offices scattered along the canal. In September 1839, service was upgraded so that the
mail was delivered twice daily along the line of the canal by horseback. By the following year,
there were eight offices on the waterway at the following locations: Magazine, Section No. 8,
Bear Island, Clementon, Seneca Mill, Edward’s Ferry, Conrad’s Ferry, Mouth of Monocacy, and
Catoctin. In most cases, the contractor on the section was appointed the postmaster, on President
Mercer’s recommendation, but several were nearby landowners appointed on the recommenda-
tion of their Congressman.®

A critical problem facing the director was that of diversion or recreation. In the absence
of other sources of amusement, drinking became almost the sole outlet for the workers.®* Fur-
thermore, many of the workers who were expected to put in long hours six days a week, ignored
company regulations and insisted on taking an extended vacation over the Christmas holiday sea-
son to spend time with their families.%® The board, after considerable prodding, also took steps in
October 1829 to boost the morale of those workers who had brought their families with them
from Europe. To meet the demands of rising inflation, the directors on October 12 increased the
weekly allotment to $2.25 for board to each imported laborer. Furthermore, the workers having
families were allowed an additional sum of 50 centers per week, thereby changing the company
policies forbidding any aid for families coming with the recruits.®

Later, on December 2, the board determined to permit the foreign laborers who had
brought families to receive and apply to their own board and wishing bills their earnings until
April 1, 1830, after which time they were to use a portion of their earnings to repay the company
for their passage and expenses. At the same time, any boys that Richards had recruited were dis-
charged from their indentures and their expenses charged to his personal account.®’

The company, anxious to rebut the charges of mistreating the immigrants, undertook the
care of those imported families where a death made it difficult for the laborer to continue his
work. One such case was that of John Wiley whose wife died several months after arriving on the
line, leaving three children. Seeking to help the man care for his children, the board granted him a
discharge from his indenture and authorized the contractors to pay him any wages he might have
earned above the expenses of his passage. Within several weeks, Wiley abandoned the children
and the directors determined to provide for the three children. As the directors had warned Rich-
ards not to send families, they charged the expenses to his personal account.®®

82 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, B, 28.

%% Nelson to Mercer, September 28, 1829; Gardner to Mercer, September 29, 1829; and Hobbie to Mercer,
February 19, 1830, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

% Watts to President and Directors, December 9, 1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

% Owens to Board of Directors, December 9, 1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

% proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 374.

7 Ibid, A, 410-411, and Ingle to Powell, December 8, 1829, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.

% Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 395, 424, and Ingle to Ford and Chapman, No-
vember 19, 1829, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.
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. A TIME OF TROUBLE: 1832-1842

The decade of construction from 1832 to 1842, which saw the completion of the canal to Dam
No. 6 above Hancock, was a period marked by severe cholera epidemics among the workers and
a series of labor disturbances often accompanied by violence. As a consequence, the construction
of the waterway was hampered and the cost of the work rose sharply, thereby complicating the
financial and legal problems of the canal company.

The canal project had been plagued from its inception by the annual “sickly” season in
the Potomac Valley, giving the region a reputation as an unhealthy area. In a report to the House
Committee on Roads and canals in 1834, the canal board described the problem and the popular
beliefs as to its causes:

The autumnal diseases of the Potomac are by no means common to the whole river,
which below tide water, as at Georgetown, is remarkable for the salubrity of its climate in
autumn as well as at other seasons. Above tide water, which reaches three miles above
Georgetown, and below Harpers Ferry, the banks of the Potomac are unhealthy from the
last of July until the first hard frost of autumn, their inhabitants being subject for that pe-
riod to intermittent, and agues and fevers, as on the Susquehanna and Juniata, and it is be-
lieved for the same reason, the great breadth of those rivers in proportion to the depth of
their volume of water when reduced by autumnal droughts.

One peculiarity is common to those rivers: it is the growth of several species of
grass from their bottoms, the stems and blade of which attain, by the first hot weather of
August, a considerable height and float on the surface of the water. Where this is shoal,
and warmed by the action of the autumnal sun, this grass early undergoes a fermentation
and decomposition, and emits an offensive odor, very perceptible by travelers who ford
the river at night in the last of August, and throughout the month of September when the
air is damp and still. May not this effluvia be the cause of the ill healthy of adjacent
shored: In deep water, as opposite to Georgetown and Alexandria, and for the consider-
able distance above and below these towns, this grass does not appear on the surface of
the Potomac, nor does it at Harper’s Ferry, in consequence of the rapidity of the current,
nor opposite to Shepherdstown, where a dam erected immediately below that town has
deepened the water opposite to it.*®

So firmly had these ideas become established in the minds of the valley inhabitants that there was
usually a noticeable slacking of work on the canal during the summer months as company offi-
cials, contractors, and laborers left the region?

The inhabitants of the Potomac Valley were frightened perhaps more from the onslaught
of cholera epidemics than any other disease because of its “fearful suddenness,” its dreadful pain,
and its “sudden termination.” The afflicted patient

would feel an uneasiness of the bowels with great heat and intense thirst; then would fol-
low a feeling of heaviness and weakness, an almost total suspension of the pulse with a
low, weak, and very plaintive voice; then the ‘rice water’ discharge would take place,
violent vomiting, oppression of the stomach and an impeded respiration. The circulation
of the blood became exceedingly sluggish, the forehead, tongue, and extremities became

% U.S., Congress, House, committee on Roads and Canals, Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, H. Rept. 414, 23d
Cong., 1% sess., 1834, Appendix U, 237.
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very cold. Cramps occurred in the legs, toes, and hands; the face of the patient became
livid and cadaverous and the body presented a mottled appearance.

These symptoms were quickly succeeded by the final stage, which was a com-
plete collapse of the whole system, greatly resembling the appearance of death, which
quickly succeeded. The patient sometimes died in a tranquil stupor and sometimes in vio-
lent spasms and in great distress. The different stages of the disease followed each other
occasionally with such rapidity that death occurred in a few hours after the appearance of
the first symptom...The most popular treatment at first was hot applications, mustard
plasters, calomel, and opium.

The canal company resorted to unusual precautions to offset the threat of the “sickly” season and
to keep the work going when construction commenced above Point of Rocks following the suc-
cessful resolution of the legal conflict with the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad in January 1832. The
safeguards provided were the customary ones, but the attempt to prevent the effects of illness
among the laborers was unprecedented on the canal. The board resolved to engage a physician to
inspect the workers’ shanties along the canal from July to October, to recommend measures for
the health of the contractors and laborers, and to acquire and prescribe medicines for the sick.”
The office of Superintendent was created to let all the contracts above Point of Rocks and to pro-
vide “for the removal of the sick and then supply with such necessaries, hospital stores, and com-
fort, as their condition may need.”"

In July, the directors relinquished the condition contained in the recently-let contracts
prohibiting the contractors from providing spirituous liquors to the hands employed by them. "

When cholera first appeared among the workers near Harpers Ferry in August, the board
authorized President Mercer to rent a suitable building near that town to be used as a hospital and
appropriated the sum of $500 for the workers who would get the disease. As the cholera spread
toward Point of Rocks, the board in early September authorized Mercer to provide for a second
hospital near that village. Provision was to be made with both the contractors and the laborers to
share the expenses of these hospitals with the company.”

In addition, steps were taken by the board to comply with a request from the Corporation
of Georgetown that the water be drawn off that portion of the canal in the town at least once a
week during the summer months as a sanitary measure.

By publicizing these measures for the care and prevention of sickness, the company
sought to encourage workers and contractors alike to stay on the job, and perhaps to attract labor-
ers from other public work."”

™ Thomas J. C. Williams, History of Washington County (2 vols., Hagerstown, 1906), 221-222. According
to Sanderlin, Great National Project, 93: “Officials of the Department of Health of the District of Colum-
bia believe that the illnesses described were probably of various origins, coinciding in occurrence.” Water-
borne diseases such as typhoid and paratyphoid may have been the most prevalent. Insect-borne fevers un-
doubtedly accounted for many more. Dysentery from several causes and possibly milk-borne diseases seem
best to fit the other symptoms described. On top of these were all the other human illnesses which when
occurring in the sickly season, were attributed to the river. The occurrence of the water-borne and pest-
borne diseases in late August and September coincided with the mosquito season in the Potomac Valley
and the peak of the warm water period in the stream (at which time water-borne diseases are most potent.”
™ proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, ¢, 174-174.

" Ibid, 175

" Ibid, C, 186

" Ibid, C, 212-214

" Ibid, C, 212
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Despite all the precautions, the summer of 1832 proved to be the most disastrous to the
health of the workers. Late in August, Asiatic cholera, which had gradually been spreading south
from Montreal, made its appearance on the line near Harpers Ferry. The plague, soon popularly
called the “the pestilence,” spread rapidly down to Point of Rocks, causing a suspension of work
on many sections as fear spread through the ranks of the labor force.™

Niles’ Register described in ghastly terms the panic and confusion caused by the epi-
demic in the vicinity of Harpers Ferry:

The cholera has raged dreadfully among the laborers on the Ohio & Chesapeake canal, in
the neighborhood of Harper’s Ferry. As many as six persons are said to have been lying
dead, at one time, in a single shanty,—while in others the dead and the dying were mixed
in awful confusion. Many had abandoned their employments and fled—and some of
these were attached on the roads, and died in the fence corners! The habits and exposures
of these poor people fit them for the reception of the cholera, and their accommodations
for the sick and wretched and scanty, indeed-for they are crowded in temporary sheds,
and badly supplied even with the most common necessaries of life. The laborers are
chiefly Irishmen.”

After a hasty inspection of the Harpers Ferry—Point of Rocks area, President Mercer informed
the directors that the panic had resulted in the dispersal of the terrified laborers. Accordingly, he
observed:

If the Board but imagine the panic produced by a mans turning black and dying in twenty
four hours in the very room where his comrades are to sleep or to dine they will readily
conceive the utility of separating the sick, dying and dead from the living.”

The cholera gradually spread up the river to the west of Harpers Ferry toward Sharpsburg and
Shepherdstown. As it advanced, the same reports of the suspension of work and the panic of the
laborers accompanied it. From Shepherdstown Henry Boteler, the proprietor of the Potomac Mill
wrote:

Before this letter reaches Washington, the whole line of canal from the point of rocks to
WmsPort will be abandoned by the Contractors and Laborers—The Cholera has appeared
amongst them, and had proved fatal in almost every case. There has been upwards of 30
deaths nearly opposite to us since Friday last, and the poor Exiles of Erin are flying in
every direction...it is candidly my opinion, that by the last of this week you will not have
a working man on the whole line.”

Similar scenes of suffering and panic were described by the company’s counsel in Frederick:

"6 Williams, History of Washington County, |, 221, and Rush to President and Directors, August 5, 18)
Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co. The cholera soon spread down the Potomac Valley to Washington where the Board
of Health blamed the epidemic chiefly on the “large number of foreign emigrants...employed on the public
works. Most of these were from Germany and Ireland, men who neither understood our language, nor were
accustomed to our climate, habits and mode of living.” Green, Washington: Village and Capital, |, 135.

" Niles” Register, XLIII (September 15, 1832), 44.

"8 Mercer to Ingle, September 3, 1832, quoted in Sanderlin, Great National Project, 95.

" Boteler to Ingle, September 4, 1832, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co., quoted in Sanderlin, Great National Project,
95.
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They have since been suffering great mortality west of Harpers Ferry, [& c] fear that
work is by this time suspended. The poor creatures, after seeing a few sudden & awful
deaths amongst their friends, straggled off in all directions through the country; but for
very many of them the panic came too late. They are dying in all parts of Washington
County at the distance of 5 to 15 miles from the river. I myself saw numbers of them in
carts & on foot making their way towards Pennsylvania.®

The scenes of suffering and death caused both anguish and alarm to the inhabitants of the valley,
Engineer Thomas F. Purcell writing from Sharpsburg, described some of the occurrences of “in-
human outrage” as follows:

Men deserted by their friends or comrades have been left to die in the fields, the high-
ways, or in the neighboring barns & stables: in some instances, as | have been told; when
the disease has attacked them, the invalid has been enticed from the shantee & left to die
under the shade of some tree.

Excited by the sufferings of the miserable victims of this disease; the citizens of
this place have ministered to their wants, and sought to sooth their dying moments; but
unfortunately for the cause of humanity, nearly every person who has been with the dead
bodies or has assisted in burying them have paid the forfeit with their lives: and now it is
scarcely possible to get the dead buried.®

During the first week of September the dead bodies of four canal workers were brought to
Hagerstown to be buried in the only Roman Catholic cemetery in Washington County. Terrified
by the spreading plague, the citizenry protests against bringing the dead within the town limits
and the civic authorities passed ordinances forbidding the entry of any sick or dead canal workers
for hospital care or internment. To aid the helpless workers, Father Timothy Ryan, the priest in
charge of St. Mary’s Church, in cooperation with Engineer Alfred Cruger of the canal company
took steps to provide a burying aground near the canal.®

By late September the epidemic had reached its peak, but the laborers were still suffering
and dying. Niles’ Register reported that:

The disease yet prevails severely on the line or in the neighborhood of the Chesapeake &
Ohio Canal, about Harper’s Ferry, & c. and at Sharpsburg, MD. The panic was awful,
and the sufferings of the people, chiefly newly arrived foreigners, exceedingly stressing.
The bodies of many laid on the roads unburied for days—being abandoned by their late
relatives or associates.®

As the epidemic spread, the canal company adopted measures to care for the sick and to calm the
panic. President Mercer made an effort to lease an abandoned mill owned by Caspar Wever near
Lock No. 31 to be used as a hospital.®*

% price to Ingle, September 5, 1832, quoted in Sanderlin, Great National Project, 95.

8 purcell to President and Directors, September 11, 1832, quoted in Sanderlin, Great National Project, 95—
96.

8 Williams, History of Washington County, |, 222.

® Niles” Register, XLIII (September 22, 1832), 52.

8 Mercer to Wever, September 11, 1832, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.
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Wever, a longtime foe of the company, offered exorbitant terms of $350 per year, a rate
double that when the long vacant mill had last been rented, plus all damages awarded by his
agents upon examination after the mill would be relinquished®

The terms were so repulsive that they did not receive consideration.®

Two make-shift hospitals were finally established in some cabins rented near Harpers
Ferry and in a large shanty at Section No. 112 just above Dam No. 3. Another was contemplated
at Point of Rocks, while these temporary quarters left much to be desired, the permanent hospital
at Harpers Ferry was not established until late in September.®’

Even then the accommodations were not very elaborate, for as late as August 27, Mercer
thought that it would only be necessary to purchase

some hundred feet of plank for bunks and some blankets and sacks for straw and as few
and as cheap articles for the Hospital as possible and place it in the charge of a physician
of this place (Harpers Ferry) after engaging one or two nurses to attend the sick...%

The method by which the hospital was supported was a form of group insurance that the director-
ate had attempted unsuccessfully to introduce earlier in 1830.%

Each of the workers contributed 25 cents per month for the doctor’s fees and the mainte-
nance of the hospital.*

This system had worked successfully before on the James River Canal, but, as could be
expected, it worked only as long as the fear of sickness was sufficiently great to cause the men to
consent to the deduction from their wages. With the arrival of cooler weather and the disappear-
ance of the cholera, the workers refused to approve further deductions and the program was dis-
continued. The following spring the hospital services were terminated and the equipment sold.**

Beginning in 1832, reports of unrest among the workers on the line appear in the com-
pany records. In that year the cause of the disturbance was an ill-advised attempt to enforce the
prohibition of the use of spirituous liquors by the workers. In an effort to forestall the rioting and
loss of time which resulted from excessive drinking, the directors ordered the enforcement of the
condition contained in all contracts above Point of Rocks prohibiting the distribution of liquor to
the workers. At the same time, President Mercer unsuccessfully sought to secure the passage of a
law by the Maryland Assembly prohibiting the sale of liquor within two or three miles of the ca-
nal in Frederick, Washington, and Allegany Counties.*

The company had considerable difficulty enforcing its prohibition in the absence of sup-
porting Maryland laws, as the contractors continually faced trouble with shopkeepers along the
line who maintained grog shops or surreptitiously sold liquor to the men. Upon the report of En-
gineer Alfred Cruger that the enforcement of the prohibition was having the opposite effect from
that intended, the directors repealed it.”

& Wever to Mercer, September 13, 1832, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

8 Mercer to Smith, September 24, 1832, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.

8 Mercer to Smith, September 24, 1832, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co., and Rush to President and Directors August
5, 1833, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

8 Mercer to Ingle, August 27, 1832, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

% proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, B, 49, 72.

% Mercer to Ingle, September 3, 1832; Mercer to Smith, September 24, 1832; and Rush to President and
Directors, August 5, 1833, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

°1 Mercer to Ingle, September 3, 1832, and Rush to President and Directors, August 5, 1833, Ltrs. Recd.,
C&O Cao., and Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, C, 263.

% Mercer to Ingle, January 23, 1832, Ltrs. Rec., C&O Co.

% Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, C, 185-186.
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Drunkenness had actually increased during the period of prohibition as the men, deprived
of a steady supply of spirits during the day, drank excessive quantities of alcohol at neighboring
grog shops in the evening. The intoxicated men rioted throughout most of the night, and morning
foungci many of them lying on the ground where they had fallen exhausted, unfit for work that
day.

The laboring force was the cause of anxiety on the part of the directors for other reasons.
For one thing there was the continued demand for more men, especially skilled masons and
stonecutters. Mercer carried the search for hands as far north as Philadelphia on one of his trips to
secure funds for the company. In the fall of that year, Mercer reported that he had hired eight men
there. The terms which cost the company $130, included the advance of transportation money, the
promise of bonus and the guarantee of work until December 10, 1832, at fair wages.*

Despite all the hindrance to the recruitment of laborers, the company had 4,700 men and
1,000 horses working on the line by May 1833.%

In the summer of 1833, there was another outbreak of the cholera sickness on a less seri-
ous scale. This time it broke out among the workers near Williamsport in July. After ten men died
in one day, the symptoms of panic and threatened dispersal of the workers reappearance. The un-
rest spread to the neighboring village of Hagerstown because so many of the Irish workers were
brought there for interment in the Catholic cemetery. Fear in the town increased as the death
among thée7 workers multiplied and at least one afflicted laborer came to the hamlet for treatment
and died.

A town meeting was held at which civic leaders expressed fear for the health and trade of
the community. The town, the company, and the local Catholic parish took steps to provide other
cemeteries closer to the line, thereby reducing the time lost from work during the solemnity and
revelry of a funeral and removing the threat to the safety of the villagers.*®

The directors rejected the recommendation of Engineer Thomas F. Purcell to purchase
suitable lots for cemeteries, “considering it to be without the line of their duty.” Instead they au-
thorized the engineers “to use any waste ground owned by the Canal Company for the interment
of persons dying upon the works of the Company.”*

When the board refused to take further action to help the sick workers, Father Ryan, of
St. Mary’s Church in Hagerstown, established a burying ground and a hospital in a log house on
the “Friend” farm along the Clear Spring road near Williamsport.*®

The epidemic gradually retraced its previous course down the river to Harpers Ferry and
then disappeared.

% Cruger to President and Directors, July 7, 1832, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

% Mercer to Ingle, October 8, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co., and Ledger A, C&O Co., 79.

% Mercer to Purcell, May 9, 1833, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co. Of this force, 2,700 men and 655 horses were en-
gaged between Harpers Ferry and Dam No. 5. Fifth Annual Report (1833), C&O Co., 3.

" Williams, History of Washington County, |, 223.

% “Resolutions of a Public Meeting in Hagerstown July 27, 1833,” in Williams, Price, and Beatty to Pur-
cell, July 31, 1833, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co., and Purcell to President and Directors, August 1, 1833, Ltrs.
Recd., C&O Co.

% Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, C, 409. At least four such burying grounds were
established pursuant to the Board’s directive Williamsport Cemetery, just above the canal on a small hill in
the town; Cacapon Cemetery, downstream from the mouth of the Cacapon River (between what are now
the Western Maryland Railroad tracks and the canal; Paw Paw Cemetery, near the present intersection of
Md. 51 and the canal next to the river; and Purslane Cemetery, at the upstream side of the mouth of
Purslane Run. Edward McMillan Larrabee, “A Survey of histories and Prehistoric Archeological Sites
Along the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal National Monument 1961-1962" (NPS Mss., 1962), 34, 41-42.

199 \williams, History of Washington County, 1, 480.
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In 1834 and 1835 open warfare broke out between two long feuding rival factions of the
Irish workers—the Corkonians and the Longfords, sometime called Fardowners—during the idle
winter months. ™™

The first encounter in January 1834 was the result of a fight between on of the Cork-
onians and one of the Longfords named John Irons, the latter man being beaten badly that he soon
died. The fight had been triggered by the long-threatened effort on the part of the rival factions to
oust adherents of the other from the line of the canal, an event which would have led presumably
to an increased rate of wages for those remaining. The skirmish between the Corkonians, who
were working near Dam No. 5 above Williamsport, and the Fardowners from the vicinity of Dam
No. 4, below the town, resulted in several deaths and many wounded in the clash before two
companies of the Hagerstown Volunteers arrived on the scene to restore order. The following day
the militia returned to Hagerstown with 34 prisoners who were sent to jail.'%?

