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The Shenandoah River Navigation.( 

In a word, the Shannondoah which runs thro’ the richest tract of country in this State . . . which may, with great ease be made navigable 100 miles, & the intermediate streams of lesser note which pour into Potomac, will not only bring the land transportation of every farmer & Planter in that country, within the short distance of fifteen or twenty miles, but in the upper & more remote parts of it, induce hundreds & thousands of them to cultivate articles from the growth of which they have been entirely discouraged by the length & expence of land transportation. 

Letter, George Washington to Robert Morris, February 1, 1785, Abbot and Twohig, The Papers, Volume 2,  313.
It does not appear to me that it is a desirable work for the Government to undertake.

U.S. Senate, Letter from The Secretary of War Transmitting, In response to a resolution of the 13th instant, a letter from the Chief of Engineers, and a copy of a report of Lieut. Col. P.C. Hains, Corps of Engineers, relative to the improvement of the Shenandoah River, Ex. Doc. 65, 51st Cong., 1st sess., February 18, 1890, 7.
      George Washington was a great proponent of developing the Potomac River, and its tributaries, including the Shenandoah River, as avenues of commerce that could funnel the agricultural and mineral produce of the Potomac River down to the port cities of Georgetown and Alexandria.  From these ports, the produce could be shipped overseas, particularly to the Caribbean but also to Europe, South America and elsewhere. 
      After the Revolutionary War, the Virginia and Maryland legislatures approved the formation of the Potomac Company, the company intended to develop the Potomac River for navigation.  George Washington, in 1785, was appointed the first president of the new company.

      The Potomac Canal, as envisioned by Washington and the new company, was a river navigation system with bypass canals or sluices around the principal obstructions to navigation in the river.  These obstructions were, going upriver, Little Falls, Great Falls, Seneca Falls, Shenandoah Falls and House’s Falls.  The company began work on the easiest of these: Seneca Falls, Shenandoah Falls opposite Harper’s Ferry and House’s Falls immediately above Harper’s Ferry.  By 1795 they opened a stillwater canal around the thirty-seven foot drop at Little Falls.  Finally, in 1802, the company opened a five lock bypass canal around the seventy-six foot fall of water at Great Falls.        
      Once the Great Falls bypass canal was opened in 1802, the Potomac Company attempted to develop five lateral canals and river navigation systems: the Shenandoah River (including both south and north forks), Conococheague Creek from Williamsport, Maryland; Antietam Creek; the Monocacy River and Seneca Creek.  These were intended to funnel additional commerce down the Potomac.  Through these lateral branches George Washington believed that the more remote lands on these streams would be brought into cultivation as the farmers would be able to ship their produce to market.
      Of these five lateral branches, the most important was the Shenandoah River.  The Shenandoah River Valley was extremely fertile but the Blue Ridge on the east blocked easy overland routes to the coast, and access to the port cities of Georgetown, Alexandria, Fredericksburg and Richmond.  A Shenandoah River navigation system, linked to the just completed Potomac River navigation, seemed an ideal and inexpensive means to bring the produce of the Shenandoah River Valley to market. [See Illustration 4.01]



<* Insert Illustration 4.01*>




<*Insert Caption 4.01*>

      As early as 1790, a boat carrying six people descended the Shenandoah River from near Staunton, Virginia, to assess the feasibility of improving that river for navigation.  They reported that it could easily be done,
 but no improvements were made.  [See Illustration 4.02].  Five years later, on June 12, 1795, the president and directors of the Potomac Company ordered, “that preparations be made for opening the navigation of the Shenandoah . . . that is clearing the ground and marking out the places in which the Locks & canals are to be fixed.”
  This was premature.  The company did not have sufficient funds to engage in construction on the Shenandoah River navigation as well as on the Great Falls bypass canal.  Lack of action by the Potomac Company became an issue with the inhabitants along the Shenandoah River.  In 1797, Ferdinand Fairfax wrote to the company asking when the Shenandoah might be opened for navigation:

