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The GWR Comes to London - Why Paddington?

David Hodgkins

The Great Western Railway and Paddington have
been closely associated for so long that the terms are
almost interchangeable. Why their terminus was built
there and not elsewhere is of course briefly explained
in MacDermot’s History of the Great Western
Railway and more fully in Michael Tutton’s
Paddington Station, 1833-1854, but even the latter
does not do justice to the many interests which led
to the choice of Paddington and rests mainly on the
records of the GWR itself, though there is much
relevant material to be found in other sources,
particularly the Parliamentary records, papers of the
Turnpike Commissioners of the Metropolis, and the
London & Birmingham Railway archives which
reveal the difference in views within that company.1

Initial Uncertainty

The GWR were slow to settle on a London
terminus. At the outset in August 1833 the directors
decided that the plan and prospectus should show
two lines of road from London to Maidenhead and
explain that no route had yet been finally adopted.2

One line on the plan terminated in the Paddington
area; the second crossed the Thames below Kingston
and terminated in Lambeth, opposite Westminster.
The latter option was soon abandoned. Philip
Hardwick3 was asked to confer with the Marquess
of Westminster, Lord Holland, and other great landed
proprietors who were interested in the proposed line
of railway on its approach to London. By October
Brunel, in Hardwick’s absence, was asked to consult
the Marquess’s agent about the book of reference as
a matter of urgency. Already there had been changes
in the approach to London as Charles Saunders, the
London Secretary of the GWR, wrote early in
October that the design of passing through the
playground of the Westminster scholars had been
abandoned.4 At the end of October the London
Committee resolved that the line of railway ought to
commence at the London end on the west side of the
Vauxhall Bridge Road, contiguous to the River
Thames and the works of the Equitable Gas
Company. This proposal was incorporated in the

parliamentary plans deposited in November 1833 for
railways from London to Reading and from Bath to
Bristol. Thus from South Acton only one route was
shown through Hammersmith, Brompton and Pimlico
to Vauxhall Bridge Road (Figure 1).5

Opposition from Earl Cadogan

The kind of works that were involved in the
approach to the London terminus can be seen from
another letter from Saunders to Hardwick. The
railway would be 25 feet above the Fulham Road
and at that point carried for a considerable distance
on either side on a viaduct composed of a succession
of arches. The width of the base of the structure
would be about 36 feet.6 This plan however
encountered strenuous opposition from the
landowners in Chelsea and Pimlico, particularly Earl
Cadogan and the Marquess of Westminster.
Cadogan’s surveyor asked Hardwick for information
on the ornamental parts of the railway, the description
of arches etc across his lordship’s property which
the model did not sufficiently illustrate.7 He warned
that Cadogan’s support would depend to a great
measure on the answer he received. The board agreed
to meet Cadogan’s wishes regarding the passage of
the railway through the valuable part of his property
in Chelsea, provided that he gave his support and
that the success of the application to Parliament was
not endangered.8 Following the successful second
reading of the Bill in the Commons by a ‘triumphant
majority’ (182 to 92) on 10 March,  Hardwick was
sent to Paris to see him.9  Cadogan however was
adamant despite a number of concessions.

Brompton and the Turnpike Commissioners

The result was that following discussions in the
early stages of the lengthy Commons Committee, the
board decided on Brompton as a terminus, noting
that the concession had already been made to
Cadogan, though they then seemed unwilling to
abandon extension through Chelsea and Pimlico at
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some future date.10 Although the Brompton terminus
was included in the amended version of the bill which
went to the Lords, by then the GWR had run into
serious difficulties over this proposal. The main
objection came from the Turnpike Commissioners
of the Metropolis11 who when informed of the
proposal reacted sharply. The plan was to terminate
the railway at the Hoop and Toy public house at the
western end of Thurloe Place. The inn was first
licensed in 1760 and still flourishes today, though
the brick and timber building of the latter part of the
late fifteenth or early sixteenth century was replaced
in 1844 and reconstructed in 1927.12 The actual site
proposed for the station was to the rear of the inn
close to the site of the future South Kensington
station. However ‘as it appeared to the commissioners
that the adoption of such a measure might be
detrimental to the interests of the public’, they
appointed a sub-committee which included Lord
Grosvenor, the Marquess of Westminster’s son.13