After the battle there was general demoralization among the workmen, and the country-
side took on the appearance of an armed camp. Within a week, a band of Corkonians “committed
excesses” above Williamsport, and some of their number attempted to enter the town. However,
they were met on the Conococheague Aqueduct by an opposing party of Irishmen in the town and
driven back. In this affray one man was seriously beaten and wounded. The citizens of the town
quickly took up arms and “soon put themselves in military order” for the protection of their
homes and remained on patrol at the aqueduct “for the balance of the day, and the greater part of
the night” to keep the warring factions apart.'%®

Notwithstanding these preventative measures a major battle erupted the following day
January 24. A party of 300 Longfords, armed with guns, clubs and helves, were permitted to cross
the aqueduct and march up to Dam No. 5, when they announced that their intentions were merely
to make a show of force. Farther up the line they were joined by 300 to 400 more who had appar-
ently crossed the Conococheague behind the town. In a field on a hill-top just above Mid-
dlekauff’s Mill near Dam Mill near Dam No. 5, they met about 300 Corkonians armed with “mili-
tary weapons.” Accepting a challenge, the Longfords charged up the hill amid an exchange of
volley that killed a number of men. Soon the Corkonians fell back and fled before the superior
forces of the Longfords. A merciless pursuit took place until nightfall, and many of the fugitives
that were over taken were savagely put to death. Later five men were found in one place with bul-
lets through their heads. In addition, the bodies of other dead and wounded were strewn in every
direction. All of the casualties were reported to have been of the Corkonian faction. About 10
o’clock that night the victorious Longfords marched back through Williamsport, disbanded, and
returned to their shanties below the town.'*

191 The Corkonians had emigrated from Cork, Ireland’s largest county which included much of the rugged
southern coast. The seat of the county was the city of Cork, an emerging manufacturing and commercial
center and the main seaport and the largest city on the southern coast. The Longfords emigrated from the
county of Longford, a western county of the province of Leinster in north central Ireland. Located just east
of the Shannon River, the county was largely agricultural hay and potatoes being its principal crops, with a
few small industries in the towns of Longford, Granard, Ballymahon, and Edgeworthstown. Longford’s
land was poor, and much of the surface was under peat. Thus, it became one of the least populated regions
of Ireland as a result of heavy emigration, especially after the partial failure of the potato crop in 1817,
1821, 1822, and 1829. Carl Wittke, the Irish in America (Baton Rouge, 1956), 3-12.

192 Niles” Register, XLV (January 25, 1834), 366; Purcell to Ingle, January 23, 1834, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.,
and Williams, History of Washington County, I, 223.

193 Wwilliamsport Banner, January 18, 1834, quoted in Niles’ Register, XLV (February 1, 1834) 382, and
Williams, History of Washington County, |, 223-224.

%% williamsport Banner, January 18, 1834, in Niles’ Register, XLV (February 1, 1834), 382.
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The following day Colonel William H. Fitzhugh, the Washington County sheriff, arrived
in Williamsport in command of two volunteer companies from Hagerstown, and one of the lead-
ing rioters was arrested. Shortly thereafter two companies of local militias, named the Williams-
port Rifleman and the Clearspring Riflemen, were organized. But these forces were deemed in-
sufficient for the emergency. An urgent request was sent to Washington to ask for federal troops.
At the same time, deputations were sent out by the Williamsport civic leaders to the Corkonians
and the Longfords to bring the leaders of the two factions together and effect reconciliation.
About sunset on January 17, representatives of the two Irish factions met with the town leaders at
Lyles” Tavern. A treaty of peace was prepared by the magistrates under the direction of General
Otho Williams which the Irishmen signed.*®

The town authorities warned the immigrants that if either side violated the agreement the
citizens and the militia would unite with the other faction to drive the offender out of Washington
County.

The Williamsport citizenry took other precautions to preserve the peace. One company of
horse and two companies of infantry were organized. When word was received that a force of 100
armed Corkonians had passed Harpers Ferry and were on their way to reinforce their friends at
Dam No., 5, the militia leaders were dispatched to meet the party near Dam No., 4. After hearing
of the peace treaty, the Corkonians disbanded, surrendered their arms and returned to their work
down the river. The forty prisoners in the Hagerstown jail were then released upon their own re-
cognizance under the terms of the treaty.'%

In the meantime on January 28, Dr. John O. Wharton, one of the representatives from
Washington County in the Maryland House of Delegates, introduced a resolution asking the
President of the United States to order out a sufficient number of troops to preserve the peace at
Williamsport. The resolution passed the House, but the Senate substituted a resolution of its own
authorizing the Governor to call out the state militia. Although the Senate’s version was quickly
accepted by the House, President Andrew Jackson had already issued orders to send two compa-
nies of the 1¥ regiment of the U.S., Cavalry stationed at Fort McHenry to proceed to the canal.
Arriving via the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, the federal force remained along the line of the wa-
terway for several months.'”’

The presence of the feral troops triggered a lively debate among the officers of the canal
company. John Eaton, the newly-elected company president, urged that the company to take ad-
vantage of the situation and discharge the trouble makers.'%

This recommendation however was rejected by the directors because there was continual
shortage of laborers and the likelihood that such an attempt would produce more violence.

Hostilities occurred briefly during February 1835 near Galloway’s Mill. This time the
workers on Sections Nos. 166 and 170-172 struck for higher wages and they made attempts to
prevent all the laborers along the line from working. After a riot erupted, a “troop of horse, and
company of riflemen” was dispatched from Hagerstown and “reduced the rioters to order and
drove them away.” The altercation, which had delayed the completion of the four sections by
some fifteen days, so disgusted the editors of the Hagerstown Torchlight that they concluded their

195 Niles” Register, XLV (February 8, 1834), 399. A copy of the treaty may be seen in Appendix A.

1% \williams, History of Washington County, 1, 224.

197 Niles” Register, XLV (February 1, 1834), 382-383 Washington National Intelligences, January 30,
1834; and Williams, History of Washington County |, 224-225. According to Carl Wittke in his The Irish
in America, 36, this was the first time that “President Jackson called out federal troops “in” a labor dis-
pute.”

1% Eaton to Janney, Smith, and Gunton, January 31, 1834, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.
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report lt%%/ stating: “To refuse such persons employment is the surest way to check a riotous
spirit.”

The company again attempted to eliminate drunkenness along the line in the summer of
1835 by placing provisions in the contracts for the work between Dams Nos. 5 and 6 prohibiting
the contractors form giving liquor to the workers. As the “sickly” season approached, however,
the board temporarily suspended the prohibition at the request of John Gorman, the contract for
Sections Nos. 247-248 and Culvert No. 190. The prohibition was to be dispensed with for the
duration of the “sickly” season in those cases where a contractor obtained a certificate from a
reputable physician that the use of spirituous liquors was necessary to the health of his hands.™*°

The construction of the canal above Dam No. 5 was marred by recurring strike and
clashes among the workers. In January 1836, violence flared between the Corkonians and the
Longfords near Clear Spring. Two shanties were burned and several men were severely wounded
in the encounter. It was said that the rival camps feared each other so much that they posed
guards at night “with as much vigilance as would two threatening armies.” In reporting the inci-
dent, the Hagerstown Torchlight urged the public authorities to “keep a close eye upon them
(Irish), or much blood may yet be shed before spring, when their attention to their work will keep
them from committing acts of violence on each other.” The newspaper concluded its remarks by
saying that “Thus are the ancient feuds of these foreign disturbing the peace of the country, and
making life insecure.”**

In 1836 violence occurred for the first time during the working months. The cause of
these later disturbances appears to have been primarily economic. The faltering national economy
as a result of the Jacksonian economic policies was beginning to produce widespread unemploy-
ment and consequently lower wages. Competition for the available jobs and for higher wages for
found expression in the driving off of rivals and the creation of a scarcity of labor. Disturbances
occurred all along the line, but the principal outbreak took place in April at Sections Nos. 229-
230 about one mile below Lock No. 51. Here G.M. and R.W. Watkins had a large (under paid)
force “principally of Dutch and country borns.” These laborers were attacked by a party of Irish
and beaten and dispersed with such ferocity that the contractors still had been unable to collect a
work force ten months later.**?

Lee Montgomery, the tunnel contractor, was better able to keep his men on the job and
maintain order among them. The canal commissioner explained this as follows:

Our Methodist parson-contractor upon being asked how he escaped, replied that his men
were generally picked men, and had provided themselves, he believed, with some guns
and few Little Sticks, and it was supposed they would use them rather than be intruded
on, the rioters thought it best not to stop as they were passing by—The truth is that in a
good cause few men would probably use a “Little Stick” more effectively than himself,
although he would pay at the same time against being obliged to “hold them uneasy.”***

The unrest continued throughout the summer and into the fall. Several of the contractors as well
as some non-striking workmen were threatened. Beatings, vandalism, and other forms of physical
violence were the common methods of punishment to those who defied the “desperadoes.” Canal

109 Hagerstown Torchlight quoted in Niles” Register, XLVII (February 21, 1835), 429, and Proceedings of
the Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, D, 234, 256-257.

19 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, D, 403.

11 Hagerstown Torchlight quoted in Niles’ Register, XLIX (January 16, 1836), 337.

112 Icitation missing]

113 Bender to Ingle, May 8, 1836, quoted in Sandelin, Great National Project, 119.
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officials attributed the disturbances to the activities of a secret terrorist society from New York
with branches in many states—probably an early labor union or Irish fraternal organization. As
evidence of this charge was a placard that company men had taken from the door of a shanty near
the tunnel. So great was the fear of those punished that none dared testify against their tormen-
tors. While work on the canal gradually slowed because of the rising incidence of maob rule, the
directors began to gather evidence for submission to the Governor of Maryland.***

When work resumed on the canal in March 1837, the directors determined to relive the
labor shortage for recruiting workers from the depression-ridden cities of the Northeast. Accord-
ingly, Superintendent of Masonry Alexander B. McFarland was authorized to journey to Phila-
delphia and New York to induce hands to come to the canal. However, remembering their past
difficulties with contract labor and uncertain of how the national economic downturn would af-
fect the finances of the canal company, the director instructed him “not to bind the Company to
the payment of any money to men who may come on to the work, nor as security for the payment
of wages.” The following month when Chief Engineer Charles B. Fisk requested permission to
employ an agent in New York City to send hands to the line of the canal, the board refused to act
other than to make arrangements for such an agent “if it should hereafter be found necessary to
appoint one.”**°

The economic plight of the nation forced the suspension of many internal improvement
projects during 1837. The resulting layoffs of large numbers of workers made it easier for the
Chesapeake & Ohio, which was continuing its sporadic construction operations with the aid of
loans from the State of Maryland, to recruit additional laborers. Yet despite the influx of new
workers, it was reported that the level of wages on the canal rose to $1.18 ¥ and $1.20 a day."'®

Because of its own financial difficulties the company in late 1837 suspended construction
above the Cacapon River (except for the heaviest sections and the masonry) and concentrated its
operations on completing the waterway below that point. This curtailment in activities raised
fears among company officials that they would lose some of the workers who had been employed
above the Cacapon to the James River and the Kanawha Canal in Virginia. As these laborers,
some of whom had come well-recommended from Philadelphia and New York, would be needed
when additional funds were available to resume full-scale construction, Superintendent of Ma-
sonry McFarland urged Chief Engineer Fisk to consider some inducements to keep these reputa-
ble workers on the line. Since ten of them had the finances to engage in contracts, steps were
taken to offer them contracts for the construction of the remaining culvers below the Cacapon.*’

New outbreaks of rioting occurred in 1837 and 1838 among the Irish workers. In May
and June 1837, the Paw Paw Tunnel was the site of disturbances, which were repeated in Febru-
ary and June of 1838. Here Parson Montgomery was working with his picked crew, augmented
by laborers imported from England to increasing his force and to resist the strikers. Notwithstand-
ing the efforts of the contracts the Irish succeeded in getting control of the work and bringing op-
erations to a halt by commencing a “reign of terror.” After surveying the situation in early June
1838, Engineer Ellwood Morris reported to Chief Engineer Fisk:

Some scoundrels on Montgomery’s Job (tunnel) whose names | cannot discover have
taken up (recently) the plan of hammering all new comers. On the night of the 8", 2 very

114 Bender to Washington, November 17, 1836, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co., and Proceedings of the President
and Board of Directors, E, 172.

115 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, E, 215, 244.

118 Fisk to Bender, August 3, 1837, Ltrs. Sent, Chief Engineer, and Ninth Annual Report (1837), C&O Co.,
9-10.

17 McFarland to Fisk, December 7, 1837, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer.
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steady & excellent miners who had been expressly written for by Montgomery & who
had not been one week on the work, were assailed at midnight as they ascended from the
lower workings (they being on the night shift) & on stepping from the bucket were
knocked down & beaten with clubs.

One of them the doctor told me yesterday had his thigh badly fractured. The
other is very badly bruised.

The attacking force, | learn form inquiring were 20 to 40 in number armed with
shillelaghs.

On the night of the 9" some others of the shaft workmen were beaten & on Sun-
day last there was a mob fight in Athys Hollow.'*®

Four days later on June 14, Morris informed Fisk of the increasingly dangerous situation at Paw
Paw Tunnel. On further examination he had found

that the miner (Richardson) who was beaten at the shafts and had his thigh broken, is a
boss, & what may appear singular on this work, he is started to have been a faithful one.
There is every reason to believe from a variety of indirect information which | have be-
come possessed of, that there is a regular conspiracy, embracing nearly all the men at the
Tunnel; which has for its object to make time & get wages, without furnishing the usual
equivalent in labor. Succeeding in this they seem to contemplate preserving so desirable a
state of things to themselves, by either preventing the coming or instantly driving off,
every man disposed to do a days work as well as every boss who seems inclined to exact
it.

To attain this end they will doubtless take life itself if their brutal beatings should
fail.

One of the best bosses now on the work (Williams) who is driving the bottoming,
has received a solemn warning that he must decamp or take the usual consequences, this
man has been disposed to do Montgomery justice; but he now stands in this position—he
must either decamp, risk his life, or resort to the alternative which seems so well under-
stood on this work....

| find that of the 40 men who came over with Evans but 2 are left on the work,
the rest have been driven away in part by their own interests in part by flogging & in part
by threatening, but the two last are the chief causes....™*

Again the company was partly to blame for its own misfortunes, for it had refused to press the
cases against several of the trouble makers at the tunnel after they had been arrested for pulling
down shanties in broad daylight. The other workers gained the impression that the company was
unwilling to bear the expense of the trial and punishment of the terrorists.'?

There were other disorders along the line of the canal in 1838, the most notable occurring
at Oldtown on New Year’s Day and at Prather’s Neck in May. The fracas at Oldtown occurred
when a large party of men working at the tunnel raided the village and nearly destroyed a tavern
owned by Nicholas Ryan. Reacting quickly, Sheriff Thomas Dowden summoned the Cumberland
Guards and other citizens to serve as a posse, but when they arrived at Oldtown the Irish had al-
ready left. Several ringleaders were arrested and jailed to see what effect that action would have
on the others. Apparently it made little impression in the face of the continued uneasiness among

18 Morris to Fisk, June 10, 1838, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer.
19 Ibid, June 14, 1838, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer.
120 Fisk to Bender, May 15, 1838, Ltrs. Recd., Commissioner.
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the workers. They resorted to burning shanties in order to bring pressure to bear on contractors
and to drive away German laborers and newcomers to the line whose presence threatened to re-
duce the jobs of the Irish and thus force down wages. As the troubles continued, a company of
riflemen was organized in Cumberland, and the Governor of Maryland sent to the city 189 mus-
kets and 120 rifles to arm the militia.*?!

In May 1838 violence occurred at Prather’s Neck where the laborers “insisted” upon de-
stroying the work they had done, since they were to receive no pay for it.??

The trouble was caused by the fact that David Lyles, the contractor for Sections Nos.
205-206, was engaged in a controversy with the company over the completion of his contract
and, meanwhile, had refused to pay the wages of the laborers working on these sections. The
company had made partial payment of the laborers” wages from $4,000 of money that had been
withheld from Lyles’ for the performance of his contract but refused to do more.*?®

Faced with the destruction of their works, the company asked the local militia to protect
canal property, but the directors were embarrassed by the reluctance of the citizenry to turn out.
The latter pointed out that both the state and the company had refused to pay their expenses last
time. Besides many of them were convinced the company was partly to blame for withholding
large sums from the contractors in such critical times.*?*

Some of the members of the local militia “positively refused to turn out while some
went” so far as to declare, that if they did they would “fight for the Irish.”*#

Nevertheless, after the company promised to pay all the expenses, two companies of mili-
tia from Hagerstown and one from Smithsburg marched to the line, seized 140 kegs of gunpow-
der from the relatively quiet workers, and returned them to Hagerstown where they were stored
on the courthouse lot in the center of town. Militia officers described the workers and their fami-
lies as being “in suffering and deplorable condition” but determined to prevent work from being
done until they were paid.'®

They rejected an offer of 25 cents on the dollar and held fast to their positions. The local
inhabitlgglts assured them that they were in the right and supplied them with provisions on
credit.

Throughout the spring of 1838, there were repeated occurrences of work slowdown along
the line of the canal, confirming in the minds [?] of the directors that there was a general conspir-
acy afloat. It was reported by Assistant Engineer Henry M. Dungan that

It is of little use to blow the horn either in the mornings or after meals, as the men take
their own time to come out on the work & | really do not think it would be safe for me to
attempt to urge them to their duty....

121 Fisk to Washington, February 5, 1838, Ltrs., Sent, Chief Engineer, and Will H. Lowdermil History of
Cumberland (Washington, 1878), 342.

122 williams, History of Washington County, |, 233.

123 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, E, 397-398, 400-404, 408-409, and Ingle to Fisk,
May 9, 1838, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.

124 Price to Washington, May 11, 1838, and Williams to Washington, May 16, 1838, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.
125 Williams to Washington, May 16, 1838, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

126 Williams to Washington, May 17 and 18, 1833 Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co. On December 19, 1838, the direc-
tors authorized the payment of $231.99 to the militia of Washington County for their services in quieting
the disorders of Prather’s Neck in May. At the same time, they authorized the payment of $42.62 to the
militia for their services in 1837. Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, E, 52.

127 Fisk to Ingle, May 19, 1838; Fillebrown to Ingle, May 19, 1838; and Williams to Washington May 24,
1838; Ltrs Recd., C&O Co.
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A contractor wrote that his men had “flogged off one of his best bosses if not the very best.” The
only reason he could ascertain for the beating was that the boss had “endeavored to get there to
work as men usually do.”*®

Prompted by a report submitted by Fisk in which he blamed much of the escalating cost
of building the canal to the continuing labor disorders, the board finally took the long delayed
steps to curb the violence and remove the troublemakers in the summer of 1838.'%°

A renewal of strife at the tunnel provided the opportunity for a series of decisive actions
by the directors. Upon the recommendation of Montgomery and the concurrence of Fisk, the
board on June 28 issued the following order:

Whereas from representations made to the Board, that the laborers at the tunnel are in
such a state of disorganization and insubordination that the work cannot be conducted
without ruinous consequences to the Contractor; it is therefore ordered that the Contractor
be and he is hereby authorized to discharge immediately all the hands now employed at
the work on the tunnel, and to suspend said work until the further orders of the Board.**

In addition, the directors took steps toward the dismissal and black-listing of troublesome workers
all along the line.™
On July 18, the directors formally resolved

that the President of this company be and he is hereby authorized to direct the discharge
of all disorderly men employed on the line of the Canal, and to forbid their employment
hereafter, and to enable him to carry said order into effect, he is authorized to draw upon
the Commissioner for the amount of wages due and necessary to be paid to the men so
discharged which amount shall be charged to the contractors respectively, and that he be
authorized to make the arrangements requisite to insure the application of the money for
the object indicated.*2

Accordingly on August 1, some 130 men were discharged and blacklisted, most from the Old-
town Deepcut and the Paw Paw Tunnel.*®

Violence along the line of the canal subsided until October 30. On that day John Bur-
bridge, who lived near the canal in the vicinity of Evitts Creek, was nearly beaten to death by a
party of Irish workers. Two companies of militia under Captain King and Haller proceeded to the

128 Morris to Fisk, June 16, 1838, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer.

123 The portion of Fisk’s report that deals with the relationship of the escalating cost of building the canal
and the labor disorders on the line may be seen in Appendix B. The report had been submitted to the Com-
mittee of Ways and Means of the Maryland House of Delegates in February 5, 1838, but it was also in-
cluded as part of the company’s annual report in June 1838. Tenth Annual report (1838), C&O Co., 27.

130 Montgomery to Fisk, June 23, 1838, and Washington to Montgomery, June 28, 1838, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.

31 Nisbet to Randolph, July 7, 1838, and Anonymous to Fisk, September 8, 1838, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engi-
neer.

132 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, E, 466.

133 Notice signed by C.B. Fisk, dated Chief Engineer’s Office August 1, 1838, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer.
The blacklist, which came into general use in the United States after the Panic of 1837, was used as a
weapon by employers to keep active labor organizers or those sympathetic to trade unionism from em-
ployment. Richard O. Boyer and Herbert M. Morris, Labor’s Untold Story (3d. ed., New York, 1975)
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canal where the men were working and arrested thirty suspects. The laborers were taken to the
Cumberland jail for the hearing.'**

There were no more incidents of violence among the 2,500 to 3,000 laborers on the canal
until August and September 1839. At that time rioting broke out near Little Orleans, between
Hancock and Cumberland. Determined to exterminate the Dutch whose general determination is
to learn the line, “a large band of Irish attacked a group of Dutch workers on Section No. 281 on
August 11:

At an early hour on Sunday morning 11 inst. ninety one men from Watkins and the ad-
joining sections, while all the men on Section No. 281 were rapt in sleep attacked each
shantee, and as the inmates attempted to escape were met by his armed band of outlawed
desperadoes. Several succeeded in making their escape by swimming the river, & one
while in the water was shot at twice, the last ball lodging in his arm.