At what time it might be expected the Company would undertake the opening (of) the Navigation of the Shanandoah, should the period contemplated be distant, comprising a wish that the Company would relinquish any claim it might have to that Right, that a Company might be formed by the Inhabitants.
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<*Insert Caption 4.02*>  

      This was the first of what was to become many expressions of dissatisfaction with the performance of the Potomac Company on the Shenandoah River.  Burdened with the financial requirements of completing the Great Falls bypass canal, the company passed a resolution stating that it would relinquish its exclusive right to undertake navigation along the Shenandoah to any company that could be formed within the next nine months provided that this new company would develop a navigation, “practicable for Boats carrying at least Fifty Barrels of Flour in the driest season in the Term of three years from the formation of the Company.”
  The Virginia legislature passed legislation on January 23, 1798, authorizing this new company.
  The company never initiated work along the river.  It then remained for the Potomac Company to develop the Shenandoah for navigation.
      In 1802 the Great Falls bypass canal was completed, renewing general interest in the Shenandoah River navigation.  On January 13, 1802, the Virginia Legislature passed new legislation authorizing the Potomac Company to open the Shenandoah River navigation.
  The language of this statute was not acceptable to the company as it contained a clause providing for toll reduction after seven years, “a reasonable deduction by the legislature after the end of seven years from the completion of the said navigation.”
  

      On May 26, 1802, the company formally rejected this legislation because of this provision:

The Company cannot accept the terms offered by the aforementioned Act, because the uncertain tenure by which the Tolls so authorized will be held, forbids them to embark a Capital in the enterprize which by the reduction of the Tolls at a period not very distant, promises no permanent and certain profit, and because should it be necessary, to create an additional Capital for that purpose, the company cannot expect to have Shares taken upon a fund so precarious.

      The Virginia legislature relented and on January 4, 1803, passed legislation repealing the toll reduction clause.
  The way was now clear for the Potomac Company.
      The Potomac Company immediately moved to develop plans for the navigation along the Shenandoah River.  The critical area on the river was through the falls at and immediately above Harper’s Ferry, just before the river’s mouth at the Potomac.  It was here that the Shenandoah River fell through its largest gradient.  Bypass canals, like those the company built around the Great Falls and Little Falls of the Potomac, would be required here also. [See Illustrations 4.03-4.04].
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<* Insert Caption 4.04*>

      In addition, there was an opportunity for the company to link this new canal to the U.S. Government’s power canal servicing the arsenal at Harper’s Ferry.  This linkage would provide an alternative route around the Shenandoah Falls on the Potomac River and, if accomplished, allow the Potomac Company to abandon the less then successful Long Canal around the same falls on the Maryland side of the Potomac.  The Potomac Company’s Long Canal was not a canal, but in fact an in-river sluice that could only be successfully navigated at times of high water.  It was dangerous to descend and difficult to ascend.  The company would gladly abandon it if they could.

      On August 1, 1803, Potomac Company President James Keith presented to the company stockholders a report prepared by Leonard Harbaugh, the builder of the Little Falls and Great Falls bypass canals, and Nicholas King, an English surveyor/engineer, on plans for the construction of a canal along the Shenandoah, particularly through the town of Harper’s Ferry.
  Coupling Harbaugh, the practical builder who had just successfully completed the Great Falls bypass canal, with King, the English surveyor/engineer who had just designed the locks that were built at Great Falls, seemed like an inspired choice by the company.  Potomac Company President Keith was optimistic and explained to the stockholders that Secretary of War approval for this canal connection would be immediately forthcoming.  This approval was essential because the company would have to build the proposed canal through the land of the U.S. Government arsenal and armory at Harper’s Ferry:

We submit with this the report of Mr. King and Mr. Harbaugh, the persons appointed, Since which, on pressing further the proposition to the Secretary of War, there seems to exist but Little difficulty as to Bringing the arrangement to a close in Such manner as would be thought reasonable by the Board.