They first asked for plans, but considered that these
did not satisfactorily explain the mode of crossing
the roads, so they decided to summon Brunel, Ward,
the GWR’s solicitor, and Saunders. The GWR
officials attended on 22 April, but failed to convince
the commissioners. The main difficulty was that the
railway would cross the Old Brompton Road by a
bridge of 11 arches, 21 feet in width which was less
than the width of the road. There was also a problem

that part of the road leading to the terminus was too
narrow for the likely increase in road traffic arising
from the station. The commissioners were ready to
consider any suggestions the GWR might have for
overcoming the problem of the narrowness of the
road, for providing sufficient ground for the standing
of the various vehicles necessary to take away the
railway’s passengers and loads, and for widening the
road from the Hoop and Toy to the Fulham Road.
The GWR quickly replied that they did not have, nor
could they obtain, power to widen the road.14

George Carr Glyn and a Joint Terminus

The initiative for a joint GWR-LBR line was taken
by the Metropolitan Turnpike Commissioners
doubtless in order to reduce the impact of the new
railways on their roads. They petitioned Parliament
not to allow the GWR to cross the roads under their
jurisdiction conceiving that one railway on that line
(i.e. of entry to London from the Acton area) was as
much as was necessary and ought to be permitted.
Their solicitor asked the LBR if the GWR could enter
London by the LBR route and if so where they could
join it. He specifically asked for Robert Stephenson’s
opinion on the matter and whether four lines would
be necessary, and whether the two lines in Primrose
Hill Tunnel would suffice.15  George Carr Glyn, a

Figure 1.
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director of the London & Birmingham Railway, when
telling James Cropper, a fellow director in Liverpool,
about this idea, added that he had ‘urged this
suggestion on the Great Western six months back’
(i.e. in November 1833 or thereabouts) ‘and its
adoption would have saved that body much
opposition and expense, but the Bristoleans did not
like it.’16  Glyn was not yet chairman of the LBR, but
he was an influential director, and was on the Finance
Committee. He also had close links with the GWR.
He was a partner in Glyn, Hallifax & Mills, the LBR’s
London bankers, and Edward Wheeler Mills, the
brother of one of Glyn’s partners in the bank and
himself a partner from 1835, had taken the chair at
the first joint meeting of the GWR’s Bristol and
London Committees and was a director of the GWR
from 1834 until 1863. Glyn, Hallifax & Mills were
appointed the GWR’s bankers in London. Glyn’s
brother-in-law, Riversdale William Grenfell was also
a director, but Glyn himself never became a member
of the GWR board, though he held shares — he was
listed as a shareholder at the end of 1835 and was
appointed Treasurer in October 1835.17 Glyn was
therefore in strong position to bridge the interests of
the LBR and GWR.

Glyn now told Cropper that the idea of the Turnpike
Commissioners was of the greatest importance and
required serious consideration. It could be a source
of much profit if not attended with too much increase
of business for the LBR’s purpose. He mentioned in
confidence

‘that the proposition now came with a job, not to
the LBR’s cost, hanging to it, but it would be
entertained or not according to the recommendation
of our practical officers and put with a single view to
our proprietors. It is the joint offspring, I suspect, of
one of our colleagues and the Commissioners.’18

He added that the (parliamentary) opposition to
the Western Railroad continued to be most severe.
The Bill was still in Committee and the preamble not
proven, but the case for the bill had stood all efforts
against it hitherto.19 Cropper replied that he and
Theodore Rathbone, another Liverpool director of
the LBR, agreed in thinking it very desirable to
encourage the ideas thrown out by the
Commissioners. ‘It would no doubt be a considerable
source of profit to us besides the advantage we derive
from making our station the starting point for all roads
North and West.’20