They also carried off whatever they could find of value by examining the men’s trunks
after forcing the locks. The property taken away was in cash one hundred and ten dollars,
also three pistols, one gun and articles of clothing. Their intention was also to attack the
Dutch on Sec. No. 280 but the day being too far advanced that was deferred.

Altogether there were 14 German casualties the most severe being a laborer almost beaten to
death and one who was almost roasted alive. Most of the remaining Dutch workers on the line
fled to Virginia fearing to return “not knowing at what hour they may be attacked.”***

The unrest occasioned by the violence affected the surrounding countryside. The lives
and property of citizens and contracts were “so utterly at the mercy of the ruffian that not one of
the people within their ranks was willing to give information or even to be seen communicating
with the troops.” Furthermore, there were reports that a “regular organization among the laborers
was forming.” It was reported that the Irish possessed about “50 stand of arms” and that recently
they had procured “50 large duck guns from Baltimore.” There were also reports that numerous
copies “of printed passwords and counters had been found,” thereby fueling speculation that a
large conspiracy was developing.'®®

Two days after the attack near Little Orleans the militia of Washington and Allegany
Counties was called out to suppress the violence. A force of some 80 men moved from Cumber-
land under the command of Colonel Thruston and arrived at Little Orleans where they found “all
laborers at work, without any suspicion of his approach.” Thruston “captured all the men on the
section, picked out such as could be identified as rioters, disarmed them all, destroyed the arms,
and moved up the line. As they proceeded, the militiamen searched for concealed arms and pur-
sued those that fled. Some ten men were shot and severely wounded. Those who attempted to
escape across the Potomac were fired upon by the Cumberland Riflemen as they swam and as
they clambered up the banks on the opposite shore, and there were reports of several casualties.
Joined by several companies of cavalry, Thruston’s increased force of 150 men proceeded to de-
stroy some 50 shanties and shops, to burn 60 barrels of whiskey, to capture 120 guns and pistols,
and to arrest 26 prominent leaders who were taken to the Cumberland jail. About $700 worth of
firearms that were purchased for the rioter were intercepted by the troops. The militia was ac-
tively engaged for five days during which the soldiers marched 81 miles. The Baltimore Sun ap-
peared to represent the vies of most valley residents when it observed that the “proceedings of the

B34 owdermilk, History of Cumberland, 344.

135 Coote to Fisk, August 12, 1839 Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer; Niles’ Register, LVII (September 1839),
37; and Eleventh Annual Report (1839), C&O Co., p ()

13¢ Niles’ Register, LVII (September 14, 1839), 37.
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troops seem harsh, but are not so viewed by those whose situation has made them acquainted with
past acts of violence, and the immanency of future danger.”**

Seeking to capitalize on the growing resentment of the local populace toward the law-
lessness of the Irish, the company determined to prosecute those in the Cumberland jail to the full
extent of the law. In well-publicized cases that extended from October 13 to 29, all but two of the
Irish were convicted. One of the key prosecution witnesses was Thomas Conley, who had served
temporarily since August as a Superintendent of Sections and may have played the dual role of
labor spy. Those found guilty received fines and prison terms in the state penitentiary ranging
from one to eighteen years.'*®

In the wake of violence, agent of the Chesapeake & Ohio and the Baltimore & Ohio
agreed in October to take united action to regulate the rate of wages and preserve order among the
workmen in the Potomac Valley. According to the terms of the agreement, the resident engineers
on both lines would collect the names of men discharged by the contractors on a monthly basis. A
general blacklist would be compiled from these lists and from 150 to 300 copies would be dis-
tributed to each contractor and resident engineer on the canal and railroad. In this way it was
hoped that all troublesome workers would be driven out of the valley.**

Throughout the fall working season, both canal and railroad officials worked hard to im-
plement the agreement, and the results were on the whole satisfactory.'*°

Nevertheless, the Irish workers were not ready to admit defeat. A large party formed be-
tween Hancock and Little Orleans, and it was reported that this band possessed 500 stands of
arms. Sometime during October, a shipment of 500 additional duck guns arrived from Baltimore
to reinforce the large cache of weapons that the Irish held. As news of the gun-running operations
spread through Washington and Allegany Counties, there was general alarm and widespread fear.
On October 14, a number of the contract petitioned the board to exert pressure on the Governor of
Maryland to station a military force along the line of the canal to preserve peace among the
workmen and to protect the waterway from destruction.**!

A recurrence of the riot at Little Orleans on November 9 brought harsh retaliation similar
to that of the preceding summer. This militia was summoned as quickly as possible, and three
companies were soon on the scene—the Cumberland Riflemen under General Thruston, the Clear
Spring Cavalry under Major Barnes, and the Smithsburg Company under Captain Hollings. Many
of the rioters were arrested and their arms taken from them, thereby restoring order and ending
the threat of armed rebellion.'*

The drastic actions of the militia are the protests of some local residents who had not par-
ticipated in the riots but whose property was destroyed. Apparently, the property of some inno-
cent individuals was damaged when they refused, out of fear of reprisals by the Irish marauders,
to cooperate with the militia in their search for the ringleaders and the hidden caches of weapons

37 |bid, and Baltimore Sun, September 4, 1833

138 |_owdermilk, History of Cumberland, 344 and Byers to Fisk, November 12, 1839, Ltrs Recd., Chief En-
gineer. The canal company used an early form of labor spy in suppressing labor outbreaks among the
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Labor’s Untold Story, 50
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of the rioters. Accordingly, a local man named McLaughlin, brought suit in the U.S. Circuit Court
at Baltimore against Thruston, Hollingsworth, and Charles B. Fisk, chief engineer on the canal.
After a lengthy trial, the defendants were found guilty of exceeding their authority and acting il-
legally. A judgment of $2,337—was rendered against them, and, after the state legislature refused
to pay the sum, the canal company agreed to reimburse the men for the bill.**®

There were no further outbreaks of violence on the canal after November 1839. The end
of large-scale disorders was due in part to the harsh retaliatory tactics of the militia and the use of
blacklists and labor spying by the canal company. Moreover, the worsening state of the nation
economy weakened the workers’ ability to resist.***

Construction on the canal continued sporadically from the fall of 1839 until the spring of
1842 when the faltering finances of the company finally brought all operations on the waterway
to a halt. As the company faced the dismal prospect of curtailing its operations, canal officials
increasingly blamed the escalating cost of labor as one of the leading causes of increasing the cost
of construction above the original estimate. In August 1839, the General Committee of the Stock-
holders reported that:

The actual cost of common labor to contractors during the last year had been $1.37%% per
diem, including the usual allowances. Add a fair profit to the contractor, and we have the daily
cost to the company $1.50. Until within the last 3 ¥z years, it did not exceed $1.'*°

The following year in June the board made the same point in its annual report to the
company stockholders:

Whilst the first 107%2 miles of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal was being constructed, the
average price of labor was less than ninety cents per day, and the total cost of that whole
work, extending from the basin at Georgetown to dam No. 5 was $4,776,118. The Canal
Company have already expended, since prices appreciated, on the 76%2 miles west of dam
No. 5 $4,162,000. And would have had to expend but for the depreciation of labor and
produce to complete the same $2,152,663-$6,314,663. Making a difference of
$1,538,545 in the cost of 76%% over and above the cost of 107% of Canal.**

%3 Ibid, and Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, F, 410-411.

144 Walter S. Sanderlin, A Study of the History of the Potomac River Valley (Washington, 1952), 74.

1% Report of the General Committee of the Stockholders of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company
(Washington, 1839), 30.

¢ Twelfth Annual Report (1840), C&O Co., 4. Although building operations were somewhat curtailed,
there were still 1,902 workers on the line in May 1840. Ibid, 7.
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I1. A TIME OF RELATIVE CALM: 1847-1850

When work on the canal resumed November 1847 under a contract with Hunter Harris & Co.,
many of the old labor problems returned to hinder construction. Sickness and the scarcity of
workers appear to have been the major problems facing the company in this period. President
James M. Coale reported to the stockholders in June 1849 that:

We are constrained to say, that during the year 1848, the force employed on the line was
not as large as was desirable, although urgent appeals were made for its increase. It is
true, that, for a part of the time, severe sickness prevailed among the laborers, and it was
difficult to procure additional hands or even to retain those employed; but we think, that
in the Spring months, and in the Fall after the frosts had produced a return of a healthy
atmosphere, a larger force, than the one engaged, might reasonably have been ex-
pected.*’

In spite of these distractions, however, the force employed on the line increased to 1,447 men and
594 horses, mules, and oxen in May 1849,

Throughout the year 1849, the lack of sufficient labor force continued to hamper con-
struction. This problem was the result of two ever-present difficulties—the financial troubles of
the contractors and to attract workers to the Potomac Valley. By the end of the “sickly” season in
late September, the number of workers had been reduced by more than one-half. It was estimated
that 146 masons, 46 bricklayers, and 971 laborers were needed to complete the canal by Decem-
ber according to the term of the contract with Hunter, Harris & Co. However, there were only 60
masons, 18 bricklayers, and 458 laborers at work on the line. Furthermore, there were not enough
quarrymen to keep the 60 masons working much longer. Of the 55 carpenters that it was esti-
mated were needed, there were only a handful at work.**°

While there were no reported outbreaks of violence on the canal during the last years of
construction, the company took an increasingly hard line against those workers who were per-
forming poorly. There were several instances in 1849 when the company discharged “poor qual-
ity” laborers. In October three such men were fired—Francis Crawford, a mason at Culvert No.
211, Patrick Connelly, a brick sorter at the tunnel, and Enos Belt, a boss at Locks Nos. 62, 63 1/3,
64 2/3, and 66."°

The following month, four workers, who had been part of a large group of men recruited
in New York to make bricks at Paw Paw Tunnel, were removed from the payroll. The four work-
ers—Patrick Lully, a packer [?], and George Brice, John Glassgow, and James Lynch all brick-

Y7 Twenty-First Annual Report (1849), C&O Co., 5, and Fisk to Trustees, March 29, 1848, Ltrs. Recd.
Chief Engineer.

148 Twenty-First Annual Report (1849), 6-7. The number of men and work animals on the line was broken
down into the following categories: 77 bosses, 39 blacksmiths, 54 carpenters, 75 drillers and blasters, 107
quarrymen, 59 stonecutters, 73 masons, 112 mason’s tenders, 6 brick molders, 50 others engaged in making
bricks, 16 bricklayers, 19 bricklayer’s tenders, and 760 laborers. In addition, there were 233 drivers, 562
horses, 26 mules, and 6 oxen. The transportation vehicles and machinery in use was categorized as follows:
285 carts, 20 scoops, 13 ploughs, 11 two-horse wagons, 3 three-horse wagons, 28 four-horse wagons, 1 six-
horse wagon, 5 one-horse railroad cars, 14 two-horse railroad cars, 10 three-horse railroad cars, 14 drags, 4
brick-molding machines, and numerous cranes. Fisk to President and Directors, June 2, 1849, in Twenty-
First Annual Report (1849), Appendix A, 24.

19 Fisk to Trustees, October 8, 1849, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

%0 Dungan to Fisk, October 16, 1849, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer.
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layers—were said to be the work of a poor contingent of men at the tunnel. Hence they were sin-
gled out to serve as examples for the rest of the workers at Paw Paw.**!

In March 1850, the financial difficulty of Hunter, Harris & Co. came to a head when they
were unable to pay the workers on the line. There was suspension of work for several days, and
the restless laborers threatened violence as they had been unpaid for some time. Nathan Hale, one
of the agents and attorneys of the contractors, proceeded immediately to Cumberland and the
other points along the line where the workers were gathering and succeeded in making arrange-
ments with them for their wages. The laborers resumed operations, and Hunter, Harris & Co. as-
signed their contract to their trustees, the aforementioned Hale, John Davis and Horatio Allen, for
the completion of the work.'*?

When work on the canal resumed under the new financial arrangement, the company
faced a critical labor shortage. In early June, President Coale informed the company stockholders:

The force at present employed on the line of the work, consists of 37 Bosses, 7 Black-
smiths, 70 Carpenters, 22 Quarrymen, 10 Stone-cutters, 20 Masons, 33 Mason Tenders,
and 414 laborers, making the aggregate of all classes 613 men.

There are also 104 Drivers and 215 Horses, together with the requisite carts, wagons, &
c., for such numbers. The Chief Engineer is of opinion that it will be necessary for the
contracts and assignees to increase the above mentioned force about fifty per cent, to en-
able them to complete the Canal for the admission of the water from Cumberland to Dam
No. 6 by the first of July, and that with the present force it may be done by the middle of
that month.*>

During the summer of 1850, the final disruption of construction occurred. On July 18, the director
negotiated a new contract with Michael Byrne, one of the major contractors in Frederick County
who had constructed a number of works on the canal, and work was soon resumed. Construction
proceeded without incident until the formal opening of the canal on October 10, 1850.%**

At the inaugural ceremonies at Cumberland on that date, one of the two long speeches of
welcome and eulogy was given by William Price, a citizen of Cumberland who had long been
associated with the company. In his remarks, he reminded his listeners of the difficulties that had
attended the construction of the waterway and of the sacrifices of those who had built it. His sum-
mary of the trials experienced by those who had constructed the canal is perhaps the most endur-
ing epitaph ever uttered on their behalf:

Many of us were young when this great work was commenced, and we have lived to see
its completion, only because Providence has prolonged our lives until our heads are gray.
During this interval of four and twenty years, we have looked with eager anxiety to the
progress of the work up the valley of the Potomac. That progress has been slow—often
interrupted and full of vicissitudes. At times the spectacle of thousands of busy workmen
has animated the line of the work, when, to al human calculation, no cause was likely to
intervene to prevent its early completion. But when we have turned to look at the scene
again, it was all changed; contractors and laborers had departed and the stillness of deso-

151 Dungan to Fisk, November 24 and 28, 1849, and McFarland to Fisk, November 27, 1849, Ltrs. Recd.,
Chief Engineer.

152 Twenty-Second Annual Report (1850), C&O Co. 6-7

3 Iid, 4.

154 Report to the Stockholders on the Completion of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal to Cumberland (Freder-
ick, 1851), 110-111.
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lation reigned in their place. Thousands have been ruined by their connection with the
work, and but few in this region have had cause to bless it.

Go view those magnificent aqueducts, locks and culverts, of hewn stone—those
huge embankments, on which you may journey for days down the river; go view the great
tunnel passing three fifths of a mile through rock, and arched with brick, its eastern portal
opening upon a thorough-cut almost equal in magnitude to the tunnel itself. Look at the
vessels lying in the basin, ready to commence the work of transportation, and large
enough to navigate the Atlantic,—look at all these things, and then think how soon the
fortunes of individuals embarked in the prosecution of such an enterprise would be swal-
lowed up, leaving upon it but little more impression than the bubbles which now float
upon its waters. It will not be deemed out of place, if | here express the hope that those
whose losses have been gains of the company, should not in the hour of its prosperity be
forgotten.™

155 Cumberland Civilian, quoted in Report on the Completion of the Chesapeake& Ohio Canal, 130-131.
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EPILOGUE

THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE IMPORTATION OF FOREIGN IMMIGRANTS
TO BUILD THE CHESAPEAKE & OHIO CANAL AND THE RISE
OF POLITICAL NATIVISM IN MARYLAND: 1829-1862.

The influx of foreign immigrants into the State of Maryland to provide a cheap pool of labor for
the construction of its internal improvements projects had a profound impact on the social, reli-
gious, and political institutions of its people. This was particularly true of the largely Roman
Catholic Irish workers who began to immigrate to the state in 1829-1830 to work on the Chesa-
peake & Ohio Canal and the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad. Despite an early colonial history of reli-
gious toleration and a continuing high proportion of Catholics in the population, Maryland proved
to be no more immune to religious and national prejudice than any other state during the three
decades of the ante-bellum period. Prompted by the accelerated immigration of the Irish and
Germans after 1845, nativism—Dbest defined as “intense opposition to an internal minority on
grounds of its foreign connections”***—erupted into a political movement in the New England,
mid-Atlantic, and Border States during the 1850s. Maryland, where the nativist tradition had been
a latent force since the 1830s when the first waves of immigrants had arrived, emerged in the
mid-1850s as one of the leading states in the political nativist movement**’

As the earliest election successes of the nativist movement in Maryland occurred in the
Potomac Valley towns of Hagerstown and Cumberland in 1854, it can be conjectured that the
importation of foreigners by the canal company to build its works served as one of the earliest
and most important episodes in the long chain of events that led to the formation of a political
nativist movement in the state.*®

The source of discontent which led to the formation of a political force, commonly
known as the Know-Nothings but officially named the American Party, were related to the ultra-
conservative sentiments of a nation caught up in the sweeping institutional changes of the ante-
bellum period.***

The sources of discontent in Maryland were similar to those of the country as a whole.
Native Marylanders despaired of the influx of foreigners particularly as the state was caught up in
the accelerated rush of Irish and German immigrants who came to America in the late 1840s and
early 1850s in response to famine and political unrest in their homelands. During these years, the
foreign-born population of Maryland increased from 7 percent in 1840 to 12 percent in 1850, and
the numbers kept climbing until 77,529 foreign-born persons lived in the state in 1860, compris-
ing 15 percent of the total white population.*®

The problem of the immigrants went beyond their numbers to the unwillingness of many
of them to assimilate quickly, the political and economic radicalism of some of their leaders’ the
ease with which political machines often engineered them into voting in blocks, and the competi-
tion they presented to the American labor market. Distrust of the immigrants was closely linked
to fear of Roman Catholicism the principal question in Maryland on this point being the loyalty or
patriotism of the Catholics since they owed allegiance to the foreign hierarchy through their
church. Distraught over the moral and social climate of the urban, industrial society that they saw

156 John Higham, Strangers in the Land (New Brunswick, 1955), 4.

57 Mary St. Patrick McConville, Political Nativism in the State of Maryland (Washington 1928), is the best
reference to Maryland nativism prior to 1850.

158 LLawrence Frederick Schmeckebier, History of the Know-Nothing Party in Maryland (Baltimore, 1899),
17.

159 Richard Walsh and William Lloyd Fox, Maryland A History, 1632—-1974 (Baltimore, 1974), 304-305.
180 william J. Evitts, A Matter of Allegiances: Maryland from 1850 to 1861 (Baltimore, 1974), 68.
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emerging around them, many old-line Americans blamed the sudden increase in crime pauperism,
insanity, and drunkenness on the new immigrants. Perhaps, the greatest concern of the Know-
Nothings was for the preservation of the Union as founded by the revolutionary generation. By
returning to the “simpler politics” and the “purer precepts” of the Founding Fathers, the nation
could overcome its social breakdown and political malaise.*®!

“Heed the warnings of Washington, Jefferson, Madison, Jackson,” said the Hagerstown
Herald and Torch, “and...inscribe the soul-stirring motto upon the Star-Spangled Banner—
Americans shall Rule America.”®

They hoped to cleanse politics of its demagoguery and corruption by extending the period
of naturalization and electing qualified, statesmen like candidates to office.'®®

Traces of anti-Irish sentiments in Maryland and particularly in the Potomac Valley were
manifested almost as soon as the first Irish workers arrived in mid-1829 [?] to work on the canal.
The attitudes of some canal company officials undoubtedly represented the feelings of some of
the valley residents. One of the overseers who was sent out with a boatload of immigrants to
America referred to them as “clowns,” “brutes,” and “frauds.”*%

Clerk John P. Ingle described the newly-arrived immigrants as “plagues.

Anti-Irish sentiment in Maryland and particularly in the Potomac Valley was very much
on the mind of the English woman Francis Milton Trollope after she visited the line of the canal
in the summer of 1830. Although she had had doubts that emigration to American would improve
the living standards of e Irish, it was not until her examination of the squalid living conditions of
the Irish on the line of the canal that she “became fully aware how little it was to be desired for
them.” During her stay in America she found *“a strong feeling against the Irish in every part of
the Union.” Moreover, she “heard vehement complaints, and constantly met the same in the
newspapers” of a practice “stated to be very generally adopted in Britain of sending out cargoes
of parish paupers to the United States.” These sentiments were particularly pronounced in Mary-
land newspapers. One such article told “of a cargo of aged paupers just arrived from England,”
with the remark “John Bull has squeezed the orange, and now insolent casts the skin in our
faces.” Such a feeling she declared, demonstrated “that these unfortunates are not likely to meet
much kindness or sympathy in sickness, or in suffering of any kind.” Stating that all—inquiries
into the matter had failed to substantiate the newspaper charges, she observed:

1165

All | could ascertain was, that many English and Irish poor arrived yearly in the United
States, with no other resources than what their labour furnished...It is generally acknowl-
edge that the suffering among our labouring classes arises from the excess of our popula-
tion; and it is impossible to see such a country as Canada, is extent, its fertility, its fine
climate, and know that it is British ground, without feeling equal sorrow and astonish-
ment that it is not made the means of relief.*®®

Mrs. Trollope was particularly incensed by the emerging anti-Irish customs already emerging in
the Potomac Valley. An example of such a practice in Hagerstown and other communities was
the “suspension,” on the eve of St. Patrick’s Day, in some conspicuous place, of a dummy figure,
popularly denominated a ‘Paddy’ with the view of annoying the Irish residents of the town and

' Ibid, 67-80.

162 Quoted in Walsh and Fox, Maryland: A History, 30.

163 Bernard C. Steiner, Citizenship and Suffrage in Maryland (Baltimore, 1895), 29-47.
184 Gill to President and Directors, November 18, 1839, Ltrs. Rec., C&O Co.