      Harbaugh and King’s report has not survived, but their drawings have.
  These drawings show, in detail, the intentions of the Potomac Company [See Illustrations 4.05 and 4.06].
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<*Insert Caption 4.06*>

      King and Harbaugh’s proposed to build the Shenandoah River lateral canal through the middle of Harper’s Ferry.  The canal would have connected with the existing U. S. Arsenal power canal that had been designed and laid out by James Brindley for the Department of War and completed two years earlier.
  Boats could thus enter at the Potomac River just above its junction with the Shenandoah River, and then either proceed up the U. S. Arsenal Power Canal, parallel to the Potomac River, or proceed up the lateral canal parallel to the Shenandoah River.  The plan would offer offer an alternative passage to the difficult Long Canal passage in the Potomac River around Shenandoah Falls.
   The new canal along the Shenandoah River would bypass the lower falls on that river.  Despite Keith’s high expectations, the King/Harbaugh proposal was never approved and never constructed, probably because of opposition by local landowners.  The official reason for abandoning the King/Harbaugh proposal is given in the records of the Directors of the Potomac Company:

Whereas the President and Directors of the Potomack Company find the Funds of the Company totally inadequate to the completion of the Works near Harper’s Ferry in manner heretofore agreed upon with the Executive of the United States, and find that great difficulties exist in obtaining authority from individuals to pass through their grounds, and are credibly informed that the necessity for a further supply of water from the Shenandoah into the Public Canal no longer exists.--And whereas it is now ascertained that a great saving of expence would arise from abandoning all Works below the old Sawmill upon the public grounds and inserting two Locks at that point, Resolved, that Charles Simms, David Peter and William H. Dorsey, or either of them, be requested to communicate with the Secretary of War upon the subject of the change contemplated.

       The Company went on to plan and build a series of four small bypass canals and a river sluice in the first eight miles on the lower Shenandoah River.  [See Illustration 4.07].  These were (north to south):
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< * Insert Caption 4.07*>
1. Saw Mill Falls (seventeen feet drop). A quarter mile south (upriver) of Harper’s Ferry. Here the company built two lift locks, both one hundred feet in length, twelve feet in width.  One lock had a lift of nine feet and the other of eight feet. They were constructed of granite and freestone.
 [See Illustrations 4.08 and 4.09].
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2. Wilson’s Lower Falls (six and a half foot drop).  Here the company built one lift lock.  This lock was also one hundred feet long, twelve feet wide and had a lift of six feet. The lock was also constructed of granite and freestone. 
3. Bulls Falls
 (four feet drop), one and a half miles up-river from the Potomac River and Harper’s Ferry. Here the company constructed a sluice. [ s 4.10 and 4.11].

<* Insert Illustration 4.10*>
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<* Insert Illustration 4.11*>

<* Insert Caption 4.11*>

4. Wilson Upper Falls
 (twelve and a half foot drop).  Here the company built one lift lock. The lock was one hundred feet long, twelve feet wide and had a lift of twelve feet. The lock was built of granite and freestone. 
5. Littles Falls
 (ten and three quarters foot drop) eight miles south (upriver) of Harper’s Ferry.  he company built one lift lock and a basin.  The lock was one hundred feet long, twelve feet wide and to had a lift of eight feet. The lock was constructed of granite and freestone. [See Illustrations 4.12 and 4.13].

<* Insert Illustration 4.12*>

<* Insert Caption 4.12*>
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<* Insert Caption 4.13*>

      Although they were shorter, these bypass canals functioned in the same manner as the bypass canals around Great Falls and Little Falls on the Potomac River.  They were intended to provide stillwater channels, equipped with locks, around the most difficult stretch of the Shenandoah River.  Like the Potomac River navigation main stem, the rest of the Shenandoah River navigation was to be in the river, cleared of obstacles and, in some cases, swollen through the use of low dams.  
      These improvements took the Potomac Company nine years to complete (1803-1812).  The original legislation had allowed only five years.
  In 1803 there was no way to know that the construction of these navigation improvements would take so long.  Two three-year extensions were required by the company from the Legislature, approved in 1808 and 1811.