Stephenson immediately gave his view that a
junction might very conveniently be made 4½ miles

from the depot at Camden Town at the intersection
of the road from Harlesden Green to Acton. He did
not conceive that four lines from the junction to the
depot would be necessary. The difficulties of traffic
would be confined to the depot. The whole of the
passengers might, he thought, be accommodated but
how far it was desirable to bring the whole of the
goods to the LBR depot he was scarcely prepared to
offer any decided opinion. It must materially depend
on the capabilities of the Regent’s Canal.21 Glyn
subsequently commented that Robert Stephenson’s
report on the communication from the solicitors on
the Metropolitan Trust was rather meagre. He also
wrote that George Stephenson had said that it would
be almost impossible to carry on the traffic of both
lines from one station, but added his view was not
officially before them.22

Earl Cadogan and the GWR’s defeat in the House
of Lords

In July the Metropolitan Commissioners, when they
heard that the Western Railway Bill had passed the
Commons, decided to oppose it in the Lords since
they were opposed to the alternative of Brompton.23

In the Upper House Cadogan was the main opponent.
On second reading he listed several reasons for his
opposition including the fact that the GWR had
changed their proposed terminus since the Bill was
presented to Parliament, and that the Bill was not
for a complete railway from Bristol to London, as
authority was not sought for a line from Reading to
Bath, an objection made strongly by other peers. He
was vigorously attacked by the Earl of Wharncliffe,
who had introduced the bill for the GWR. Wharncliffe
pointed out that the company had altered its proposals
because of Cadogan’s opposition through whose
estates in Chelsea the railway would have passed.
‘After preventing it coming to London, the noble Earl
ought not to turn round and object to the whole
measure’. Cadogan protested that although the
railway would materially injure his property, his
opposition to the Bill ‘arose out of any but public
grounds’.24 Though other peers spoke in favour, there
were only 30 votes for the bill and 47 against.

The plan for a joint line – 1834

The proposal to make use of the LBR’s proposed
terminal now came to the fore.  Glyn told Rathbone,
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that it was very probable that the Committee of the
GWR would ‘make  a proposal to us for a junction
of their line with ours about four miles from our
station — their object being to get rid of the
opposition which defeated their Bill in the present
Session. This may be a matter of very great pecuniary
advantage to us and I do not think it would be
attended with any insufferable inconveniences to our
operations.’

He asked Rathbone for any information on the
terms and conditions which it was intended the Grand
Junction Railroad should use the Liverpool &
Manchester Railway.  He added that he would be
inclined to treat the Western Company in the most
liberal way consistent with the LBR’s interests and
‘to leave them as much unshackled as we can in the
use of our line. They would require a portion of our
land for a station, which might be leased of us without
interfering with any of our arrangements.’25

On 2 September the GWR board agreed to
negotiate with the LBR to ascertain and determine
whether a junction might be made with their line at
or near Harlesden Green.26 The GWR  proposed a
conference between Stephenson and Brunel to find
out whether any and what steps could be taken for a
junction of the GWR and Birmingham lines to the
mutual advantage of both companies, to which the
LBR agreed.27 Stephenson reiterated his view to the
LBR’s London committee that there was no objection
on his part to the GWR joining the line at Lower
Place, the point preferred by Brunel.28

GWR and LBR representatives met on 25
September to discuss preliminary points. The GWR
proposed that the junction should be at or near Lower
Place. The traffic of the Western line was to pass
over the Birmingham line to the terminus of that line
where a separate depot would be formed for the
Western Company. Sufficient space would be sold
to the GWR at a fair valuation for their depot and
station house at the present or any future terminus.
The LBR reserved the right to extend from Camden
Town, which line was to be open to both companies’
traffic. On any future extension of the line, land was
to be procured for a Western depot. A sum was to be
agreed as to the annual value of the line to be jointly
used based on construction and maintenance costs
and also profit to the LBR. This gross sum was to be
the basis for valuing any time set out for the exclusive
use of the line, the actual sum to depend on usage.
Times would be fixed for exclusive use and
arrangements made to avoid delay or detention to

either party to give as much as possible free and
uninterrupted use of the line during such times. On
the basis that the construction cost was £200,000,
an 8 per cent return would mean an annual cost of
£16,000 and with other costs, such as maintenance
at £5,000 a year (£21,000 in total) the rent to the
GWR would be £4,200, if their traffic amounted to
one fifth of the whole, and £10,500 if their traffic
were half the total.29