185 Ingle to Janney, October 26, 1829, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.

166 Mooney, ed., Domestic Manners of the Americans, 229-231.
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vicinity. On numerous occasions, this practice provoked serious disturbances, but it continued to
be condoned by the civil authorities. ™’

The arrival of large numbers of immigrants, particularly the Catholic Irish [....?] beliefs,
disturbed the social tranquility of the Potomac Valley which up to this time had been character-
ized by its largely agricultural pursuits and its predominantly Protestant German and Scotch Irish
community.*®®

The presence of large numbers of persons in crowded and filthy temporary quarters
brought increasing health problems to the valley. During the major cholera epidemics of 1832 and
1833, fears that the sickness would spread from the workers to the local inhabitants led to town
ordinances, such as those in Hagerstown, which prevented the stricken workers form entering the
town limit for medical treatment and which permitted Catholic Irish workers who died to be bur-
ied only in cemeteries along the canal and away from inhabited areas.'®

In addition, the existence of so many rough and tumble, unassimilated laborers in a lim-
ited area raised the question of the maintenance of law and order. Drunken brawls accompanying
all night drinking bouts alarmed the valley.'™

The clashes between the Irish factions in the winter months of 1834, 1835, and 1836 ter-
rified citizens in the neighborhood form Williamsport to Clear Spring.*"™

The rising nativist sentiment in the valley could be seen in the Hagerstown Torch Light
comments on the January 1836 riot near Clear Spring:

The public authorities should keep a close eye upon them (the Irish), or much blood may
yet be shed before spring, when their attention to their work will keep them from commit-
ting acts of violence on each other. Thus are the ancient feuds of these foreigners, dis-
turbing the peace o the country, and making life insecure.'’

The later disputes between the workers and the canal company in 1837, 1838, and 1839, at Paw
Paw Tunnel, Old Town, and Little Orleans intensified the growing anti-foreign feeling in the val-
ley by bringing the local inhabitants of the area into the difficult positions of militia, arbiters, and
innocent victims.'"

Nativist sentiment in Maryland erupted into a “Native American” party in Baltimore in
1844 and 1845.'™

However, after receiving only 9 percent of the vote in Baltimore city elections in 1845,
nativism left politics and went underground. Between 1845 and 1852 the nativism faith through-
out the state was kept alive by fraternal orders carrying names like the United Sons of America,
the Order of United Americans, and the Union of American Mechanics. Because their lodges
were secret societies, no accurate estimate of their strength exists. By the early 1850s, however,
these societies were certainly well attended.*”

167 John Thomas Scharf, History of Western Maryland (2 vols., Philadelphia, 1882), 11, 1067.

168 sanderlin, A Study of the History of the Potomac River Valley, 89.

1%9 purcell to Eaton, June 24, 1833, and Stewart to Ingle, July 10, 1833, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

170 Cruger to President and Directors, July 7, 1832,—Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co., and Lowdermilk, History of
Cumberland, 342.

71 williams, History of Washington County, 1, 223-224; Niles’ Register, XLV (January 25, 1834, and Feb-
ruary 1, 1834), 336, 382-383; ibid, XLVI1 (January 16, 1836), 337.

172 Hagerstown Torch Light, quoted in Niles’ Register XLIX (January 16, 1836), 337.

173 Price to Washington, May 11, 1838; Williams to Washington, May 16, 17, 18, 1838; Fisk to Ingle, May
19, 1838; and Fillebrown to Ingle, May 19, 1839; Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

174 Benjamin Tuska, Know-Nothingism in Baltimore, 1854—1860 (New York, 1930), 2.

17> Evitts, Matter of Allegiances, 64.
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By 1853 the nativist societies had reversed their policy, as their numbers and influence
warranted a more active pursuit of their principles. Their interest in politics was accentuated dur-
ing this period by the statewide controversy over the Kerney School Bill, which would have pro-
vided public funds for parochial schools and the visit of the Papal legate Bedini to the United
States and Baltimore.*"®

At first, the various Maryland nativist societies merged into one large body called the
Order of the Star Spangled Banner or, more commonly, the Know-Nothing Order.*”

Order retained secrecy, and members swore oaths to protect the American nation and the ideals it
stood for from all subversion. In August 1853 the Order staged its first public demonstration in an
effort to influence the House of Delegates election in Baltimore. Then in the spring of 1854, the
Order scored its first political victories in the municipal elections of the western Maryland com-
munities of Hagerstown and Cumberland. In both elections, all the candidates which the Order
had secretly endorsed were swept into office.'”

By fall 1854 the Know-Nothing movement had gained considerable momentum through-
out Maryland. In Baltimore Samuel Hinks, the nativist candidate was elected by a margin of
2,744 votes, and the American Party also elected fourteen members to the upper chamber and
eight to the lower chamber, thus gaining control over the city council.*”®

In the following year Americans added to their successes by expanding their political
base to include victories in Annapolis and Williamsport.*¥°

In the wake of the Whig Party’s demise and with these nativist successes in Maryland
and other victories in such states as Massachusetts and Delaware, the Americans threatened to
become the second major national party. When the party’s national council met in Philadelphia in
1855, it threw off the mantle of secrecy which had surrounded its activities and drew up a public
platform of principles which stressed unionism, nationalism, and political reform. Among the
planks in the platform were calls for: (1) a revision of state and national laws regulating immigra-
tion and the settlement of foreigners; (2) laws prohibiting the immigration of felons and paupers:
(3) the repeal of laws allowing un-naturalized foreigners to vote or own land; (4) an end to cor-
rupt political bossism, particularly as it related to the efforts to get the foreign minorities to vote
as a block, and (5) resistance to the aggressive and corrupt policies of the Roman Catholic
Church. 8

By 1855 the emerging Know-Nothing movement had great appeal to the Protestant mid-
dle class in Maryland, and for its leadership it began to draw heavily on the upper-middle class
business community. The organization was ready to make its assault on the state offices, and it
did very well in the fall elections of 1855. Hinks won re-election as mayor in Baltimore by over
3,700 votes and the Americans retained control of the upper chamber of the city council. In No-
vember Know-Nothing William Purcell won the comptrollership; carrying twelve of Maryland’s

176 Schmeckebier, History of the Know-Nothing Party in Maryland, 15-17.

7 Walsh and Fox, Maryland: A History, 311. Some nativists also temporarily cooperated with the Maine
Law temperance movement, which was a political force advocating a state prohibition law similar to that
passed by the State of Maine. The temperance movement also had nativist overtones, as it was basically a
reaction by the old-line Marylanders of the corrupting influence of the temperance movement, which had
built a program in Maryland by 1853, was the product of anti-saloon agitation which had begun in the
1830s shortly after the first waves of Irish began to immigrate to the state.

178 Schmeckebier, History of the Know-Nothing Party in Maryland, 17.

179 John Thomas Scharf, History of Maryland from the Earliest Period to the Present Day (3 Vols., Balti-
more, 1879), 11, 2.

180 \Walsh and Fox, Maryland: A history, 312.

181 John Denig, The Know-Nothing Manual (Harrisburg, 1855), 1-64.
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twenty-one counties plus Baltimore. The nativists elected one-half of the commissioners of Public
works and filled all three available judgeships. Know-Nothing Daniel McPhail won the state lot-
tery commissioner’s job. Of the six Maryland Congressmen elected, four were Know-Nothings,
one was an independent Whig, and one was an independent Democrat. Henry W. Hoffman, the
American candidate from the Fifth Congressional District, won handily with a 749 majority, his
most concentrated support coming particularly from Frederick and Washington Counties. Led by
a sweep of Baltimore then House of Delegates seats, the Know-Nothings gained a 54 to 17 ad-
vantage over the Democrats in the lower chamber, while the makeup of the eleven State Senators
elected consisted of 8 Know-Nothings, 2 Democrats, and 1 Whig. The know-Nothings had come
a long way since their first cautious entry into politics two years earlier by capturing 51 percent of
the state’s vote. '

The Western Maryland counties played a significant role in the election of the American candi-
dates to the state office in 1855. While Montgomery and Allegany Counties did not give the ma-
jority of their votes to Know-Nothing candidates, the total Know-Nothing vote in those two juris-
dictions was nevertheless 49.6 and 49.1 percent respectively. On the other hand, Washington and
Frederick Counties were in the Know-Nothing column giving 50.8 to 55.8 percent of their vote
respectively to American candidates.'®®

With a series of brilliant successes in the 1855 elections, Maryland Know-Nothings
looked optimistically towards the 1856 presidential election. However, schism over slavery and
defections within the party’s ranks over the issue fatally sapped the movement’s strength on the
national level. The only state that the American standard-bearer Millard Fillmore carried in that
year was Maryland. Gaining more votes in the state than the Americans had in 1855, Fillmore
won 55 percent of the electorate and carried fifteen of the twenty-one counties plus Baltimore. In
Western Maryland, he carried Montgomery County (51.8%), Frederick County (53%) and Wash-
ington County (50.4%), losing only Allegany County (46.3%).%

Although the national American Party’s demise quickly came the following year, it tem-
porarily remained a viable political coalition in Maryland. After a spirited campaign, the Ameri-
can Thomas Hicks was elected governor in November 1857, getting 54.9 percent of the state vote.
The Know-Nothings carried the other state offices, elected four Congressmen out of six, and con-
tinued their control of the state legislature. Yet the 1857 election marked the first obvious defect
from the party, and the losses were nowhere more noticeable than in western Maryland. All four
of the western counties gave a lesser percentage of the vote to Hicks than they had to Fillmore.
Montgomery County’s support dropped from 51.8 to 48 percent, Frederick from 53 to 51.3 per-
cent, Washington from 50.4 to 50.2 percent, and Allegany from 46.3 to 43.6 percent. The Ameri-
can candidate, Henry W. Hoffman, who had won handily in 1855, now was defeated by the De-
mocrat, Col. Jacob Kumkel, by 168 votes. These trends, coupled with a collapse national organi-
zation, were ominous signs for the American in Maryland.™®

182 Evitts, Matter of Allegiances, 80-88

183 Thomas J.C. Williams, History of Frederick County, Maryland (Baltimore, 1910), 287-297; ibid, His-
tory of Washington County, 274-275; James Walter Thomas and Thomas J.C. Williams, History of Al-
leghany County, Maryland (Cumberland, 1923), 258; and Lowdermilk, History of Cumberland 383-385.
184 Evitts, Matter of Allegiances, 100-101. In municipal elections in Baltimore in September, the American
Thomas Swann was elected as mayor, and of the Know-Nothings won control of the lower chamber of the
city council while splitting the upper chamber evenly with the Democrats.

185 Walsh and Fox, Maryland: A History, 319-326, and Evitts, Matter of Allegiances, 106-107. The year
1859 also marked the election to Congress of Alexander Robinson Boteler, a member of an old-line Vir-
ginia family in Shepherdstown, Virginia. Active in the Whig Party during the late 1840s and early 1850s,
he joined the American Party in the middle of the latter decade. He represented the Harpers Ferry District
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While the Americans attempted to straddle the slavery issue, the Democrats, as the
champions of Southern rights benefited from the growing sectional cleavage and especially from
the widespread fear produced by John Brown’s Raid on Harpers Ferry. In the 1859 elections, they
nearly swept up all the state offices. In addition, they carried three of six congressional seats (in-
cluding Western Maryland Fifth District), and won control of the House of Delegates, 45 to 29,
and the Senate, 12 to 10. Only the comptrollership was kept in American hands, but that victory
was achieved by a violence-studded campaign that produced a 12, 783—vote majority in Balti-
more. By the following year as events were leading inexorably toward civil war, the Know-
Nothings were in total eclipse in the state, particularly after a crushing defeat in the Baltimore
mayoralty race.®®

in Congress under the American Party label from 1857 until Virginia seceded from the Union in the spring
of 1861, at which time he accepted appointment to the Confederate Provisional Congress in Montgomery,
Alabama. Misc. Mss., Scrapbook |, Alexander Robinson Boteler Papers, Duke University Library and Ezra
J. Warner And W. Buck Yearns, Biographical Register of the Confederate Congress (Baton Rouge, 1975),
25-26.

186 Schmeckebier, History of the Know-Nothing Party in Maryland, 99-115.
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APPENDIX A

The following is a copy of the treaty of peace made and concluded at Williamsport, on the 27"
day of January, 1834, between the Corkonians and Longford men, the two contending parties of
the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal laborers.

Whereas great commotions and divers riotous acts have resulted from certain misunderstandings
and alleged grievances, mutually urged by two parties of laborers and mechanics, engaged on the
line of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, and natives of Ireland; the one commonly known as the
Longford men, the other as the Corkonians; and whereas it has been found that these riotous acts
are calculated to disturb the public peace, without being in the least degree beneficial to the par-
ties opposed to each other, but on the contrary are production of great injury and distress to the
workmen and their families.

Therefore, we, the undersigned, representatives of each party, have agreed to, and do
pledge ourselves to support and carry into effect the following terms of the agreement:

We agree, for ourselves, that we will not, either individually or collectively, interrupt or suffer to
be interrupted in our presence, any person engaged on the line of the canal for or on account of a
local difference or national prejudice, and that we will use our influence to destroy all these mat-
ters of difference growing out of this distinction of parties, known as Corkonians and Longfords;
and we further agree and pledge ourselves in the most solemn manner, to inform on and bring to
justice, any person or persons who may break the pledge contained in this agreement, either by
interrupting any person passing along or near the line of the canal, or by secretly counseling or
assisting any person or persons who may endeavor to excite riotous conduct among the above
parties; and we further bind ourselves to the State of Maryland, each in the sum of twenty dollars,
to keep the peace towards the citizens of the state. In witness thereof, we have hereunto signed
our names, at Williamsport, this twenty-seventh day of January, eighteen hundred and thirty-four.

Timothy Kelly
William O’Brien
Michael Collins
John Bernes
Thomas Bennett
Michael Driscoll
Jeremiah Donovan
John Namack
Garret Donahue
Patrick McDonald
James Slaman
John O’Brien
Edward Farrell
Thomas Hill

Michael Tracy
Thomas Mackey
James Riley
Daniel Murrey
Murty Dempsey
James Carroll
Thomas Cunningham
Bathu S. McDade
James Clarke
Michael Kain

Pat Purell
William Moloney
Wm. Brown
Peter Conner

Signed before us, two justices of the peace, in and for Washington County and the State of Mary-

land this 27" day of January, 1834

Charles Heseltine
William Boullt!

! Excerpted from Niles’ Register, XLV (February 8, 1834), 399.
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APPENDIX B

REPORT OF CHARLES B. FISK, FEBRUARY 5, 1838, REGARDING
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LABOR DISORDERS AND COST OF THE CANAL

In this connection, | will briefly allude to a very important cause of the great cost of work on our
canal; one that has no reference to change of times, or the cost of provisions. | know not that a
more appropriate occasion than this can be selected for the purpose, inasmuch as the influence of
this cause, to which | am about to refer, has been more severely felt on the “7 % miles” than hith-
erto, and will continue to be felt, perhaps, in a still greater degree in our progress towards Cum-
berland, unless legislative action shall be efficiently exerted to prevent it.

Not one individual of the large body of Irish laborers along the line of the canal dares
testify against another of their number in a court of justice. A murder may be committed—a hun-
dred of them may witness it—and yet not one person can be found who knows anything about it.
The remark upon all this, by the citizens of the State, is very apt to be, that these men do not inter-
fere with the inhabitants; that their quarrels are among themselves, or between the two parties into
which they are divided. Grant, for the moment, that their quarrels are among themselves. Who
feel the consequences? The company, and, as a stockholder, the State. Let me mention a few
facts. | have known a contractor on the “27 % miles” forced to give up his contract, his shanties
burned, and death threatened, if he could be caught, simply because the engineer, as he had a
right to do under the contract, had discharged from the line some notoriously worthless and disor-
derly men; and the contractor was suspected of having given information to the engineer.

Again: at the time of our greatest pressure for mechanics, several excellent masons, per-
fect strangers to all on the line, were induced to go up to the neighborhood of Hancock. They
worked for one day, but were given to understand that they must not remain. They, in conse-
guence, immediately returned to Washington.

Such are not solitary and rare occurrences. Many, and many, and many an instance have |
known, in which quiet, peaceable, orderly, and well-disposed persons, from among the Irish la-
borers have been driven off from our canal, by their countrymen, simply from unwillingness to
submit to the dictation of a tyrannical, secret, party organization, which, for the last two years,
has been entirely beyond the read of all law, all authority.

True it is, these persons elsewhere have their quarrels and disputes among themselves;
but they have rarely, as has been the case with us, been permitted to act with that organization as
a body, that enables them to control the operations of a whole work.

The consequences of such a state of things will at once suggest themselves to everyone
who reflects on the subject. Mechanics out of employ elsewhere often refuse to come upon our
work for no other reason, than that the laws of the State afford them no protection when upon it.
Other works, in other states, where the laws are respected, have a comparatively quiet and orderly
body of laborers; the worthless leave them, and congregate, of course, where they will be least
subject to the restraints of law.

But it is not the case, as admitted for the moment, that the quarrels of these persons are
confined to themselves. | have known instances in which native citizens, laboring upon the “27 %
miles” of canal, have been driven away from it, and repeatedly have German laborers been forced
to quit the line.

This state of things, alone, | know has been very instrumental in keeping up the high
prices of labor upon our canal. Its effects are felt in several ways. It keeps down the supply of
labor below the demand. It gives us an inferior class of workmen. And afraid to give them direc-
tions contrary to their will, the contractor is sometimes, to all intents and purposes, under their
control.
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Notwithstanding all this, there are upon our canal many well-disposed and quiet laborers.
Yet, although they may even be a majority in point of numbers, they are still under the control of
that secret organization of which | have spoken. To these well-disposed persons | feel that | shall
do a service, if by any means | can be instrumental, in the least, in inducing an action, by the
competent authority that shall enforce quiet and good order upon our work. It is practicable; and
recent movements on the part of the authorities of Washington and Allegany counties show that
they have a willingness and disposition to give their aid. | will refer to a late occurrence.

Having been regardless of all civil authority on the “27 %2 miles” of the canal, along the
narrow territory of the State of Maryland (at one point less than two miles in width), the idea at
last became prevalent among the laborers, that in the mountains of Allegany County no force, in
support of the laws of the State, could be brought to bear upon them. They conducted themselves
accordingly. At length, upon the occurrence of an outrage, or rather of several—tearing down
buildings and threatening lives, in one day, at Oldtown, in presence of many of the inhabitants, by
upwards of four hundred men, who had come more than twelve miles for the purpose. The sheriff
of the county, with a military force from Cumberland and other parts of the county, together with
citizens from Virginia, assembled, arrested ten of the ringleaders, and have them now in jail
awaiting their trial. The effect of this movement by the authorities of Allegany county, so far as
we can judge in the short time that has since elapsed has been and will be of great service, and
has satisfied me, in addition to previous observations, that provision be made by the Legislature
that shall cause the laws of the State to be respected; and if so, one of the great difficulties we
have to encounter for the last two years, in obtaining a sufficiency of laborers, will be done away.
There will be a great improvement in the character of the line; and, as a necessary consequence,
we shall do our work at less cost. So firmly convinced am | of good effect of the recent exercise
of civil authority in Allegany county, that | have little doubt, should, unfortunately, our present
embarrassments end in a total suspension of our work, we shall have much less to fear than we
otherwise would have from the laborers who will be thrown out of employ. Indeed, had this au-
thority not been exercised, | do not believe we should have escaped thus long from acts of vio-
lence on the part of the laborers, from want of confidence caused by the inability of the company,
for the last two months, promptly to meet its engagements.

If the work should be entirely suspended, it can hardly be supposed that 3,000 laborers
will quietly disperse—suddenly thrown out of employment, with money due to them, and many
of them without the means of taking them elsewhere—especially little accustomed as they are to
the restraints of law.?

2 Excerpted from Tenth Annual Report (1838), C&O Co., 27-29



152 Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Historic Resource Study
Unrau: 3. Labor Force: 1828-1850



HISTORIC RESOURCE STUDY
CHESAPEAKE & OHIO CANAL NHP

4.

STONE QUARRIES
AND MILLS
ASSOCIATED WITH THE
CONSTRUCTION
OF THE C & O CANAL

BY HARLAN D. UNRAU
HISTORIAN, C&0O CANAL RESTORATION TEAM, SENECA
DENVER SERVICE CENTER
1976






Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Historic Resource Study
Unrau: 4. Quarries, Mills, and Kilns

CONTENTS

STONE QUARRIES

A

B.

C.

MILLS

A.

NogakownE

U.S. BOARD OF ENGINEERS SURVEY:: 1824-1826
GEDDES AND ROBERTS SURVEY': 1827

STONE QUARRIES USED TO BUILD CANAL STRUCTURES

STONE CUTTING MILLS:

SENECA RED SANDSTONE QUARRIES AND
THE SENECA STONE MILL

CEMENT MILLS:

POTOMAC MILL, SHEPHERDSTOWN

TUSCARORA MILL

HOOKS MILL

SHAFER’S CEMENT MILL—ROUND TOP CEMENT COMPANY
LEOPARD’S MILL

LYNN MILL, CUMBERLAND

IMPORTED CEMENT FROM NEW YORK AND ENGLAND
SAW MILLS:

GREAT FALLS SAWMILL, MATILDAVILLE

BRICK KILNS:

PAW PAW TUNNEL BRICK MAKING

155

157

157

157

158

164

164

164
165
165
167
168
169
170
170
172
173
173
174

174






Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Historic Resource Study 157
Unrau: 4. Quarries, Mills, & Kilns

l. STONE QUARRIES
A U. S. BOARD OF ENGINEERS SURVEY': 1824-1826

When the U.S. Board of Engineers made their examination of the proposed route for the Chesa-
peake & Ohio Canal, they made a cursory survey of the surrounding lands to locate building ma-
terials. While their efforts to find building stone were negligible, they indicated that “along the
whole line of the canal, good building stone will be easily procured.” On the eastern section from
Cumberland to Hancock, the banks of the Potomac were “formed of a variety of rocks, chiefly
sandstone, schists, slates.” On the Virginia side between these two towns, limestone was “found
above the mouth of the South Branch.” From Hancock down to Georgetown, the banks of the
river presented “masses of limestone, sandstone and slate rocks.” Although there was an abundant
guantity of good building stone, the engineers reported that in some cases the stone would have to
be transported to construction sites that were a distance away from the quarries, because there
were some stretches along the route that contained almost no stone. The means of transportation
would vary according to local circumstances. Among the modes of transportation they envisioned
were boating, land carriage and inclined planes.