      In August of 1803, the Stockholders resolved that:
The President and Directors [should] proceed in rendering navigable the River Shenandoah as soon as funds could be procured to justify its Commencement, and did authorize the President and Directors to procure by Loan Money for that purpose, and to pledge the funds of the Company for the repayment thereof.
  

      In October 1803, the President and Directors authorized Joseph Carlson, the company Treasurer, to procure, “eighty yearly hands upon the best terms which they can be had,” for the following year, along with a contract for rations for these men
 for work on the Shenandoah.  Leonard Harbaugh, who had received a silver cup from the President and Directors in appreciation for his work on the locks at Great Falls,
 was hired as Superintendent of the works at a rate of $ 1200 per year.
  As a first step, he was ordered to build, “proper Huts for the Accomodation of the Companys Hands.”
 
     At first it appeared that work was moving forward promptly.  Company President Keith reported:
We are assured by Mr. Leonard Harbaugh the Superintendent of the Works upon the Shenandoah that by the Commencement of the next boating Season, he can render navigable that River as far down as Bulls falls which is within one and a half miles of the Potomack, and that a number of Persons upon the Shenandoah contemplated providing Boats against that time for the Navigation of the River.

      To this, Keith cheerfully added, “the Works have progressed more rapidly than was ever expected and we do believe will be productive beyond the anticipation of any Persons.”

      Besides the locks and sluice to be constructed in the first eight mile stretch above the mouth of the river near Harper’s Ferry, the company also needed to clear rocks and other obstacles from the rest of the Shenandoah River.  In 1805 Leonard Harbaugh, with ten men in a boat of one hundred barrels burthen, was directed to undertake a study of the river to the highest point of navigation practical.
  

      In preparation for the 1806 construction season, Alexander Reid, the deputy superintendent of the works, who had been working as Harbaugh’s assistant since 1802,
 was directed to proceed to Georgetown and take the men hired there up to the Shenandoah River and proceed to build huts for them.
  By August 1806, the company was reporting that the locks at Littles Falls and Wilson’s Upper Mill had been completed and that the lock at Wilson’s Lower Mill and at the Saw Mill, just upriver from Harper’s Ferry, would be completed by October 1806.
  The directors ordered a number of hands to clear the Shenandoah of obstructions for a distance of forty-five to fifty miles upstream.
  They concluded, “a Favorable Season for Boating [will] justify the expectation of the Receipt of considerable Tolls during the ensuing years.”

      Nonetheless, construction delays existed.  One problem was the lack of masons to finish the needed locks.  On May 29, 1806, the board authorized the president to employ, “one or more Stone Masons and one or more Carpenters should he deem it necessary to expedite the Completion of the Works carrying on at Shenandoah.”
 Two weeks later the board increased the authority to hire new masons to ten or twelve.

      Despite the delays, optimism prevailed.  The company’s expectations were reflected in the newspapers of the region.  In June of 1806, The Maryland Herald & Hager’s Town Weekly Advertiser confidently informed its readers that the Shenandoah River navigation would be opened by September 1806:

We have it from the best authority, and with pleasure announce the pleasing intelligence, that the works of the Potomac company on the Shenandoah, are in such forwardness, and the force employed on them is so considerable, that the canal, locks, gates, in short, the entire navigation from river to river, will be completed in the ensuing Sept.

      Despite these predictions the Shenandoah navigation was not completed in 1806.  Optimism turned to dissatisfaction among the company’s officers and directors.  This dissatisfaction centered on Leonard Harbaugh.  They felt he was deliberately extending the time required to build the canal works.  They also felt that Harbaugh was inattentive to the cost of his construction operations, “Mr. Harbaugh in things of consequence [is] too inattentive-- The Expences incurred since the last Commencement of the work appear to me [to be] enormous, Mr. Harbaugh must [be] more economical.”