The idea of the two companies having an exclusive
period to operate their trains was soon abandoned.30

The London Committee of the LBR agreed a
variation on 29 September as they wanted 10 rather
than 8 per cent so that, including maintenance, the
total annual rent became £25,000 with £5,000 as the
minimum. The GWR was not content with this
assessment of the annual value but accepted it as a
basis for calculating the sum. In any case the LBR
were insisting that a new valuation by Stephenson
would be final.31

Following this board meeting Glyn, who had been
at the meeting on 25 September, was optimistic.
Indeed Saunders wrote to Creed the following day
recording the agreement of the GWR directors to
the principles recorded in the LBR’s minute of 1
October, on the understanding that they were to be
accorded a perfect equality of right and convenience
in every respect for the passage of traffic of both
companies and with reciprocal penalties to be
enforced, phrases which later in the month Creed said
had excited a considerable degree of doubt both in
Liverpool and Birmingham as to the views and
expectations of the GWR in the proposed detailed
arrangements.32   Glyn told Rathbone that after much
discussion they had come to an arrangement with
the GWR which he thought an equitable one. He had
examined the GWR’s prospects and thought there
was good ground for supposing that ‘in passengers
it would fully equal our expectation, but in traffic the
LBR would probably exceed them.’ He hoped that
they would come to a determination the following
week.33 There was correspondence during October
about the details of the agreement with the GWR
pressing for finality as it was imperative to publish
notices for the Bill in which it was intended to include
a provision for the joint line.34 Creed explained that
the LBR directors considered that it was sufficiently
understood in the course of the discussions on the
general question that ‘we were to be your landlords
but that you were to have the same advantages and
accommodations for your traffic which we were to
have for ours’ and that the police and regulations for
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the general use of the railway were to be with the
LBR.35

On 30 October the GWR’s London Committee
pressed that no delay should take place in securing
the formal agreement of the LBR Board as they had
assented to the agreement of 1 October and
subsequently surveyed the line and notified a general
meeting in Bristol of the proposed junction. They
also proposed to confer with Brunel as to the course
to be pursued in amending the parliamentary notices
by the addition of a line to Paddington or elsewhere
to be adopted as an alternative in case the agreement
made with the LBR London Committee should be
overruled by the LBR board.36

On 5 November the London Committee of the
LBR, though keeping to their decision of 1 October,
said they were not in a position to make a formal
agreement with the GWR as the latter could not make
one, as it had not yet been incorporated under Act of
Parliament, though their respective engineers had
agreed it. The GWR accepted this as a mere legal
technicality and were prepared to rely on an informal
agreement as a basis for their bill.37 Their Bill thus
went ahead with the terminus at the point near Lower
Place and the alternative of a line to Paddington was
not pursued.38

The GWR’s supplementary prospectus, issued in
November 1834, prepared for the second bill,
therefore stated that the line would be 114 miles long
from Bristol to the point of junction with the
Birmingham line near Wormwood Scrubs.  The
station in London for passengers was intended to be
near the New Road in the parish of St Pancras as the
LBR plans for an extension to Euston were now going
forward.

Putting flesh on the agreement

The matter was then dormant until after the GWR
succeeded in obtaining its Act on 31 August 1835,
as the LBR was reluctant to commit itself in advance
of the GWR securing its Bill. Indeed in February 1835
the directors decided that an answer of ‘Neuter’ be
given to the application of the GWR in respect of the
proposed junction on their line with the LBR at Lower
Place.39 The Act of 1835 provided that the LBR would
be open to them for use on the same terms as might
be charged to other parties whenever it might be
convenient to exercise that right, and that all
communication between the two railways should be

under the direction and superintendence of the
engineers of the LBR. In September the GWR
directors resolved that the importance of an early
and final arrangement with the LBR Co. required
the immediate attention of the London Committee.40

Two new cross currents then developed that
complicated and eventually were to wreck the
proposal to make joint use of Euston. First, before
further negotiations with the LBR started Brunel had
begun to mount his case for a wider gauge than 4ft-
8½in. Second and more fundamental, as will be
described, the powerful Liverpool interest in the LBR,
made its presence felt, taking the line that a joint
station was inimical to the interests of the LBR.