Concerning hydraulic lime, the engineers reported that lime abounded from Hancock to
Great Falls, but it was “of a doubtful quality.” In fact, it was their opinion that there was “very
little hope” of finding “water lime of any kind” from Georgetown to Pittsburgh. Accordingly,
they recommended the importation of the best hydraulic lime available. Considering the impor-
tance of the durability of the work, they urged, “that the distance of transportation and the ex-
pense attending it, ought not, in this case, to be taken too much into consideration.”?

B. GEDDES AND ROBERTS SURVEY: 1827

During their survey of the canal route between Cumberland and tidewater in 1827, the two civil
engineers, Geddes and Roberts, noted the location of the principal sources of available building
materials along the line of the waterway. While they did not make an exhaustive survey of these
sources, they did point out where the best stone quarries could be found and where there was lime
for hydraulic mortar.

On the route between Cumberland and South Branch, Geddes and Roberts found that
“stone for building locks, and for culverts and other necessary purposes, is very good, and found,
generally, convenient to each place where it may be wanted.” However, good cutting stone suit-
able for lock sills, hollow quoins, and face work was not so abundant. Lime and other materials
for the locks could be obtained at reasonable prices in Cumberland. A cement mill some 4 %
miles from the Potomac produced lime at a cost of 10 cents per barrel and delivered it for 2 %
cents per bushel.

The engineers made very little comment on the availability of good building stone on the
portion of the waterway between South Branch and Licking Creek. The only such references
made were that there was an abundance of limestone about one-third mile above the mouth of the
Cacapon River and about four miles west of Hancock. At the latter point, there were lime kilns
producing water cement.

From Licking Creek to Conococheague Creek, the engineers observed that the “locks and
other stone work can be built very reasonably” because “lime and stone, and other materials, are

tus, Congress, House, Message from the President of the United States, Transmitting a Report from the Secretary of
War with that of the Board of Engineers for Internal Improvement, Concerning the Proposed Chesapeake & Ohio Ca-
nal, Exec. Doc. 10, 19™ Cong., 2™ sess., 1826, 26-28.
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in abundance, and convenient.” Among the best locations of prospective limestone quarries were
those about one mile west of North Mountain, near Charles Mill, and about three miles west of
Williamsport.

Between Conococheague and Antietam Creeks, the engineers reported that there was a
large quantity of good building limestone near Galoway’s Mill and just below Shepherdstown.
Over the distance from Antietam Creek to the Monocacy River, the engineers apparently found
no prospective sources for building materials for none were reported.

Passing down the Monocacy River, Geddes and Roberts noted that there was a large
guantity of limestone some four miles east of its mouth. Within another mile, there was a marble
quarry where stone for the columns of the U. S. Capitol was obtained. Just above the mouth of
Seneca Creek was the Seneca Red Sandstone Quarries, which had been in operation for more than
50 years. Some four miles below Great Falls was a stone quarry that would be of use to the canal.
About one mile above the head of the old locks on the Little Falls Skirting Canal, there was a
granite quarry.?

C. STONE QUARRIES USED TO BUILD CANAL STRUCTURES

During the period of construction, numerous stone quarries were opened throughout the Potomac
Valley for the masonry works on the canal. In some cases, the quarries were already in existence
prior to 1828. An effort has been made in this section to list the various quarries from which stone
was obtained to build the individual masonry structures.

1. Tidelock and Locks Nos. 1-4: These five structures were built of Aquia Creek freestone. The
backing of the walls of the tidelock, as well as that of Locks Nos. 1-4, was composed of
granite, probably boated down the river from a quarry one-half mile from Lock No. 7.2

2. Georgetown Stone Bridges: The five stone bridges carrying streets across the canal in
Georgetown were built of Aquia Creek freestone.”

3. Locks Nos. 5-6: The hammer dressed stone for the lower six feet of these two locks was ob-
tained from a quarry less than one mile away. The cut stone, which comprised the rest of the
locks, was from Aquia Creek.®

4. Lock No. 7: This lock was built of granite, except the coping, which was of Aquia Creek
freestone. The granite was obtained from a quarry near Section No. 4 within one-eighth of a
mile of the lock. This was the quarry referred to in the Geddes and Roberts report, indicating
that it was in existence prior to the construction of the canal.

5. Lock No. 8: This structure was built of Seneca Creek Red Sandstone, boated down the Poto-
mac from the quarries just above the mouth of Seneca creek, some 14 % miles upstream.’

6. Lock No. 9: This lock was built of granite, except the coping, which was of Aquia Creek
freestone and a few feet of ashlar, which were of Seneca Creek Red Sandstone. The granite,

2us, Congress, House, Letter from the Secretary of War, Transmitting Estimates of the Cost of Making a Canal from
Cumberland to Georgetown, H. Doc. 192, 20" Cong., 1% sess., 1828, 15, 30, 46, 58, 64, 87, 94 and 99.

% Report of Col. John J. Abert and Col. James Kearney, of the United States Topographical Engineers, Upon an Ex-
amination of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal from Washington City to the ““Point of Rocks” (Washington, 1831), in
U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Roads and Canal, Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, H. Rept. 414, 23" Cong., 1% sess.,
1834, 89-91; and Ibid, 158.

* Abert and Kearney Report, in House Report 414, 90-91.

® House Report 414, 158.

® Ibid, and Diary and Account Book, 1828-29, W. Robert Leckie Papers, Duke University Library.

"House Report 414, 158.
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18.

obtair;ed from the quarry near Lock No. 7, was transported by wagon approximately 1%
mile.

Lock No. 10: This lock was built entirely of granite. Approximately one-half of the stone was
obtained from the quarry near Lock No. 7, while the remaining portion was transported over-
land from a quarry four miles inland.®

Lock No. 11: The front ranges of this lock were Seneca Creek Red Sandstone, boated down
the Potomac River some 14 miles. Its backing of rubble granite was probably obtained from
the quarry near Lock No. 7.%°

Lock No. 12: This lock was built entirely of granite obtained from the quarry near Lock No.
7. The stone was transported overland some 2 1/3 miles.*

Lock No. 13: This lock was built of granite from the country quarry referred to at Lock No.
10. The stone was transported overland some 4 1/3 miles. The coping and hollow quoins
were of Seneca Creek Red Sandstone.*

Lock No. 14: This lock was built entirely of granite of which one-half was transported over-
land from the country quarry referred to at Lock No. 10 and the remainder was boated down
the Potomac from a quarry near Great Falls some five miles upstream.®

Locks Nos. 15-20: These locks were all built of Seneca Creek Red Sandstone boated down
the Potomac River some nine miles.*

Locks Nos. 21-24 and Guard Lock No. 2: These locks were all built of Seneca Creek Red
Sandstone. The stone for Lock No. 21 was boated down the Potomac some 6 1/3 miles. The
stone for Lock No. 22 was partially boated down the Potomac 3 ¥ miles. The stone for the
other structures was hauled overland.*

Aqueduct No. 1: This agueduct was built entirely of Seneca Creek Red Sandstone obtained
from the nearby quarries some 200 yards away. "

Lock No. 25: This lock was built of Seneca Creek red sandstone and boated up the Potomac
River some 8 % miles.'’

Lock No. 26: This lock was built of Seneca Creek red sandstone boated up the Potomac some
16 2/3 miles and transported overland 1/3 mile.*®

Lock No. 27: This lock was built primarily of red sandstone boated some five miles down the
Potomac from a quarry near the river about 2 ¥2 miles below Point of Rocks. Stone for the
coping was taken from Lee’s quarry near Seneca. A few feet of ashlar were transported over-
land by railroad from the white granite quarry at Sugarloaf Mountain some 2% miles away."

Lock No. 28: One-seventh of the stone for this lock was brought 46 miles over the Baltimore
& Ohio Railroad (at six cents per ton per mile) from the granite quarries on the Patapsco
River near Ellicott City to Point of Rocks. From there, it was transported by wagon nearly

8 Ibid.

° Ibid.

10 Abert and Kearney Report, in House Report 414, 95; and Ibid, p.159.
1 House Report 414, 159.

12 |big.

2 Ibid.

“ Ibid.

5 Ibid.

16 Abert and Kearney Report, in House Report 414, 98-99.
7 House Report 414, 159.

8 |bid.

9 |bid.
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one mile to the lock. The remaining six-sevenths of the stone was transported in wagons from
a quarry of hard white flint stone in Virginia, four miles distant.”

19. Aqueduct No. 2: This aqueduct was built of white granite obtained from the quarries on
Sugarloaf Mountain less than three miles away. Having a dull white color, the stone split and
hammered well, was fine grained, and considered to be very durable. A temporary railroad
was constructed to the quarry.?

20. Lock No. 29: Two-thirds of the stone for this lock was obtained from the granite quarries on
the Patapsco River near Ellicott City. The stone was transported over the Baltimore & Ohio
Railroad to Point of Rocks from where it was taken by wagon some 2 2/3 miles to the lock.
The remaining third of the face stone was obtained from the hard white flint stone quarry in
Virginia referred to at Lock No. 28.%

21. Aqueduct No. 3: The face stone above the tops of the piers of this structure was obtained
from the granite quarries on the Patapsco River near Ellicott City and transported 46 miles
over the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad to Point of Rocks. From there, stone was taken by
wagon to the aqueduct three miles distant. The masonry below the tops of the piers was of
stone boated down the Potomac some seven miles from a quarry opposite Short Hill near
Lock No. 31. This quarry was on the land of Casper Wever, a former employee of the federal
government and the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, who had purchased 500 acres on the site of
what is now Weverton to establish a manufacturing town patterned after the plan of Lowell,
Massachusetts.?

22. Lock No. 30: One-seventh of the stone for this lock was obtained from the granite quarries on
the Patapsco River near Ellicott City and transported over the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad.
One-seventh of the stone was found in various small quarries in the vicinity of the lock. The
remaining five-sevenths of the stone was boated up the Potomac River some 32 ¥ miles from
the Seneca Creek red sandstone quarries.*

23. Lock No. 31: Stone for this lock was obtained from three sources. Some stone was obtained
from the hard white flint stone quarry in Virginia referred to at Locks Nos. 28 and 29. Some
stone was quarried within one-half mile of the lock on land owned by Casper Wever. The
remaining stone was obtained from a granite quarry in Virginia. The latter was transported
one mile overland and 1% miles by water.?

24. Lock No. 32: One-fifth of the stone for this lock was obtained from the granite quarry in Vir-
ginia referred to at Lock No. 31. The transportation of this stone was by wagon for a distance
of two miles, which included the crossing of the Shenandoah and Potomac Rivers. Four-fifths
of the stone was obtained from different limestone quarries up the Potomac, varying in dis-
tance from two to 12 miles. The of the quarries that were most likely used were Knotts
Quarry on the Virginia shore about 1/3 mile above Lock No. 37, a limestone quarry near the
canal 1 ¥ mile below Lock No. 37, a quarry one-half mile from Lock No. 37 in Maryland,
and a limestone quarry on the Virginia shore opposite Lock No. 38. The stone from these

20 Ipid.

2L Apert and Kearney Report, in House Report 414, 101-102.

22 House Report 4141, 160.

2 Report of Captain Wm. G. McNeill on the Condition of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, Dec. 1, 1833, in House Re-
port 414, 149; John Thomas Scharf, A History of Western Maryland (3 Vols., Philadelphia, 1882), Vol. 11, 1285;John
R. Miele, The Chesapeake & Ohio Canal: A Physical History (NPS Mss., 1968), 133-135; Thomas F. Hahn, Towpath
Guide to the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, Section Two (York, 1972), 56-57; and Langley to Mercer, Oct. 28, 1828, Ltrs.
Recd., C&O Co.

* House Report 414, 160.

% Ipid.
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three quarries was boated down the river to Harpers Ferry and then taken by wagon the last
mile to the lock.?

Lock No. 33: this lock was built mostly of granite from the Virginia quarry referred to at
Locks Nos. 31 and 32. The stone was transported in wagons for a distance of 1% miles,
which included the crossing of the Shenandoah and Potomac Rivers. A small portion of the
stone was from a quarry in Maryland one mile away.*’

Lock No. 34: This lock was built of limestone from Knotts Quarry on the Virginia side of the
Potomac River about 1/3 mile above Lock No. 37. The stone was boated down the river some
five miles to Dam No. 3 and then wagoned about ¥ mile to the lock.?

Locks Nos. 35-36: These two locks were built of limestone from Knotts Quarry on the Vir-
ginia side of the Potomac about 1/3 mile above lock No. 37. The stone was boated down the
river some five miles to the lock.”

Lock No. 37: This lock was built of limestone obtained from a quarry in Maryland about one-
half mile away and transported by wagon to the site.*

Agueduct No. 4: This aqueduct was built of limestone obtained from a quarry neat Antietam
Village about % of a mile distant. It is probable that the quarry was located on the Virginia
side of the river.*

Lock No. 38: This lock was built of limestone obtained from a quarry directly opposite on the
Virginia shore of the Potomac just below Shepherdstown.*?

Lock No. 39: This lock was built of limestone obtained from a quarry in Virginia one mile
distant. It could not be determined from the available records if this quarry was the same as
that referred to at Lock No. 38.%

Lock Nacz. 40: This lock was built of limestone obtained from a quarry about one-half mile
distant.

Dam No. 4, Guard Lock No. 4 and Locks Nos. 41-41: Available documentation does not
indicate the precise location of the quarries from which stone was obtained for the rubble ma-
sonry of the Maryland abutment of the dam and guard lock or for the hammered masonry of
the lock. Since these works are located in a heavy limestone area, it can be assumed that such
stone was procured from nearby quarries or boated across the Potomac from quarries on
Opequon Creek in Virginia.*®

Lock No. 43: This lock was built of limestone from a quarry three miles distant on the Mary-
land side of the river. The stone was carried overland by wagon to the site.*

Lock No. 44 and Aqueduct No. 5: The lock and aqueduct were built of a “compact blue lime
stone, of excellent quality, transported from almost exhaustless quarries within three miles”
of the aqueduct. The quarry, then known as High Rock Quarry, was located 2 % miles west

% Ibid, and Thomas F. Hahn, Towpath Guide to the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, Section three (York, 1972), 13, 16, and

28.

%" House Report 414

%8 |bi.

2 |bid.

% |bid.

31 Report of McNeill, in House Report 414, 149-150; and Purcell to president and Directors, Jun. 8, 1832, Ltrs. Recd.,
C&O Co.

%2 House Report 414, 161.
* |bid.

* Ibid.

* |bid.

% Ipid.
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of the aqueduct on the berm side of the canal. Still in active operation, the quarry is now
called Pinesburg Quarry.*

Dam No. 5, Guard Lock No. 5 and Locks Nos. 45-50: The dam abutments and the seven lock
structures were built of Conococheague limestone obtained from a quarry within 200 feet of
the pool behind the dam known as Prathers Neck quarry. The stone was taken by wagon to
the individual construction sites, all of which were within two miles.*

Aqgueduct No. 6: This aqueduct was built of Tonoloway gray limestone obtained from a
quarry one-half mile north on the banks of Licking Creek. Stone for the sheeting was boated
up the Potomac River some 7 ¥ miles from the limestone quarry at Prathers Neck.*

Locks Nos. 51-52 and Aqueduct No. 7: These three structures were built of limestone ob-
tained from Hart’s Quarry on the Little Tonoloway “in the rear of Hancock” about two miles
from the aqueduct. The stone was transported most of the distance over the Cumberland
Road (National Road).*

Lock No. 53: This lock was built of sandstone taken from quarries about three miles distant
and transported overland by wagon.*!

Locks Nos. 54-55: These locks were constructed of limestone, portions of which were
probably obtained from a Virginia quarry within one mile of Dam No. 6 and from Hart’s
Quarry on the Little Tonoloway near Hancock.*

Dam No. 6: The Virginia abutment of the dam was constructed of limestone from a Virginia
quarry about one mile distant. The Maryland abutment was built of sandstone from several
quarries in Maryland within the distance of one mile.*®

Guard Lock No. 6: This lock was built of sandstone obtained from the Maryland quarries
referred to at Dam No. 6.

Lock No. 56: This lock was built of limestone, portions of which were obtained from the
Virginia quarries about one mile from Dam No. 6 and from Hart’s Quarry on the Little
Tonoloway near Hancock.*

Agueduct No. 8: The cut stone for the arch, the inside of the parapets, the coping, and the
water table of the aqueduct were obtained from the limestone quarry in Virginia about one
mile from Dam No. 6. The remainder of the stone was procured from several sandstone quar-
ries a short distance across the Potomac on Sideling Hill Mountain.“°

Lock No. 57: This lock was built of limestone obtained from a quarry in Virginia about one
mile from Dam No. 6 and Hart’s Quarry on the Little Tonoloway near Hancock.*’

Aqueduct No. 9: This agueduct was built chiefly of hard sandstone obtained from three quar-
ries on Sideling Hill Mountain on the Virginia side of the Potomac, some 2 1/3 to 3 1/8 miles
distant. The stone was hauled down to the river by wagon, boated across the Potomac to the
“river road,” and then carried overland for one mile by wagon.®

%7 |bid; Report of McNeill, in House Report 414, 150-151; and Hahn, Towpath Guide, Section Three, 51, 54.

38 Fisk to Board of Directors, June 16, 1835, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

39 Ibid; and Thomas F. Hahn, Towpath Guide to the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, Section Four (York), 9

40 Report of the General Committee of the Stockholders of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company (Washington,

1839), 9; and Fisk to Board of Directors, June 16, 1835, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

4 Report of the General Committee of the Stockholders, 1839, 10.

“2 Ibid, 11-13.

“ Ibid, 11.

“ Ibid.

* bid, 12-13.

ij Ibid, 13; and Harlan D. Unrau, Single-Span Aqueducts, Historic Structures Report (NPS Mss., 1974), 52, 54-55.
Ibid.

*8 Byers to Fisk, Dec. 10, 1838, Ltrs Recd., Chief Engineer.
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47. Locks Nos. 58-66: Stone for these composite locks was quarried in at least four different
locations. The cut stone was quarried at Hart’s Quarry on the Little Tonoloway near Hancock
and boated up the Potomac over distances ranging between 19 % and 30 %2 miles. The re-
mainder of the stone for the locks was quarried at (1) Twiggs Hollow just above Lock No.
61; (2) Purslane Mountain, about three miles from a point on the Virginia shore opposite
Tunnel Hollow; and (3) Sideling Hill, some four miles from the mouth of Tunnel Hollow.*®

48. Locks Nos. 67-68 and Aqueduct No. 10: These structures were built principally of limestone
obtained from quarries on Town Hill on the Virginia side of the Potomac opposite the aque-
duct, and from Hatch’s Quarry at the mouth of South Branch.*

49. Locks Nos. 69-71: These three composite locks were built of limestone obtained from quar-
ries on Warrior Mountain near the banks of the Potomac on the Virginia side of the river. Lo-
cated just below and opposite to Oldtown, the quarries were about 1 % miles distant from
Alum Hill.>*

50. Locks Nos. 72-75 and Aqueduct No. 11: these five structures were built of limestone ob-
tained principally from a quarry located some 1% miles up Evitts Creek from the aqueduct.
The stone was “a compact limestone, or rather marble, in some parts densely filled with ma-
rine shells.” When polished, the limestone presented “a very interesting object” and was
“admirably adapted for ornamental work.” The limestone was brought from the quarry to the
aqueduct by a temporary wooden railroad and was taken by wagon from the aqueduct to the
four locks below, all of which were between five to six miles distant.*

49 LLambie to Fisk, Feb. 28, 1839, Ltrs. Recd., Prin. Asst. Eng.; Fisk to President and Directors, May 27, 1839, Ltrs
Sent, Chief Engineer; McFarland to Fisk, Sep. 11, 1839, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer; and Fisk to Board of Directors,
Sep. 25, 1839, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

% McFarland to Bender, Jan. 2, 1836, Ltrs. Recd., Commissioner; and Morris to Fisk, Apr. 18, 1838, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.

> purcell to Ingle, May 26, 1835, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.; Fisk to Sheriff of Hampshire County, Sep. 20, 1838, Ltrs.
Sent, Chief Engineer; and McFarland to Fisk, Sep. 21, 1838, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer.

>2 Report of the General Committee of the Stockholders, 1839, 19-20.
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1. MILLS
A. STONE CUTTING MILLS

SENECA RED SANDSTONE QUARRIES
AND THE SENECA STONE MILL

The Seneca Red Sandstone quarries, located on the high bluffs on the berm side of the
canal turning basin just west of the mouth of Seneca Creek, were a widely used source of
building stone from the late-eighteenth century until the mid-nineteenth century. This de-
posit, which underlies most of western Montgomery County, is Triassic Age and is part
of a larger formation that runs erratically from Connecticut to the Carolinas. The stone,
having a color that varied from a light reddish brown to a deep chocolate brown, was
known in the building trade as “Seneca Red Stone.”*

The texture of the Seneca Red Stone was exceptionally good. It was very fine
grained and uniform and held up very well when exposed to the weather. One of its
unique and valuable features was the ease with which it was carved and chiseled when it
was first quarried. It was then quite soft and could be easily cut. Its fine and uniform tex-
ture made it very suitable for delicate carving. After exposure to the weather, the stone
became hard, and as a result, remained well preserved over the years.>

The first use of Seneca Red Stone is not known, but it is known that it was used
prior to the American Revolution.® The Seneca quarries supplied stone for the locks of
the Potomac Company around Great Falls and for Aqueduct No. 1 and Locks Nos. 8, 9,
11, and 15-27 of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal.*® The stone was used in the construction
of many houses and government buildings in Baltimore and Washington, among the most
famous of which is the original Smithsonian Institution building on the Mall built in
1847.°

On the berm side of the canal turning basin just below the quarries was a stone
mill that was built about 1837 to cut and dress the Seneca Red Stone for shipment by the
Seneca Sandstone Company. Saws and polishers were powered by a water turbine fed by
canal water diverted into a mill race. Gondolas pulled by mules and pushed by men car-
ried the large stone blocks along narrow gauge rails to the mill. The large blocks were
shaped by hammer and stone chisels before they were cut by tempered steel saws, six feet
long, eight inches wide and 3/8 inch thick. An overhead pipe dripped water on the saws
to keep the toothless blades cool. Progress was considered good if a saw cut one inch in a
three-foot square block one foot thick per hour. For stone polishing, the cut stone was
placed on a circular disk, which revolved from a belt attached to the water-driven shaft.
Barriers around the disk kept the stone from being ejected by centrifugal force. By 1900,

5 Department of Geology, Mines and Water Resources, State of Maryland, Geography and Geology of Maryland (Bal-
timore, 1957), 122; and Nancy Rosselli, Robert Roselli, and Edwin F. Wesely, Seneca Sandstone Biking Trail, Sugar-
loaf Regional Trails, 1976.

5 Maryland Geological Survey (Baltimore, 1906), Vol. VI, 186; and Miele, Physical History, 124-125.

% Maryland Geological Survey, 185.

% Geology of Maryland, 123; and House Report 414, 158-159.

57 Miele, Physical History, 125.
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the better quality Seneca Red Stone had been cut, the lower quality stone tending to flake
and shatter.

As on of the major stone-cutting mills in the lower Potomac Valley, the mill cut
red and gray sandstone boated from as far away as Goose Creek and Whites Ferry. In ad-
dition to the red sandstone used in the original Smithsonian building, stone cut at the Se-
neca mill was used in the construction of the old Congressional Library, the U. S. Capi-
tol, and the Washington Monument.*®

B. CEMENT MILLS
1. POTOMAC MILL, SHEPHERDSTOWN

As events were leading to the commencement of construction operations on the canal, Henry Bo-
teler of Shepherdstown informed the waterway’s chief supporter, Congressman Charles F. Mer-
cer, in January 1828 that he had found large quantities of gray limestone that produced water lime
near his flour mill on the banks of the Potomac some 240 yards upstream from Pack Horse Ford.
The stone was visible on the surface of the ground as well as to a considerable depth below the
surface. The hill where the stone had been found was some “200 feet high, and near half a mile
around its base.” The stone was easily accessible and could “be quarried with more facility than
the common limestone.”

Based on his experience, Boteler reported that he had prepared a mortar from the stone,
which had hardened in water in a short time and had become “impervious.” In preparing the stone
for use, it required “only one-third of the time allotted to the burning of lime.” Consequently, it
needed “only a third of the wood necessary for calcining lime.” He had found the stone to be
harder than plaster of Paris, and, therefore, it could not be broken and ground to a powder as eas-
ily as gypsum. Accordingly, he was sending three specimens of the water lime, one in its natural
state, one after burning, and one after calcining, together with “a small ball of the water lime,
hardened to its present consistency in water, for a period of 48 hours.”®

During the years 1828-29, Boteler and his associate, George F. Reynolds, were per-
suaded by canal company officials to convert a part of their prosperous flour mill to the manufac-
ture of hydraulic cement.®® By 1829, the flour mill was describe as “one of the finest manufactur-
ing mills in America,” producing 100 barrels of flour per day.

The mill was known as the Potomac Mill, later becoming the Potomac Cement Com-
pany.®! The kiln, which Boteler and Reynolds built, was composed of 500 perches of stone and
26,000 bricks, and its total capacity was 1,625 bushels. Because the mill was able to grind about
2,000 bushels of lime per week, the canal company authorized the construction of a cement ware-
house nearby to store the cement, until it was called for by the contractors.®

%8 Thomas F. Hahn, Towpath Guide to the C&O Canal, Section Two (York, 1971), 5-9.

%9 Boteler to Mercer, Jan 14 and 22, 1828, in U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Roads and Canals, Chesapeake &
Ohio Canal, H. Rept. 141, 20" Cong. 1% sess., 1828, 38-39.

60 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A. 195-196; and Leckie to President and Directors, Mar. 9, 10,
29, 1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&0O Co. Available documentation does not indicate the date of the construction of the flour
mill. By 1829, the flour mill was described as “one of the finest manufacturing mills in America,” producing 100 bar-
rels of flour per day. Leckie to President and Directors, Mar. 10, 1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

8% Millard K. Bushong, Historic Jefferson County (Boyce, 1972), 4.

%2 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 276; and Diary and Account Book, 1828-29, W. Robert
Leckie Papers, Duke University Library.
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Throughout the early period of construction, the company engineers experimented with
the Shepherdstown lime and with limestone from other points in the Potomac Valley to find a
high quality hydraulic mortar. More than 85 experiments were conducted with the Shepherdstown
lime under the direction of Superintendent of Masonry Alexander B. McFarland for this purpose,
using various hydrates, mixtures and burning times. Experiments were also made with limestone
from Goose Creek, the Leesburg vicinity and Tuscarora Creek. It was finally determined during
the spring of 1829 that the Shepherdstown cement was best because there would “be no danger
whatever of its slaking or loosing its adhesion or bond.”® In the course of their surveys, canal
officials discovered a better grade blue lime some 500 feet from the kiln and adapted it for use on
the waterway.®* Accordingly, Boteler and Reynolds built two kilns near the blue stone deposit for
its manufacture into lime.®* By June 27, McFarland reported that one kiln was producing “ex-
tremely well” while the other was still being used for experimentation.®

By the summer of 1829, Boteler and Reynolds had their cement operations in full gear.
On August 7" the canal company signed a contract purchasing 80,000 bushels of cement at 19
cents per bushel, the whole of which was to be delivered by May 15, 1830.%

Later in the fall, the company signed four separate contracts with Henry Strider, Joseph
Hollman, Jacob Fouke and John Strider to transport the cement from Shepherdstown to the vari-
ous construction sites below Seneca Creek at one-third cent per bushel per mile.®® On January 28,
1830, a second contract was signed with Boteler and Reynolds to supply the line of the canal with
60,000 bushels of cement by September 1.%° When work on the line above Point of Rocks began
in 1832 following the resolution of the legal conflict with the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad, an
agreement was made in May whereby Boteler and Reynolds would supply an unspecified quan-
tity of cement to the contractors beyond the limits of the existing contracts at 20 cents per
bushel.”” The Potomac Mill was superseded by Shafer’s Cement Mill at Round Top Hill as the
principal supplier of cement to the canal company in the fall of 1838. By that time, it had pro-
vided more than 150,000 bushels of cement for use in the construction of the waterway at a cost
of $32,909.42.™

The mill continued to play a significant role in the economic activity of the Shepherds-
town vicinity. By 1861, it was owned by Alexander Boteler, a former Whig congressman who
had recently been elected to serve in the Confederate Congress and who had recently entered the
Confederate Army as an officer.”” During the military activity that occurred in and around Shep-
herdstown in September 1861, Boteler’s home as well as the mill and the bridge across the Poto-

% McFarland to Leckie, Mar. 31 and Apr. 18, 1829, Leckie Papers; and Proceedings of the President and Board of
Directors, A, 184.

8% Leckie to President and Directors, May 11, 1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.; and Proceedings of the President and Board
of Directors, A, 195-196.

% Diary and Account Book, 1828-29, Leckie Papers. A diagram showing the location of the mill, the kilns and the lime
supply was prepared on March 19, by Inspector of Masonry W. Robert Leckie.

%8 McFarland to President and Directors, Jun 27, 1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

87 Contracts for Furnishing Hydraulic Cement, Leckie Papers; and Proceedings of the President and Board of Direc-
tors, A, 320.

% Contracts of Transporting Cement, and Contract [between] Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Company and Jacob Fouke,
October 22, 1829, Leckie Papers. Generally the canal company supplied the bags, boxes and boat covers for the ce-
ment, but the transporting contractors were allowed two cents per bushel if they supplied these items on their own.

% Contracts for Furnishing Hydraulic Cement, Leckie Papers.

o Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, C, 140.

n Ledger A, C&O Co. 157-175. From November 1835 to June 1828, George F. Reynolds was the sole owner and op-
erator of the Potomac Mill. Ibid, 157; and Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, D, 407.

& Shepherdstown Register, July 16, 1914; and Aug. 21, 1924, in Scrapbook I, Alexander Robinson Boteler papers,
Duke University.
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mac, were destroyed by Federal troops. The mill was rebuilt after the Civil War and continued to
operate until the end of the nineteenth century.”

Closely associated with the Potomac Mill was the dam, popularly called Boteler’s Dam,
across the Potomac that provided power for its operation. The impounded water formed a slack-
water that occasioned the construction of a river lock to provide access to the canal from the river,
thereby making it possible for the canal company to tap a lucrative Virginia trade. When the dam
was destroyed, apparently by the 1889 flood, the slackwater was eliminated and the value of the
river lock was negated. Its reason for existence gone, the lock was filled in and incorporated into
the towpath bank of the canal prism."

2. TUSCARORA MILL

During the spring of 1829, Inspector of Masonry, W. Robert Leckie and his associate, James Al-
cott on New York, discovered a large quantity of stone “exactly like hydrate of lime about one-
third of a mile” above the Tuscarora Mill on the creek of that name running through the estate of
Charles Carroll of Carrollton in Frederick County.75 Within a week, Leckie and Alcott were con-
ducting experiments with the lime to test its binding qualities under water. Although the lime
slaked in the early experiments, the two men continued making various mixtures until June when
they made a cement that would set in water. Leckie was convinced that the Tuscarora Cement was
equal to the blue hydrate of lime at Shepherdstown and was better than the general run of Parker
Roman Cement. "

In June 1829, Leckie and Alcott agreed to take out a patent for the discovery and the
manufacture of the hydraulic lime, the profits from its sale to be equally divided.”” A draft of the
letter that was sent to Secretary of State Martin Van Buren requesting the patent described the
mineral content of the lime and the formula for preparing the cement. The letter read as follows:

The mineral from which the cement is made is of several varieties and is an argillaceous
ferruginous limestone found in the county of Frederick and state of Maryland; and in the
county of Loudoun and state of Virginia. Our variety is a Camelottie meaguse limestone
with alternate streaks of light blue and yellow gray: the other is a laminated light blue
meaguse limestone with small chimney specks. Both effervesce slightly with acids, and
the color where calcined is of a cream colored yellow, but not always the same, some
parts being of a lighter and some of a darker color, it is found in ledges and in some
places at the surface of the ground....

It contains carbonic acid, lime, water, sibix, aluminum and oxide of iron.

Preparation of the cement—the stone is first calcined 40 or 54 hours, then ground
to a powder, and mixed with clean sand in the preparations of from one-third to one-
half—adding as much water as will make it into a proper consistency for use.”

Apparently the patent was approved by August, for in that month Leckie informed Chief Engi-
neer Benjamin Wright that his Tuscarora Cement was as good as the Shepherdstown blue lime.
Accordingly, he requested that the canal company make arrangements to manufacture the Tus-

3 John F. Luzader, Historic Sites, Shepherdstown, W. Va. (NPS Mss., 1962) 21.
74 \1a:
Ibid.
S Apr. 12, 1829, Diary and Account Book, 1828-29, Leckie Papers
"® McFarland to Leckie, Apr. 18, 1829, and June 25, 1829, Diary and Account Book, 1828-29, Leckie Papers.
" Agreement, James Alcott and Robert Leckie, June 26, 1829, Leckie Papers
"8 Draft, Leckie and Alcott to Sec. Of St. [\Van Buren], June 25, 1829, Leckie Papers
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carora Cement on a large scale by constructing a draw kiln near the Tuscarora Mill that would
contain 700 bushels.”

Although there is no documentary evidence as to the structures that were built near the
Tuscarora Mill, the cement was soon being manufactured in large quantities. On February 3,
1830, the canal company signed a contract with Messrs. Brackett and Guy, the mill operators, to
supply the line of the canal with 40,000 bushels of cement at 20 cents per 70 pound bushel. The
cement was to be delivered by June 1, 1830.%

Despite the opposition of some canal officials to the use of the Tuscarora Cement on the
canal, it began to be widely used as a supplement to the Shepherdstown lime, because there was
frequently a shortage of the latter.

In June 1830, it was found that the quality of the Tuscarora Cement was too poor to be
used on the canal. Accordingly, the board ordered the mill to be closed until the quality of the
water lime could be improved by the use of coal in place of wood in the calcining process. No
further use of the cement already manufactured was to be made on those parts of the masonry
works that would be exposed to injury.®

At the recommendation of Engineer Alfred Cruger and Leckie, the board ordered the re-
activatation of the mill in July. Henceforth, each kiln of lime that was burned would be tested be-
fore being shipped to the contractors.®

The canal company determined to contract for the unexpired seven-year lease of the mill
by the Crommelin family in September 1832. At the same time. The board decided to procure by
purchase or condemnation the land required for conducting a feeder from the dam and head race
of the mill to the canal. While there is no record as to the final result of the negotiations leading to
these two transactions, the mill continued to supply the canal with cement until the discovery of
hydraulic lime at Round Top Hill.23 During the more than six years that the Tuscarora Mill pro-
duced cement for the waterway, it supplied nearly 20,000 bushels of lime at a cost to the canal
company of $4,088.17.%

3. HOOKS MILL

During the early 1830s, James Hook was associated with both Bracket and Guy at the Tuscarora
Mill and Boteler and Reynolds at the Potomac Mill.®> Sometime during the spring or summer of
1835, Hook established a mill on the Virginia side of the Potomac across from Hancock. Com-
mencing in the fall of that year, he began supplying cement to the line of the canal. After two
years of operating the mill, a period during which his business suffered because of the low level
of the Potomac in the summer months, Hook died in August or September 1837. At that time, the
canal company signed a contract with George Shafer, who had been operating a mill at Funk-
stown, paying him $300 to rent Hooks Mill and furnish cement to the contractors according to the
provisions of Hooks uncompleted contract.®® Hooks Mill continued to produce cement for the
canal until the construction of Shafer’s Cement Mill at Round Top Hill, some three miles west of

9 Leckie to Wright, Aug. 21, 1829, Leckie Papers.

8 Contracts for Furnishing Hydraulic Cement, Leckie Papers. In March 1830, the canal company awarded $100 to
Alcott for his services in locating the Tuscarora water lime. Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, B,
37-38.

81 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, B, 125.

8 1bid, 146

% bid, C, 125; E, 62.

8 Ledger A, C&O Co., 172-173.

8 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, B, 143; D, 407.

% Fisk to Byrnes, Sep. 7, 1838, Ltrs. Sent, Chief Engineer.
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Hancock. Altogether, Hooks Mill supplied nearly 31,000 bushels of cement for the construction
of the canal.®’

4. SHAFER’S CEMENT MILL—ROUND TOP CEMENT COMPANY

In 1837, as the trunk of the canal was being excavated at Round Top Hill, it was discovered that
the layers of “argillo-magnesian limestone” which cropped out in several places along the north
bank of the Potomac had a “hydraulic character.” The strata of rock were “exceedingly crooked
and tortuous, bending up and down, and doubling upon each other in a very singular and complex
manner,” thus “forming a series of arches and counter-arches and concentrating a large quantity
of the stone within easy and convenient reach.” The aggregate thickness of the rock strata varied
from eight to 12 feet. There were six distinct rock outcrops of the hydraulic stone exposed to view
on the slope of the hill within a distance of about 200 yards along the canal.®

After the discovery of the rock, the canal company entered into a contract with George
Shafer to rent Hooks Mill across the river from Hancock to grind the cement.® In May 1838, a
contract was signed with Shafer to supply cement to the line of the canal from Dam No. 6 to the
upper end of Paw Paw Tunnel.*® At the same time, the board confirmed an agreement with Shafer
authorizing him to build a mill on the berm side of the canal at Round Top Hill, some three miles
west of Hancock. The canal company agreed to pay for the construction of the mills foundation
and to rent the mill and the necessary water power for its operation to him for a period of 10
years. In addition, the company agreed to rent the land and stone quarries at Round Top Hill to
him for the same period of time.™*

By the spring of 1843, Shafer had supplied the canal company with some 80,000 bushels
of hydraulic lime at a cost of $20,507.86.%2 Apparently, the mill was heavily damaged during the
heavy spring freshet in 1843, because the board granted Shafer permission on June 6 of that year
to transport toll-free upon the canal all the materials needed for its reconstruction.”® When large-
scale construction operations resumed on the canal in 1847, the contractors negotiated a contract
with Shafer to deliver 120,000 bushels of cement to the line at a rate of 12,000 bushels per month
if required, and the delivery began in early April 1848.%

Shafer continued to manufacture hydraulic lime under the brand name “Shafer Cement”
until 1863. In that year, Robert Bridges and Charles W. Henderson purchased the mill and re-
named the enterprise the Round Top Hydraulic Cement Company.®® By 1882, the firm had grown

87 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, D, 449; E, 62, 139; and Ledger A, C&O Co., 154.

8 Thomas J. C. Williams, A History of Washington County, Maryland, From the Earliest Settlements to the Present
Time (2 Vols., Hagerstown, 1906), Vol. I, 372.

8 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, E, 488. Shafer had supplied hydraulic cement to the line of the
canal from a small mill at Funktown since June 1835. No documentation could be found regarding the construction or
operation of this mill. Ibid, D, 392; E, 1, 12; and McFarland to Bender, Feb. 10, 1836, Ltrs. Recd., Commissioner.

90 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, E, 421.

% 1bid, E, 483-485.

%2 | edger A, C&O Co., 152-153.

9 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, G, 45-46.

% Davis, Hale and Allen to President and Directors, Apr. 11, 1848, in Twentieth Annual Report (1848), C&O Co., 16—
21.

% williams, A History of Washington County, Vol. I, 372. Bridges, the son of a Scotch immigrant and a long-time resi-
dent of Hancock, formed a business partnership with Henderson in 1850 that lasted some 48 years. His other business
interests included the Berkeley Sand Company, located near Berkeley Springs, West Virginia, which manufactured
glass sand, extensive farm holdings near Hagerstown, and timber and coal lands in West Virginia. In addition to his
business interests, he served as a school commissioner in Washington County for many years; and in 1890, he was
appointed as one of the receiver for the bankrupt canal company. Ibid, Vol. Il, 1064-1065. Henderson, born in
Bladensburg, Maryland, and raised in Berkeley County, Virginia, was a stockholder in many local banks and devoted
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into one of the most important business enterprises of Washington County, employing 75 to 100
men. An adjacent cooper shop, where the barrels were produced in which the cement was
shipped, employed 16 to 20 men.

The rock from which the cement was made was mined out of five tunnels in Round Top
Hill, two of the tunnels running entirely through the hill. The stone was burned at the mill in eight
kilns, each 21 feet deep and 10 feet in diameter at the base. The total daily capacity of the eight
kilns was about 320 barrels of cement each weighting 300 pounds, or about 2,200 barrels per
week. The mill that ground the cement was driven by “an overshot water-wheel, sixteen feet in
diameter and sixteen feet width of breast, with buckets thirteen inched in depth.” Water for turn-
ing the wheel was supplied by the canal. The grinding of the stone was accomplished by four
pairs of French burrstones, each five feet in diameter. The total capacity of these grindstones was
somewhat more than 400 bushels of cement in 24 hours. After the cement was packed in barrels,
it was taken across the Potomac by cable and then shipped either east or west on the Baltimore
and Ohio Railroad. The firm had about 300 acres on the West Virginia shore where there were
located a warehouse for the deposit of the cement prior to shipment and switches that connected
with the main tracks of the railroad. The canal was also used to ship the cement and to receive
coal from the Allegany County mines for the mill’s operation.®

As the Round Top Hydraulic Cement Company prospered, agency offices were estab-
lished in the principal population centers of the Potomac Valley. One of the most important of
these was operated by J. G. and J. M. Waters at 26 High Street fronting immediately on the canal
in Georgetown. The business was located in one of the oldest commission houses in the city, hav-
ing been established just prior to the Civil War by George Waters.®’

5. LEOPARD’S MILL

A mill operated by Jacob Leopard was located near Lock No. 53 some 2 % miles west of Round
Top Hill.®® The canal company purchased cement from Leopard on an irregular basis to supple-
ment the company supply whenever Shafer’s or Lynn’s cement mills were unable to meet the
needs of the canal contractors.”® In November 1839, Leopard sued the canal company in the
Washington County courts to obtain compensation for damage done to his mill and property by
the construction of the canal. The case dragged through the courts for some five years before the
two parties agreed to an out-of-court settlement in December 1844.'%

6. LYNN MILL, CUMBERLAND

In 1836, a cement mill was built on the banks of Wills Creek in Cumberland to produce the well
known cement that carried the brand “Lynn Cement” and later “Cumberland Cement.” The mill
was probably built by John Galloway Lynn, the son of Captain David Lynn who had located at
Cumberland before the outbreak of the American Revolution. John Galloway also built the Poto-

most of his attention to the mercantile side of business. His son, Raymond, purchased the holdings of Bridges in the
Round Top Hydraulic Cement Company in 1903 after the plant burned. Ibid, Vol. Il, 887-888.