For the first time Brunel was insisting that the broad
gauge was vital to his plan for the GWR though
according to MacDermot he had paved the way by
persuading Lord Shaftesbury, chairman of
committees in the House of Lords, that the usual
clause defining the gauge be omitted from the GWR
bill of 1835.41 He pointed this out in his report to the
directors of 14 September.  He also wrote

It is known to some of the Directors that I have always
contemplated recommending an increased width
between the rails forming each separate railway for
the purpose of using broader carriages and larger
wheels. ... Should the Directors approve of my
recommendation the only impediment would be the
refusal of the Birmingham Railway Co. to allow us to
lay the additional rail upon that part of their line to be
used by us.
He emphasised the need for speed. The

arrangements with the LBR must be immediately
entered upon in order that should any difficulty appear
likely to occur the necessary Parliamentary notices
could be given before 1 November for a separate
and distinct entrance into London as a mere
precautionary measure, otherwise should an
advantageous arrangement with the LBR
unfortunately be found impracticable the Act for a
separate entrance into London could not be obtained
until the Session of 1837 and consequently the most
profitable parts of the GWR could not be brought
into use till the end of 1838 at the very earliest.42 His
more detailed report of the following day on the
gauge issue concluded that the inconvenience of
effecting a junction with the LBR was the only real
obstacle to his plan as one additional rail to each
railway would have to be laid down. He did not
foresee any difficulty in doing this but undoubtedly
the LBR might object to it and in that case he saw no
remedy: the plan would have to be abandoned.43

Nevertheless he himself continued to believe that the
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broad gauge did not rule out  a joint line. Early in
October he wrote ‘I suppose that an advantageous
arrangement with Birmingham Railway Company will
be effected.’44

On 1 October Saunders asked the London
Committee of the LBR to be kind enough to give
their early attention to completing the agreement in
the manner contemplated the previous year. Creed
was asked to enquire whether the GWR desired the
agreement to apply to the new line to Euston Grove.
In view of the terms of the agreement of 1834 this
hardly seemed to be necessary. Nevertheless matters
seemed to be going well.45 At a conference between
representatives of the two companies London
Committees on 19 October an agreement was reached
and approved by the Bristol Committee of the GWR
the same day.

On 29 October the GWR Board took their decision
in favour of the broad gauge. The board emphasised
to Robert Bright, the deputy Chairman, and other
board members going to meet the LBR at
Birmingham on 5 November that if they did not
succeed in gaining their object the company would
be empowered to take the necessary measures to
apply to Parliament that session for another terminus
for the GWR. They were influenced by a report from
Brunel who had met Robert Stephenson who had
left him with the impression that he would advise the
L&BR board not to accede to the proposal ‘to lay
rails of a greater span on that railway’, though
Stephenson apparently refrained from being quite so
clear cut.  He told Creed following this meeting that
the Primrose Hill and Kensal Green tunnels were
sufficiently wide. He was not prepared to deny the
practicability of arranging the rails so that carriages
of different widths could be admitted to pass along
the LBR, ‘yet I am confident that great inconvenience
would result to both parties from such an arrangement
and the expense of keeping the road in order would
be augmented, repairs being less efficiently performed
than with the present dimensions, in consequence of
the blocks being less accessible.’ He continued ‘one
of the chief advantages of a junction would be
neutralised because the land necessary for a depot
would no longer be rendered mutually useful — the
business of the two railways must be conducted as
distinct and would require as much land as if the
depots were in different parts of London.’ He
concluded ‘I have throughout the various discussions
advocated a joint entrance to London, but the
adoption of different widths will tend to introduce

so much complexity into all the arrangements  as to
render questionable in my estimation the propriety
of a junction. I cannot refrain from recommending
the committee to hesitate before they acceded to the
proposition.’46