% john Thomas Scharf, A History of Western Maryland (2 Vols., Philadelphia, 1882), Vol. II, 1256

7T H.s. Boyd, The History of Montgomery County, Maryland, From its earliest Settlement in 1650 to 1879 (Clarks-
burg, 1879), 153.

% Thomas F. Hahn, Towpath Guide to the C&O Canal, Section Four (York, 1973), 22.

% Fisk to Lynn, Sep. 18, 1838, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.

100 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, F, 122; G, 214.
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mac or Lynn Wharf on the Cumberland Basin above Dam No. 8 and operated it for many years
for loading coal into canal boats to be transported down the waterway.'*

As construction of the canal progressed above Dam No. 6, surveys were taken in the up-
per Potomac Valley to find new sources of hydraulic lime. On one of the surveys, it was discov-
ered that “water lime” or “cement” rock cropped out in the northern part of Cumberland on the
west bank of Wills Creek. Here the cement beds were folded and well exposed, allowing conven-
ient access to the rock along the strike. The cement rock proper occurred in beds that varied in
thickness from six to 17 feet. Quarrying operations were soon begun by the Lynn-owned Cum-
berland Hydraulic Cement and Manufacturing Company, and a mill was built on the banks of the
creek near the quarries.'%

The Lynn Mill had a peak capacity of producing 350 bushels of cement per week, a sum
that was increased to 500 in 1848. After grinding 1,400 barrels of cement, the “midlings” were
ground over to reduce the substance to powder form. The latter process generally required 36
hours 5(033 complete. The mill wheel was 16 feet high and was operated by water from Wills
Creek.

As early as September 1836, the Lynns offered to manufacture cement for the canal com-
pany.'® Although the board took no action on this proposal, another offer by the Lynns in May
1838 to supply cement to the line between Paw Paw Tunnel and Cumberland led to an agreement
the following month.*® According to the contract, Lynn was to furnish 21,000 bushels of cement
at 25 cents per bushel. Some of the cement was to be shipped to canal warehouses at Town Creek
and Lock No. 67 for storage.'® By May 1841, the Lynn Mill had supplied 50,394.14 bushels of
cement to the company at a cost of $16,803.07.*

Charles Locker was operating the mill in the spring of 1848 when construction was re-
sumed on the canal. A contract was signed whereby he agreed to supply the contractors with
60,000 bushels of cement at a rate of 6,000 bushels per month, if required. It was reported that the
mill was full of cement and that delivery of articles to the line had begun in early April.*®

The hydraulic cement manufactured at the mill received the commendation of noted en-
gineers throughout the years, including Benjamin H. Latrobe, Charles P. Manning and Major
Henry Brewerton. The cement was known “for the energy of its action” and for the fact that it
would “bear a greater admixture of sand than any other natural cement.” In the 1870s, a test com-
paring the relative strengths of the major cements in use in the United States revealed that “Cum-
berland Cement” was second only to English Portland Cement in the number of pounds it could
sustain.'® The cement mill continued to flourish into the 20" century.™*

101 3ames W. Thomas and Thomas J. C. Williams, History of Allegany County, Maryland (2 Vols., Cumberland, 1923),

784,

102 Maryland Geological Survey, Allegany County (Baltimore, 1900), 185-186. Later in 1839, four additional cement
quarries were discovered in the vicinity of Cumberland. Two quarries were located in the Little Bedford Valley about
¥ mile and 1% mile back from North Mountain—both being an extension of the vein Lynn was using. A third quarry
was ¥4 mile above Lynn’s Backingstone Quarry and ¥ mile from the river on the hill side—also an extension south-
ward of Lynn’s vein. A fourth quarry was found about 2% miles up from the mouth of North Branch. McFarland to
Fisk, Aug. 8, 1839, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer.

108 Bryan to Fisk, Nov. 10, 1848, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer.

lo4 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, E, 135.

1% |bid, 421, 451.

106 Fisk to President and Directors, June 25, 1838, and Fisk to Morris, Sep. 4, 1838, Ltrs. Sent, Chief Engineer.

197 ) edger A, C&O Co., 154.

108 pavis, Hale and Allen to president and Directors, Apr 11, 1848, in Twentieth Annual Report (1848), C&O Co., 16—
21.
109 ¢ 3. Orick, comp., The Mineral Resources and Manufacturing Facilities of the City of Cumberland, MD (Cumber-
land, 1875), 23-24.
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7. IMPORTED CEMENT FROM NEW YORK AND ENGLAND

Most of the cement used in the construction of the canal until the establishment of Shafer’s Ce-
ment Mill at Round Top Hill in 1838 was produced at the Potomac Mill. However, the presence
of large deposits of limestone did not insure that sufficient quantities of high-grade cement could
be supplied to the contractors to fill their needs at all times. The Potomac Mill was creating a new
industry in the region, necessitating an inevitable period of experimentation as a new science was
being learned the hard way. This experimentation continued throughout the early construction
period, and the lime, which the contractors received, was not always the high quality that was
desired.*! Furthermore, the capacity of the kilns was limited and often insufficient to supply
heavy seasonal demands, thus frequently hindering progress on the masonry works. ™2

The problem of an adequate supply of high-grade lime continued to plague the directors
throughout the early construction period. To fill the gaps in the local supply, the board imported
large quantities of cement from New York and England. The earliest importation of cement oc-
curred in November 1828 when the directors purchased 500 barrels of Parker’s Roman Ce-
ment.*** During the summer of 1829, the first season of full-scale operations, the canal board or-
dered that until good Shepherdstown cement was produced, the contractors were to use Roman
Cement with Thomaston lime for backing."* Because the amount of Parker’s Roman Cement on
hand was insufficient to meet the needs of the contractors, the board purchased 332 barrels of
Watts Roman Cement from a firm in Liverpool. The cement was to be shipped on the brig Cale-
donia bound for Baltimore, the insurance the company was forced to pay amounted to
$1,770.67."" Since the company was in desperate need of cement, the board at the same time
bought 50 casks of Rosendale water cement from Ulster County, New York, already on the
Georgetown wharves and placed orders for 200 more.**

The canal company records are filled with references to further purchases of Rosendale
or New York cement until September 1833. Altogether nearly 10,000 barrels, weighing 335 to

110 Maryland Geological Survey, Allegany County, 185-186.

11 McFarland to Ingle, May 29, 1829, and McFarland to Leckie, July 23, 1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.; and Ingle to
Boteler and Reynolds, Apr. 22, 1830, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.

112 | eckie to President and Directors, July 22, 1829, Wright to President and Directors, Mar 23, 1830; and Leckie to
Cruger and President and Directors, July 1830, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.; and Ingle to McFarland, Jan 8, 1830; and Mercer
to Boteler and Reynolds, May 5, 1830, Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.

13 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 105. In 1796, Joseph Parker patented the so-called Roman
Cement, the process consisting of a conversion by calcinations and pulverization of the nodules, or clay balls, found in
the London clays. Henry Reid, The Science and Art of the Manufacture of Portland Cement (London, 1877), 29. For a
description of the composition and the process of making Parker’s Roman Cement see Appendix B.

114 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 278

115 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 287.

118 |bid, 283. Rock suitable for the manufacture of natural cement was first discovered in America in 1819 by Canvass
White in Madison County, New York, during his service as an engineer on the Erie Canal. During the construction of
the Delaware and Hudson Canal in 1825, natural cement rock was found near the Ulster County communities of High
Falls and Rosendale, New York, and soon a large mill was erected at the latter town to produce Rosendale or New
York water cement. Strictly speaking, natural, Roman, and Rosendale cements all belong to one class, their composi-
tions and the process of their manufacture being similar. Natural or Rosendale cement was somewhat similar to hydrau-
lic lime. Instead of slaking with water, however, after burning it was pulverized, exposed to the air to season, and mar-
keted in powdered form. Instead of having a loss on ignition of 8 to 21 percent as in hydraulic limes, this loss was less
than 5 percent and the resulting cement was considered to be much stronger. Richard K. Meade, Manufacture of Ce-
ment (Scranton, 1922), 3, 32; and Christopher Roberts, The Middlesex Canal (Cambridge, 1938), 99
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350 pounds each, of the New York cement was purchased by the board for use on the canal at a
cost of $24,307.03.*

C. SAW MILLS

GREAT FALLS SAWMILL, MATILDAVILLE

As construction on the canal commenced in the fall of 1828, the directors determined to
build a sawmill near the waterway. In early September, a site was chosen at Matildaville
on the Virginia side of the river near Great Falls; and Thomas Fairfax, on whose land the
site was located, granted permission for the construction of the mill.*® It was to be oper-
ated by water from the Potomac Company’s skirting canal around the falls. In late Sep-
tember, the directors authorized the construction of the sawmill “for the purpose of sup-
plying timber, scantling and plank, where deemed expedient, to the canal.”*® By early
November, a contract had been let to William Apsey and work had begun under the direc-
tion of Superintendent of Wood Work Hezekiah Langley.'* Because of the extended ill-
ness of the contractor, the mill was not completed until April 1830 at a cost of
$2,445.92.*

The sawmill was built on a plan similar to that of Lewis Wernwag at Harpers
Ferry with one saw and a machine for drawing the logs out of the water. At its peak ca-
pacity, the mill could cut 2,000 to 3,000 feet of “4 by 4” plank per day.**

During the construction of the sawmill, the canal company commissioned two
surveys for the best supplies of timber in the Potomac Valley. Large quantities of good
locust timber were in the Shenandoah and Opequon Valleys of Jefferson and Loudoun
Counties in Virginia and the upper part of Frederick and the lower part of Washington
Counties in Maryland. The Cacapon River Valley was also found to possess good stands
of yellow pine, walnut, chestnut and white oak. The small locust, cedar, chestnut, white
oak and black walnut trees that were in the path of the canal were considered to be suffi-
cient for making fence posts and railing.**

In February 1831, the company leased the sawmill to George W. Smoot of Alex-
andria for five years at a yearly rental fee of $150.* When the Chesapeake & Ohio was
opened between Georgetown and Seneca later in the year, the board solicited bids for the
removal of the sawmill to an undetermined site on the new waterway. The expense of
moving the mill would be repaid by allowing the mover to use the mill. Until a contract

1 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 408, 418; B, 28, 38, 51, 67, 143, 236; and Ledger A, C&O

Co., 178-180.

18 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 57.

19 Ibid, 84.

120 |bid, 394-395.

121 |bid, B, 31, 54, 64; and Ledger A, C&O Co., 180.

122 Langley to Mercer, Oct. 28, 1828, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

123 Langley to Mercer, Oct. 28, 29, 1828; and Naylor to Mercer, Sep 30, 1828, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.
124 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, B, 266.
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was let for the move, all detachable parts of the mill were to be stored in the company
warehouse in Georgetown for safekeeping.'®

Although there is no available documentation concerning the relocation of the
sawmill, there is evidence that Smoot took the canal company to court over this change in
location. After a lengthy battle, the marshal of the District of Columbia in October 1835
ruled against Smoot by confirming the right of the canal company to break its rental
agreement and to dispose of its property.'®

There is no evidence that the canal company established other sawmills along the
line of the canal during the construction period. Apparently, as the work progressed up
the Potomac Valley, the timber products were supplied by mills in the area such as Lewis
Wernwag’s mill at Harpers ferry, Jacob Miller’s mill about two-thirds of a mile below
Pack Horse Ford, William Naylor’s mill at the junction of the Cacapon and the Potomac
and Young’s sawmill at Cumberland. As the construction work progressed, the company
increasingly began also to contract with individuals, such as Captain William Easby of
Washington, for the manufacture, delivery and installation of lock gates and other timber-
related products.*”

D. BRICK KILNS
PAW PAW TUNNEL BRICK MAKING

Lee Montgomery, the contractor for Paw Paw Tunnel, began making bricks for the arching of the
tunnel in 1837 or 1838. He used local building materials and a portable brick-making machine
obtained in Baltimore. His kiln probably was located at the upstream end of the field adjacent to
the canal section superintendent’s house, because recent bulldozing at that location has revealed a
large quantity of cinders and coal. In the spring of 1838, it was reported that Montgomery’s
bricks were of poor quality, and consequently, many of them were never used.*?®

When work resumed on the canal in November 1847 under the new contract with Hunter,
Harris & Co., the work on the tunnel was subcontracted to McCullough & Day. Mr. Campbell,
one of the workers of the latter firm, was assigned the task of making bricks for the tunnel arch.
Upon examination, it was found that the excavation material from Section No. 311 at the upper
end of the tunnel could be used for brick clay. Further examination of the ground indicated that
there were sufficient quantities of clay within one-half mile of the upper portal of the tunnel to
produce the 5,800,000 bricks required to arch the structure.'?

To insure against future problems in producing good brick, Chief Engineer Fisk hired
James McFarland to tour Hudson River Valley and to learn the mode of making bricks, the types
of machinery used to mix and mould the clay, and the process of burning the bricks. This infor-
mation was given to Campbell and presumably put to use.*®

12 Ibid, C, 21.

125 1hid, D, 415.

127 Naylor to Mercer, Sep 30, 1828, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.; Miller to President and Board of Directors, May 1, 1863,
Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.; Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, F, 215; Fisk to Easby, Aug 2, 15, 1838,
Ltrs. Sent, C&O Co.; and Young to Fisk, Sep 28, 1848, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer.

128 Morris to Fisk, Mar 16, 1838, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer, and Hahn, Towpath Guide, Section Four, 45.

129 Morris to Fisk, Jun 5, 1839, and Dungan to Fisk, July 30, 1849, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer.

130 McFarland to Fisk, Feb 11, 1848, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer.
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I GENERAL CHRONOLOGY OF THE CONSTUCTION
OF THE CHESAPEAKE & OHIO CANAL: 1828-1850

1828

June 23: President Charles F. Mercer was authorized by the canal board to engage Benjamin
Wright as chief engineer of the canal company. Additional surveyors and engineers were to be
hired to aid Wright in preparing an unspecified section of the canal for immediate excavation.!

June 24: The company clerk was ordered to proceed immediately along both shores of the Poto-
mac River between Seneca Creek and Cumberland for the purpose of obtaining land for the loca-
tion of the canal. He was also authorized to purchase land on which was located materials for the
construction of the waterway.?

June 24: Since the company stockholders and the citizens of the District of Columbia wanted the
construction of the canal to commence on July 4, the canal board determined the work with the
city authorities toward this goal. Following the passage of a resolution by the Washington Board
of Aldermen and Common Council on July 1, the canal directors agreed to begin the excavation
of the watersway with appropriate ceremonies on July 4, near the Powder Magazine at the head of
Little Falls.

June 26: President Mercer informed the canal board that notice had been served upon him on June
24 *of an injunction granted by Theodore Bland, Chancellor of the State of Maryland, at the suit
of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company.” This injunction prevented the construction of the
canal above Point of Rocks. The canal board, upon learning of this legal ploy by the railroad, re-
solved to engage Walter Jones, a local attorney, as counsel for the canal company and to hire ad-
ditional legal counsel in Frederick, Maryland, to look after their interests. Later, on July 10, the
boaroll1 voted to retain Francis Scott Key, a lawyer in Georgetown, as an assistant counsel in the
case.

June 26: The canal board voted unanimously to adopt the route for the canal surveyed by the U.
S. Board of Engineers and by James Geddes and Nathan S. Roberts along the north bank of the
Potomac River below Cumberland.®

July 2: The canal board determined to take immediate steps to secure conveyances of land to the
canal company in the states of Maryland and Pennsylvania for the commencement of the western
section of the waterway between Cumberland and Pittsburgh as surveyed by the U. S. Board of
Engineers in 1824-25. Andrew Stewart, a director of the company, was authorized to effect these
land conveyances and, if necessary, to initiate condemnation proceedings under the state laws.®

July 4: On this date, groundbreaking ceremonies for the canal were held near the Powder Maga-
zine at the head of Little Falls. To add to the significance of the occasion, the board invited Presi-

! Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 2.
? Ibid, 6.

*Ibid, 5, 9.

* Ibid, 8, 21.

® Ibid.

® Ibid, 10.
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dent John Quincy Adams to attend the ceremonies and to turn the first spadeful of earth. Many
representatives of official Washington and of the foreign delegations were among the dignitaries
present at the ceremonies. After breakfasting in Georgetown, the directors and their guests pro-
ceeded up the river about five miles in boats especially provided for the occasion. They disem-
barked at the foot of Little Falls and went directly to the Powder Magazine at the head of the falls.

After a number of short speeches, President Adams gave his blessing to the undertaking
by emphasizing the national character of the work. At the conclusion of his address, he took the
spade and began to break the ground. Unfortunately, his spade struck a root and his effort was
foiled. After a second failure, Adams took off his coat, again took up the shovel, and with the
cheers of the audience finally succeeded in breaking the ground. The members of the official
party returned to Georgetown where they partook of a lavish dinner. The affair was a huge suc-
cess, focusing public attention on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal as a national work and over-
shad7owed the inaugural ceremonies of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad in Baltimore on the same
day.

July 5. The directors authorized President Mercer to employ several principal engineers and a
number of assistant engineers to survey and prepare for placing under contract the eastern section
of the canal from Little Falls to Cumberland.

The board resolved that public notice should be given that proposals for the excavation,
embankment and walling of the canal prism between Little Falls and Great Falls would be re-
ceived at the C&O Canal Company office on August 14-16. Similar notice was also to be given
that proposals for building from 18 to 20 locks and the masonry structures on this section of the
canal were to be received October 1-20.

Immediate steps were authorized to locate the most convenient points along the Potomac
River at which suitable stone could be obtained for the construction of the masonry works on the
waterway. Similar inquires were to be made where suitable lime could be found near the river for
making hydraulic cement. If necessary, a sum of $20 was to be offered as a reward to anyone who
could discover large quantities of this material near the line of the canal.®

July 19: Chief Engineer Wright informed the board that the line of the canal from Great Falls to
Seneca Creek was under survey and would be prepared for letting out contracts for the embank-
ment, excavation and walling of the canal prism August 14-16. Proposals for the five locks and
other masonry structures on this subdivision would be received October 1-20.°

July 30: After considerable pressure from the stockholders and citizens in Washington had been
brought to bear on the directors to locate the eastern terminus of the canal in the District of Co-
lumbia, the board decided to hold a general meeting in the Washington City Hall on September
10 to resolve the question. Clerk John P. Ingle was instructed to place weekly notices of the meet-
ing in the Philadelphia American Daily Advertiser, the Baltimore American, the Virginia Free
and the Washington National Intelligencer. Two weeks later on August 9, the board appointed a

" Washington National Intelligencer, July 7, 1828, and Walter S. Sanderlin, The Great National Project: A
History of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal (Baltimore, 1946), 59-60. See Appendix A for President John
Quincy Adams' reminiscences of the ground-breaking ceremonies which are excerpted from Memoirs of
John Quincy Adams, Vol. 8, 49-50. The use of the Fourth of July for the formal inauguration of internal
improvements projects was a common practice in those years. For example, the Erie Canal began construc-
tion on July 4, 1817.

® Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 11-13.

° Ibid, 24-25.
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committee to consult with Attorney General William Wirt and members of Congress concerning
the position the canal company should take at the general meeting.*

August 2: The board determined that President Mercer should direct the preparation, printing and
distribution of proposals for the prospective contractors who were ready to bid for the excavation,
embankment and walling of the canal prism. On August 9, Mercer submitted a printed form of the
propoizlzlls; and on August 18, he submitted a second printed form of the contracts for work on the
canal.

July 10: Six newspapers were selected by the board to be used for advertising purposes by the
canal. The newspapers were: the Washington National Intelligencer, Alexandria Gazette, Vir-
ginia Free Press (Charleston), Hagerstown Herald, Cumberland Advocate, and Pennsylvania
Democrat (Uniontown).*?

August 9: The board voted to give public notice that proposals would be received between Octo-
ber 15-20 for the entire section of the canal between Seneca Creek and Point of Rocks, a distance
of about 27 miles. Bid would be accepted for the sections, socks, aqueduct and culverts on that
stretch of the line. The forms for the proposals were to be ready for distribution by October 1. The
letting of these contracts was to be published in all the newspapers of the counties bordering on
thelsPotomac and in the Winchester papers, in addition to those that had been selected on July
10.

August 20: After examining 462 proposals submitted by some 100 contractors, the board let con-
tracts for the 34 sections between Little Falls and Seneca Creek. Most of the successful bidders
had prior experience in the construction of canals in New York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Connecticut
and Canada, New York and Pennsylvania men secured 18 of the contracts, amounting to
$160,000 of a total of $218,000 let.**

August 21: The canal company formally accepted the Potomac Company’s surrender and con-
veyance “of all its rights and privileges.”*

August 23: The board took action to organize its corps of engineers to direct the operations on the
canal. The Board of Engineers was to consist of Chief Engineer Wright assisted by two directors,
positions to be offered to Nathan S. Roberts and John Martineau. In addition, President Mercer
was authorized to employ the number of resident and assistant engineers, rodmen and axemen
that the Board of Engineers would require.

On this date, the Board of Engineers was also directed to survey and estimate the cost of
building a feeder from the Monocacy River to the line of the canal.™

August 30: Upon the petition of several contractors, the board ordered that building materials and
provisions for the contractors would be allowed to pass through the old Potomac Company locks

' Ibid, 31-32, 35-37.

" Ibid, 34, 35, 40.

2 1bid, 22.

"3 bid, 37-38.

Ibid, 41-43, and Sanderlin, The Great National project, 67—68.

15 Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 43-44.

1% Ibid, 47-49, 54-55. Roberts and Martineau later accepted the positions offered to them.
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at Little Falls and Great Falls without payment of toll charges. The move was made to hasten
construction and lessen the impact of rising building costs.

The directors also instructed the Board of Engineers to construct a road or pathway along
the line of the canal at the expense of the company.

Phineas Janney, a director of the company, was appointed to obtain Thomas Fairfax’s
consent for the construction of a saw mill at Great Falls for the use of the company. On Septem-
ber 3, Janney reported that Fairfax had given his consent.*’

September 3: The canal company adopted an official seal commemorating the purposes of the
waterway. Designed by Benjamin Chambers, the brass seal was to be impressed on all contracts
of the company accompanied by the signature of the president or the director acting in his place.*®

September 10: On this date, a general meeting of the stockholders of the canal company convened
to determine the location of the eastern terminus of the waterway. President Mercer, on behalf of
the directors, recommended to the stockholders that if Attorney General Wirt found that the com-
pany charter gave the authority for such action that the canal be extended from Little Falls to
Rock Creek along the line surveyed by Wright and Martineau in August. When the Corporation
of Washington built a basin at the mouth of Tiber Creek, the company would extend the canal to
that point unless the corporation wished to construct the extension. A request would be made to
Congress to aid the company in extending the canal to the Navy Yard and to Alexandria via an
aqueduct across the Potomac, the northern abutment of which would be built by the company.
The stockholders promptly agreed to the recommendation as it offered a compromise between
those who desired the eastern terminus at Little Falls and those who wanted the company to ex-
tend its works to the Eastern Branch (Anacostia River).™

September 19: The board passed five resolutions relative to the construction of the canal: (1) each
lock chamber was to be 15 feet wide in the clear so they would correspond with the locks on the
canals in New York, Ohio and Western Pennsylvania; (2) the canal between its eastern terminus
and the Shenandoah River at Harpers Ferry was to be six feet deep; (3) suitable places were to be
selected for the immediate construction of as many lock-keepers’ houses along the line of the ca-
nal as were needed by the Corps of Engineers in superintending its construction; (4) when the
specifications for the October lettings were prepared, they were to be printed and distributed
among the prospective contractors; and (5) the Board of Engineers was directed to locate and
prepare for contract the portion of the canal between Little Falls and Rock Creek, including the
basin at the latter location. As a part of this operation, the engineers were to report the plan and
estimate of a road to replace the public highway which would be destroyed by the construction of
this section of the canal.”

September 27: The board determined that proposals be received at the next letting for double and
single locks and that the directors retain the alternative of adopting either plan. The board of en-

7 Ibid, pp.53-54, 56-67. This saw mill was located at Matildaville on the Virginia side of the river and was
contracted to William Apsey. See Ibid, B, 452; and Apsey to Mercer, June 17 and July 18, 1829, Ltrs.
Recd., C&O Co.

'8 Ibid, 63-64. For a description of the seal, see Appendix B.

19 1bid, 76-78; Proceedings of the Stockholders, A, 23-32; Proceedings of the President and Directors of
the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal and of the Corporations of Washington, Georgetown and Alexandria, in
Relation to the Location of the Eastern Termination of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal (Washington, 1828),
1-15.

2 proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 80-82.
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gineers was ordered to report on the relative cost and advantages of building single and double
locks on the canal from its eastern terminus to the Shenandoah.

Walter Smith, one of the company directors, was authorized to speed the commencement
of operations on the canal by making private contracts for the satisfaction of landowners through
whose property the line of the canal would pass between Rock Creek and Seneca Creek. When he
could not arrive at an agreement with the proprietor, he was to submit the case to outside arbitra-
tion. Where private contracts could be consummated by purchasing outright the right of the
owner in the lot or part of the lot of the tract to be acquired, he was to do so for the benefit of the
company.

The directors voted to appoint a superintendent of stone work and a superintendent of
wood work to each division of the canal. These individuals would be treated as engineers and
would work under the direction of the board of engineers.

President Mercer was instructed to have the superintendent of wood work construct a saw
mill at Matildaville near the Great Falls on the Virginia side of the Potomac. The saw mill was to
supply locust timber for the lock gates and scantling and plank to the contractors as needed during
the construction of the waterway.*

October 16: Attorney General William Wirt submitted to President Mercer his legal opinion on
the question of whether the canal company’s charter permitted the extension of the waterway to
Rock Creek. According to his understanding of the legislative acts of Virginia and Maryland and
the company charter, the precise location of the canal’s eastern termination was not defined.
However, since the documents specified that the terminus of the canal was to be at tidewater in
the Egzistrict of Columbia, the company could legally locate its terminus anywhere in the Dis-
trict.

October 18: The directors resolved that the portion of the canal between Rock Creek and Little
Falls be placed under contract when Chief Engineer Wright reported that the company engineers
had completed their surveys. The Seneca and Monocacy feeders and Dams Nos. 1 and 2 also
were to be let for contract at his discretion. The time for this letting was subsequently fixed by
Wright for December 4.2

October 21-25: After traveling up the canal from Georgetown and holding a three-day meeting at
Leesburg, Virginia, President Mercer and the board of directors let 50 sections of the line from
Seneca Creek to Point of Rocks and much of the masonry work between Little Falls and Point of
Rocks. There were 1,308 proposals for these contracts. The work that was let included Sections
Nos. 35-84, Locks Nos. 5-27, Aqueduct No. 1 and Culverts Nos. 10-12 and 17.%

October 31: The board accepted a proposal by Hovey and Hitchcock to construct Aqueduct No. 2
across the Monocacy.”

November 15: As there was an apparent labor shortage in the Potomac Valley, the board voted
to begin advertising its need for workers in Europe.

*! |bid, 82-84.

%2 1bid, 89.

% bid, 92.

2% |bid, 93-98; and Sanderlin, The Great National project, 68. See Appendix D for a list of the contractors.
% proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 100.
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The directors determined to send a proposal to the authorities in Frederick that the com-
pany would convert the contemplated Monocacy feeder into a navigable canal provided the city
and county would build an extension to the town.

The board decided that it was expedient to substitute ferries for bridges and fords across
the canal. A petition was to be drawn up and presented to the Maryland legislature to authorize
such substitution wherever the canal passed through the territory of that State. To achieve this
goal with the least inconvenience to the landowners along the Potomac, the board wanted the
State to grant it authority to acquire all the property between the canal and the river.?

November 22: The board organized the canal line and made assignments of the engineers to the
administrative divisions of the canal. The directors divided the entire canal into three parts: east-
ern, middle and western. Inasmuch as the chapter required that construction begin to the east, that
leg of the canal was subdivided into three parts of 120 sections each. The average section was
half a mile in length, and twenty sections generally formed a residency.

A list of rules and regulations to govern the administration of the engineering corps was
adopted and published. The engineer corps was divided into five grades: chief engineer, board of
engineers, resident engineers, assistant engineers and rodmen. The board of engineers consisted
of three members, each of whom also had charge of one division of the eastern section. The engi-
neer in charge of the first division was automatically chief engineer.?’

November 22: The board determined to stimulate the pride of the contractors in their work on
the canal by announcing that rewards were to be given for quality construction. The rewards to be
issued were as follows: (1) a silver cup valued at $50 for the best constructed lock on the first di-
vision completed within the specified time limit of the contracts; (2) a silver medal valued at $10
for the best constructed culvert of any letting; (3) a silver medal valued at $20 for the best portion
of slope or vertical walling consisting of at least 500 perches of stone on a residency; (4) a silver
medal valued at $30 for the best executed section of the first division; (5) a silver medal valued at
$20 for the first section to be completed in any given letting; and (6) a silver medal valued at $10
for the greatest sum of common excavation done on any section in a given month.?®

November 22: President Mercer informed the board that the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad had
advertised to contract for the construction of their line across the right-of-way of the canal at
Point of Rocks. Accordingly, the directors authorized him to apply for an injunction to prevent
any further proceedings in the contemplated letting of such contracts. Mercer was also given
permission to employ former Attorney General William Wirt as an attorney of the company to
assist Walter Jones in conducting the legal suits between the two companies.”

November 29: Chief Engineer Wright submitted specifications for the pier at the Rock Creek
Basin, the dams, the locks and the bridges. Accordingly, Clerk Ingle was ordered to print these
documents for distribution.*

% |bid, 104-105. Wilson M. C. Fairfax and Alfred Cruger were directed to survey all the land between the
projected canal line and the river from Georgetown to Harpers Ferry preparatory to the land acquisition
program.

" First Annual Report (1829), C&O Co., in Proceedings of Stockholders, A, 48; and Proceedings of the
President and Board of Directors, A, 107-115. See Appendix E for a list of the engineers on the first divi-
sion of the canal.

%8 pProceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 115-116.

2 1bid, 117.

% 1bid, 119.



Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Historic Resource Study 185
Unrau: 5. Construction Chronology: 1824-1850

November 29: When the board received word that the authorities at Frederick would not build a
navigable canal to the contemplated feeder on the Monocacy River, they resolved to drop plans
temporarily for the proposed feeder.*

December 3: The board agreed to advertise for the delivery to the company’s saw mill at Great
Falls of a large quantity of rough timber. The timber was to be used for sawed post and rail fences
and for the posts and crossbars of the lock gates.*

December 10:  After considering a number of proposals at the Engineer’s Office in Georgetown,
the board let contracts for the five miles between Rock Creek and Little Falls. This work included
Sections A-H, Locks Nos. 1-4, Dams Nos. 1-2, bridges Nos. 1-2, seven culverts, and the pier,
waste weir and tide lock at the Rock Creek Basin®.

December 11: Chief Engineer Wright reported to the board on the number and location of the
lockkeepers’ houses necessary for the accommodation of the Resident Engineers. The board then
accepted the bids for 12 lockhouses.*

1829

January 7: The board authorized President Mercer to commence advertisements in Virginia for
the purpose of attracting laborers to the canal.®

January 21: The directors resolved to receive proposals for the supply of locust timber for the
lock gates.

January 31: To alleviate the continuing labor shortage along the line of the canal, the board au-
thorized President Mercer to make an arrangement with Henry Richards, a Welshman formerly
employed on the Erie and Chesapeake and Delaware Canals, to serve as the agent of the Chesa-
peake & Ohio Canal Company in Great Britain and to secure laborers to work on the project. The
board also continued to negotiate for workers from the British Isles through James Maury, the
American consul at Liverpool. On March 6, an agreement was made with Richards, and he was
soon sent to England to recruit laborers in cooperation with Maury.*’

March 6: Because of the continuing intransigence of many landowners along the line of the canal
to surrender their properties to the company, the board ordered that condemnation proceedings be
initiated to acquire the necessary land for the canal’s right-of-way between Rock Creek and Point
of Rocks. A jury was to be called for this purpose on March 24.%

%1 |bid, 119.

% |bid, 123.

* Ibid, 127. See Appendix F for a list of the contractors for this work.

* Ibid, 129. See Appendix G for a list of the contractors for the lockhouses.

% bid, 140.

% 1bid, 146.

%" |bid, 153, 175; Mercer to Maury, March 7 and July 8, 1829 and Mercer to Richards, July 8, 1829, Ltrs.
Sent, C&O Co.

% Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 175.
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March 14: Earlier on February 28, President Mercer had informed the directors that the contracts
for Locks Nos. 5-8; 12; 15-18; 19-20; 23-24 and 26 had been abandoned. Accordingly, the
board accepted new proposals to construct the locks, and on March 14, declared new contracts.
The guard lock and feeder at Seneca Falls also were contracted to the firm of Holdsworth and
Isherwood.*

March 17: The directors authorized Inspector of Masonry Alexander B. McFarland to make a
contract with Boteler and Reynolds, who owned the Potomac Mills at Shepherdstown, for the
delivery of 50,000 bushels of water lime to the canal works at 17 cents per bushel. Stone of a
suitable quality for hydraulic lime had been discovered near Shepherdstown, on the Virginia side
of the river, early in 1828, and a mill and kiln had been erected to grind and burn the lime.*°

March 18: At a special meeting of the board, President Mercer announced that a suit brought by
John Mason et al. of Georgetown to prevent the extension of the canal through Georgetown had
been dismissed by the U.S. Supreme Court. Since the work on the canal between Little Falls and
Rock Creek had been suspended pending the outcome of the suit, work on this portion of the wa-
terway was to be rushed to completion.**

March 18: The directors decided that the plan of the canal should be changed so “as to form a
berm bank...not exceeding forty feet in width” wherever the Chief Engineer recommended such a
modification. Later on April 22, the board directed that the width of the canal prism be reduced in
order to add six feet to the breadth of the berm bank between Georgetown and Little Falls. This
berm was to serve as a new roadway between these two points, replacing the road which had been
destroyed by the line of the canal.*

March 18: The board accepted the proposal submitted by James O’Brien for the construction of
Lockhouse No. 6.

April 4: As early as the spring of 1829, the company realized that the rising construction costs
would jeopardize the completion of its work. To offset this danger and to increase the subscrip-
tions to the level necessary to finish the canal, the board, on April 4, constituted Richard Rush as
the agent of the company to open books in Europe to receive subscriptions up to $6,000,000 for
the eastern section and $10,000,000 for the entire canal.**

April 8: Inspector of Masonry McFarland informed the board that he had discovered a blue hy-
drate of lime about 100 yards from the Potomac Mills in Shepherdstown. Because he considered
this stone to be superior to that for which the company had contracted, the board ordered him to
extend the existing contract with Boteler and Reynolds to 100,000 bushels of hydraulic cement
using the blue stone.®

% Ibid, 178-179. See Appendix H for a list of the contractors for the relet locks. The locks were relet gen-
erally at prices 25 percent above those in the original contracts.

“0 Ibid, 181; and Boteler to Mercer, January 14 and 22, 1828, in U.S. , Congress, House, Committee on
Roads and Canals, Report of the Committee on Roads and Canals, H. Report 141, 20" Congress, 1% Ses-
sion, 1828, Appendix 4, 38-39.

* Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 182.

*2 |bid, 183184, 204, 215. John W. Baker built the new road along Sections C. F.

* Ibid, 186-187.

* Ibid, 190-191, and First Annual report (1829), C&O Co., in Proceedings of Stockholders, A, 50.

*® Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 195-196.
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April 8: By the early spring of 1829, many contractors were facing financial hardship resulting
from the rising cost of construction materials and labor. To prevent the bankruptcy of capable
contractors who were willing to continue their operations, the board authorized President Mercer
to provide additional compensation to them. This authority was given at first only for the lock
contractors but was later extended to those on the aqueducts and sections.*

April 25: The board was informed that the local jury had completed the condemnation of land
required for the construction of the canal through Georgetown to the Montgomery County line at
a sum of $30,000. The board accepted the verdicts and appropriated the funds. The board also
decided to sell the buildings and other improvements on the line of the canal in Georgetown at a
public sale after five-days notice had been given in the Georgetown Columbian.*’

April 25: Apparently the Potomac Mills were not supplying the canal works with sufficient quan-
tities of water lime, because on this date, Chief Engineer Wright was ordered to purchase 4,000
bushels “of the best New York water lime.”*®

April 29: Despite delays caused by the legal dispute with the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, the ca-
nal board began early preparations to extend their line up the Potomac Valley above Point of
Rocks. On this date, Resident Engineer Alfred Cruger submitted to the board his plans, profiles
and field notes from his recent survey of the line between Point of Rocks and Williamsport.*®

May 20: The directors ordered the company engineers to build a berm bank or roadway 30 feet
wide on each side of Rock Creek Basin.*

May 20: President Mercer was authorized to engage the services of 300 stonecutters and masons
from Europe. He was also directed to make loans to the contractors to enable them to transport
additional stonecutters and masons from other parts of the United States. Later, on June 10, he
was instructed to provide for the importation of common laborers from Europe.>

June 1: The President and directors informed the canal company stockholders that the line of the
canal between Rock Creek and Point of Rocks was under contract. This 48—mile distance in-
cluded 92 sections, two aqueducts, about 60 culverts, two dams, 27 locks, 17 lockhouses and sev-
eral basins. The contractors had commenced operations on 73 sections prior to May 1 and on the
remaining sections after that date. Section No. 78, the first to be completed, had been constructed
between January 15 and May 6. The previous winter had been so severe that the contractors who
had begun construction after the August letting were no further ahead in their operations than
those who had elected to begin after the arrival of spring. The contractors for the masonry works
were generally further behind on their operations than were those for the excavation. The board
had enlarged the general dimensions of the canal to 60 feet wide at the surface, 42 feet wide at the
bottom, and six feet in depth to improve the course of the waterway at little additional cost. The
enlarged dimensions, which were to apply to the canal between Georgetown and Harpers Ferry,

*® 1bid, 196, 202, 205.
" 1bid, 209.

8 1bid, 209.

9 1bid, 213.

% 1hid, 228.

%1 |bid, 226, 284.
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had been prompted partially by the conditions attached to the Congressional subscription to canal
company stock and partially by the intention of the board to provide water power to Georgetown
manufacturers.”

June 6: At the urging of Alexander B. McFarland, the newly appointed Superintendent of Cement
at Shepherdstown, the board ordered that a cement house be built near the Potomac Mills to pro-
tect the hydraulic lime until it was needed on the canal. The sum of $350 was appropriated for
this purpose.*

June 8: The directors ordered Chief Engineer Wright to supply the contractors on the first and
second residencies with adequate supplies of Roman cement. Thomaston lime was to be used as a
cement for backing. These arrangements were to last until sufficient quantities of good water lime
could be procured from Shepherdstown.>*

June 10: The board authorized the purchase of locust and heart pine for the construction of lock
gates. Nathaniel Billington’s proposal for locust timber was accepted at 39 cents per cubic foot,
and James Campbell’s proposal to supply best heart pine in 2-inch plank was approved at $1.62%
per 100 feet, board measure.*

July 1: It was reported to the board that Messrs. R. and H. Fowler of New York, subcontractors
under Hurd, Canfield & Co., had completed Section No. 78. As this was the first section to be
completed on the canal, the Fowlers were entitled to a $20 silver medal. However, at their re-
quest, the board gave them $20 in cash in lieu of the medal.*®

July 15: The problems caused by the continuing labor shortage in the Potomac Valley and by the
stalemated legal dispute with the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad were much in evidence at the
board’s meeting on this date. President Mercer was directed to pay the expense of transporting
workers from New York to the line of the canal. However, when Mercer recommended the pur-
chase of 100 slaves who were to be instructed in the art of stonecutting and masonry, the board
refused to support him. As a result of the work already executed and of the controversy with the
railroad, the directors reduced the number of residencies from five to four and determined to ter-
minate the services of an unspecified number of engineers.*’

August 5: Upon the recommendation of Chief Engineer Wright, the board approved the use of
cast iron paddle gates for the locks. Patented by John F. King of Washington, the lower lock gates
were each to have two paddles, 2 feet by 18 inches and weighing about 160 to 180 pounds.*®

The board was informed by Inspector of Masonry Robert Leckie that James O’Brien re-
cently had completed Lockhouse No. 5. This was the first such structure on the canal to be fin-

>2 First Annual Report (1829), C&O Co., in Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 242
244; 256-257; 267-268.

%% Proceedings of the President and Board of Directors, A, 276.

> Ibid, 278. Two days later, the directors purchased 50 casks of New York water cement already in
Georgetown and ordered 200 more for immediate delivery.

> bid, 284.

% 1bid, 298.

*" 1bid, 308-310; 363.

%8 bid, 318; Wright to President and Directors, July 30, 1829; and King to President and Directors, August
7, 1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co. Earlier, the plan for the lower lock gates consisted of six wooden paddle
gates opening from lateral culverts. Proceedings of the Stockholders, A, 19.
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ished. According to Leckie, O’Brien was an excellent stone mason and had made one of the best
stone jobs on the entire line.*

The board directed Inspector of Masonry Leckie to provide for the construction of suit-
able buildings along the line of the canal for storing cement.®

August 19: The directors appointed a committee to draw up a contract with O. H. Dibble for ex-
cavating and walling the Rock Creek Basin. After several weeks of negotiations, the signed con-
tract was presented to the board and was promptly approved.®

August 26: It was reported to the board that work all along the line of construction was halted
because of sickness. Because many of the engineers and contractors were away from the canal,
the board was unable to push the work.

September 11: Plagued by the late summer sickness and the rapidly rising cost of construction
materials, many contractors had suspended their operations. In an effort to get the work resumed,
the board voted to inform the contractors that it would consider as abandoned all works not under
operation by October 5.%

September 24: The first flood to affect construction of the canal occurred in early August. The
areas hardest hit by the freshet were Little Falls, Great Falls and Seneca. The contracts had not
provided for additional compensation to cover damages from flooding during construction, the
contractors began requesting supplemental aid to cover their losses.®

September 25: President Mercer informed the board that he had let the contracts for all the cul-
verts, “except such as were before specially let,” to two firms. The culverts below Seneca Creek
were contracted to McCord & Mowry, while those above that point were let to Albert Hovey.®

September 29: C. K. Gardner of the U. S. Post Office Department notified President Mercer that
seven post offices had been established along the canal during the winter of 1828-1829 for the
convenience of canal officials and contractors. It is apparent that this had been accomplished after
the canal company had put pressure on the postal service to do so. The canal company evidently
felt that by providing mail service along the line of construction, faster and more effective com-
munication could be had, which in turn would facilitate construction. The seven locations were as
follows: Powder Magazine at Little Falls, Bear Island, Clementon, Seneca Mills, Conrad’s Ferry,
Mouth of Monocacy and Catoctin. Additional post offices would be established at other locations

% O'Brien to President and Directors, August 5, 1829; and Leckie to president and Directors, August 2,
1829, Ltrs. Recd., C&O Co.

% proceedings of the President Board of Directors, A, 318-319.

®