Meanwhile the GWR proprietors were told that
the terms of the arrangement contemplated in the
Act for making use of a portion of the LBR were
under the consideration of the two boards and on a
basis of mutual accommodation and advantage.47

On 5 and 6 November, the LBR board met twice
and there was also a meeting of representatives from
the boards of both companies who drew up an
agreement which the LBR board accepted on 6
November. They confirmed the resolutions of 1
October 1834 and agreed the following tariffs:

for 1750 passengers or tons of goods or under,
£15,000

for 1000 additional passengers or tons of goods at
rate of 5d each

for 1000 additional passengers or tons of goods 4d

each, and all above that number 3d each
The arrangement would be terminable on two years

notice by either party. The board considered that the
extent of traffic and the detailed plans of the requisite
buildings needed further consideration, but said that
on the faith of this agreement the GWR should not
give the parliamentary notices for the extension of
their line into London.48 Although this point was not
dealt with in the LBR minutes, the GWR clearly
believed that this agreement on ‘pecuniary terms’ did
not affect the allotment of land at Euston and Camden
which was recognised and admitted. They were still
wanting to acquire the land by purchase, or at least a
building lease.

On 11 November the LBR London Committee
asked Stephenson, in conjunction with Brunel, for a
general outline of the arrangements required for the
accommodation of the GWR on the railway and at
the depots a Camden Town and Euston so that their
traffic would interfere as little as possible with the
LBR’s. The following week Stephenson attended and
assured the Committee that he considered the depot
at Euston Grove fully equal to the accommodation
of any imaginable traffic and that detailed plans of
the required buildings were reserved for future
consideration.49
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The Liverpool Interest

Meanwhile the LBR board was running into
internal opposition from its powerful Liverpool
shareholders. This may well have been part of a wider
move to exercise their muscle as the proportion of
the company’s shares they held rose. Increasingly
LBR shares were held by people who lived in areas
not linked to the railway and particularly by those in
Liverpool and the northwest. The proportion held
by London and Birmingham shareholders declined
rapidly. Already in 1833 Liverpool shareholders held
more shares than those from Birmingham and London
combined. By 1837 70 per cent of LBR shares were
held in the northwest with Liverpool predominant.50

Glyn’s correspondence with Cropper and Rathbone
seems to have been initiated with a view to
establishing strong and friendly links with the
Liverpool interest. Glyn himself had close
associations with the Bank of Liverpool. By late 1835
and early 1836 the Liverpool interest was becoming
very dissatisfied with their limited voice in the
company’s affairs. Indeed in February 1836 Laurence
Heyworth proposed to the board that there should
be six directors from Liverpool elected at the expense
of London. The board expressed unqualified surprise
as they thought Cropper, Rathbone and Garnett51 had
satisfactorily represented the interests of Liverpool
shareholders. In the event the change was more
limited. Hardman Earle was elected in place of
Copeland, a London director.52

In addition to Glyn’s correspondence with Cropper,
Garnett wrote to Creed in October 1834 welcoming
the fact that the agreement had not been concluded,
wanting it to contain a specific limit of five years or
better still three, concerned about the loss of short-
haul traffic and opining that the compensation
contemplated ‘by our London friends’ was far too
low. He did not attach much importance to the GWR
taking off the LBR’s hands any of the land at the
London station because he had no doubt its value
would greatly increase very soon after ‘our whole
line is in operation’. Several proprietors had spoken
to him about the issue.53 In November Creed was
asked to explain the draft agreement with the GWR
fully to J B Boothby, an influential and active
Liverpool shareholder, and Garnett. Nevertheless
until late October 1835 there was no specific
indication of opposition from Liverpool to the
agreement with the GWR.  Indeed in early October
the three non-resident directors each wrote to say
that in their opinion it was expedient to admit the

GWR traffic on lower tolls than provided in the Act
of Parliament provided the LBR were given complete
power over the working of the line, though they
added that they preferred an abatement of tolls to
the proposed rent.54

Then Boothby wrote to Cropper, Rathbone and
Garnett setting out four main objections to a
connection with the GWR. He concluded that a
junction with the GWR was not desirable and was
not to be invited by any concession of toll, nor was it
desirable to endanger or impede the LBR’s
independent traffic of £800,000 or £1,000,000 per
annum for this paltry consideration of £15, or 20,000,
a proposition which he trusted the Board would no
longer entertain. It would not bring any traffic in
goods or passengers and might take some traffic away
especially those for short distances and excursions
of pleasure. It would take up room on the station
which might be wanted for other companies ‘more
beneficial to our traffic’ such as a line from Cambridge
or Portsmouth, or what was still more probable, a
connecting line round London for the convenience
of forwarding goods form the southern ports, nearly
all of which, from Dover to Plymouth, would
probably have a railway communication with London
in a few years. Since the line to the junction was little
more than five miles the tolls would not be adequate
to the expense and inconvenience. Extra lines might
be needed because on the GWR short distance traffic
would predominate, requiring trains every hour or
even in the morning and evening every half hour with
delay to the LBR trains and risk of accidents. Any
reduction in tolls might be regarded as a precedent
which could later held against the LBR by other
companies, so full tolls should be charged at least
for the first year. He did not believe the GWR could
get an equally good entrance to London at a cost
less than £500,000. Indeed he wanted to let the GWR
apply to Parliament and try to obtain another entrance
to London and see what it would cost. He argued
for toll payments rather than a fixed rent as proposed.
He feared that the GWR starting from Euston would,
owing to the superior country through which it
passed, rob the L&B of two-thirds of its short
distance passengers. He would feel it his duty to
publish these objections and oppose the proposal if
pursued.55

This was followed by a meeting of some of the
largest proprietors of the LBR in Liverpool on 16
November 1835 under the chairmanship of David
Hodgson, who was also a director of the LMR.
Cropper and Rathbone were present and 21
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shareholders including Boothby, as well as Heyworth
and Richard, James and Edward Moon.56 They
resolved to set up a committee which agreed
unanimously that the proposals were not so framed
as to obviate many difficulties which might ensue to
the LBR, nor founded on a safe or proper basis with
reference to other traffic which might hereafter
develop. They recognised however the need for good
feeling and the advanced state of the negotiations
and therefore suggested that a fixed toll of 2d per
ton of merchandise per mile on all traffic but when
£3,000 a mile was reached a discount of 50 per cent
should apply. These terms should be limited to two
years, at the end of which a more permanent
obligation might be entered into founded on the
experience of both parties and in a spirit of equity,
mutual interest and accommodation becoming two
great public companies. It was altogether undesirable
to part with any of the land by sale or by lease
comprising the stations at Camden Town and Euston
Grove.  Buildings required should be let.

When the outcome of this meeting was reported
to the London Committee of the LBR they thought
that such an arrangement could not be carried out
on the principle suggested without involving a
minimum of remuneration. They were sure no
prejudice to the LBR could arise from the
arrangement the Board had approved.57 The
Liverpool shareholders then assented to the Board’s
terms as to tariffs.58

Directors of the two companies met on 9
December. The meeting was adjourned for further
information as to the capabilities of the Euston depot
which Stephenson was instructed to furnish, but the
LBR’s position was hardening on depots and other
buildings. The GWR ‘shall have the best
accommodation we can afford for the traffic of their
line at our depots but the cession of any part of the
stations at Camden Town or Euston Grove for their
exclusive use, whether by sale or leaser is
inadmissible. We will build workshops for their use
on fair terms but not give up any portion of the ground
for a distinct establishment.’ Creed told Moorsom it
seems that they (or rather some of them) have imbibed
a notion that they can come to Euston Grove cheek
by jowl and keep one half of the ground for
themselves. If this was the case the discussion
yesterday has dissipated the illusion completely.59

There was a further meeting of the Liverpool
proprietors on 29 January 1836 to which Cropper
and Rathbone were invited as non-resident directors.
Resolutions were passed on a number of matters to

assist the deputation appointed to attend the general
meeting on 18 February. The first related to access
to Euston. No contracts should be entered into with
the GWR (or other companies), for the lease or sale
of land at the London end, but LBR should confine
themselves to the provision of such accommodation
as required.

Breakdown

Negotiations now came to a head. The GWR asked
for a lease of 21 years, but were told by the LBR
London Committee that this was a matter for the
board.60 When the board met on 17 February 1836
they  decided that while a portion of the station at
Euston Grove should be exclusively allotted for the
use of the GWR it would be subject to two years
notice to quit on the part of the GWR and five years
for the LBR.61 This was not quite what the Liverpool
party had advocated but it was very close to their
view. When the GWR board saw Creed’s letter setting
out this decision they declined to accede to the
conditions proposed made relating the allotment of
land at Euston Square.62 The same day in a statement
to their proprietors they said the permanency of the
junction would be defeated by such conditions. As
well as setting out their reasons they said that they
were informed that a large and influential body of
‘distant’ LBR proprietors were pressing their
directors to retain the power to break any lease at
the shortest possible notice in the hope that better
financial terms might be obtained and some also
feared that there would not be room for both lines at
the depots. In deciding against going to Euston ‘the
GWR were reinforced by their confidence that an
excellent and independent terminal could be secured
without much difficulty in the next session of
Parliament’.63 Significantly in this statement the GWR
did not mention the question of the difference in
gauge, nor had the Liverpool objectors in their
representations.

Conclusions

These were complex and long-drawn-out
negotiations between companies building railways of
unprecedented length. There was virtually no
experience of shared lines and stations to draw on.
Although a number of factors, including amour
propre, were very much in the background, the
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breakdown clearly came following the intervention
of the Liverpool proprietors who held strong views
on the matter and were trying to establish a greater
power base in the direction of the company. It was
the terms on which the GWR would be allowed to
hold the land which gave rise to fundamental
difficulties. The question of the broad gauge does
not seem to have been decisive, but the GWR, when
faced with what they regarded as oppressive terms,
ability to pursue that and other ambitions free of the
shackles of Euston was no doubt seen as a benefit.

The completion of the GWR entry into London
was delayed in consequence of the time taken to reach
a decision, as Brunel had foreseen. As late as
November 1835 the GWR was relying on success in
the negotiations so notice of a bill to build a line to
Paddington was not given in time to permit it to go
forward in 1836. The line to Paddington was only
authorised in 1837 and the line from there to
Maidenhead opened in June 1838.

Once the GWR had declined to go to Euston on
the terms offered there seems to have been little
examination of the matter by either party. However
in 1839 Saunders and Stephenson gave their views
on the episode to the Select Committee on Railways.
Saunders was quite clear that what prevented
agreement was not money, but the position the GWR
would have had in Euston and the conditions on
which they were to hold their tenure. He also

mentioned the gauge, the danger of the junction, the
expected greater speeds of the GWR trains, and the
difficulty of arranging their times. William Unwin
Sims, by then Chairman of the GWR, added that the
LBR were glad to get rid of them.64 Saunders also
said that at the time the proposal was made the
general view was decidedly in favour of several lines
running to the same terminus, but this quickly
changed with further practical knowledge of railways.

Stephenson made the same point saying that it had
been thought advantageous especially on the
approaches to London that one main line should run
to a common terminus of several railways. However
he denied that there would have been problems at
Euston. Half the space at Euston was still vacant.
The site was designed ‘by me for two distinct stations’
(Figure 2).  The location of Euston would have been
more advantageous for the GWR and the public. LBR
passengers could have had access to the GWR
without coming into London. As there were four lines
from Camden Town any danger would have arisen
at the junction and despite the gauge problem he
thought it all could have been managed without
danger to the public. Indeed when Euston opened it
was served by four tracks, only two of which were
equipped for cable haulage by stationary engines, the
normal means of exit from the station until 1844.65

Neither Saunders nor Stephenson blamed the
‘distant proprietors’ of the LBR, but it is hard to

Figure 2.
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escape the conclusion that it was their determination
to put what they perceived to be the interest and
profitability of the LBR before wider considerations
which ruled out bringing the GWR closer to London
than Paddington, a defect only remedied a quarter of
a century later by the opening of the Metropolitan
Railway in 1863.
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