      By the end of 1806 this dissatisfaction came to a head.  On November 29, 1806, the directors ordered Leonard Harbaugh, who had been the darling of the company and to whom had been given a silver cup of appreciation three years earlier, separated from the company.
  A replacement was needed.  The Treasurer was authorized, “to employ a proper person to Superintend and to take charge of the company and works on Shenandoah.”
 

      Thomas Harbaugh, Leonard’s son, was directed to complete the upper lock at the Saw Mill [i.e. at Harper’s Ferry].
  Captain Nathaniel Henry was directed to hire thirty men to improve the bed of the Shenandoah River.

      By 1807 the company reported that the locks at and near the mouth of the Shenandoah River had been completed and that the navigation of the South Fork was largely open to Port Republic, some forty-five miles up the river.
  

      However, only seven boats used the navigation system during that year.
  The reasons the Shenandoah River navigation was so little used are unclear.  The company believed that the reason that so few boats traversed the navigation was because so few boats had been built, “that the Navigation of the Shenandoah might have been carried to a much greater extent, if the Inhabitants had in time prepared themselves with Boats.”

     The company further reported, “it is now expected by the next Spring a sufficient number will be provided to take all the Products on that part of the River to Market, which will make a Considerable addition to the Tolls.”  

      At the same time the company also acknowledged that there were still obstructions in the river.

      By October of 1807, the company had not completed the work required within the original charter requirements and had to petition the General Assembly of the Commonwealth of Virginia for an extension to their authority:

That the said Company have at great expense made five works and removed the principal obstacles in the Shenandoah River so three boats have passed from Port Republic or Cathrans on the South fork, and from Stohers Town on the North fork of the River into Tide Water; but there Still remains much to be done to make the River Completely navigable to the mouth of Smiths Creek on the North fork in Shenandoah County, and to Cathrans or Port Republic on the South fork in Shenandoah County.

      They received this extension but had to request a second extension, for three years, in 1811.

      In 1809, the company received authorization to hold a lottery for the purpose of improving the Potomac River and its tributary streams, including the Shenandoah.  Optimistically, the legislature placed a $300,000 limit on this lottery.
  In fact only a small amount of money was generated for the company.

      Work dragged on.  In 1812 the company reported, “in the course of the last year the navigation of the Shenandoah was nearly completed to Littles Falls.”

      Still the navigation improvements to the Shenandoah River were not completed.  Obstacles in the river bed continued to be a problem, particularly at low water.  Inhabitants along the river constructed fish weirs and mill dams that blocked navigation.  On May 20, 1812, the directors resolved to send Josias Thompson to the Shenandoah River to meet Jonah Thompson, a director of the company to deal with these problems:

To concert such arrangements as they may think most expedient for the immediate removal of all artificial obstructions in said River and such other obstructions as may to them appear most immediately necessary and likely to produce a permanent navigation.

      A Memorial written by company worker, Captain George Pointer, in 1828, describes the difficulties in removing these “artificial obstructions:”

I next went with the Directors and engineer to the Shenandoah River, I was left by Mr. Thompson to Superintend the navigation of that River Such as Removing dams and fish potts and many time Run the Risk of Loosing my Life by the inhabitants in the absence of the Company for having Removed the Same for the passage of boats agreeable to the direction of the engineer and Directors.
 
      On October 4, 1813, a group of individuals from Augusta, Rockingham and Shenandoah Counties, Virginia, approached the company’s board of directors to discuss their unhappiness with the Potomac Company’s performance in opening up the Shenandoah River to navigation.  These individuals wanted the Potomac Company to relinquish their exclusive claim to improving the Shenandoah.  The Potomac Company was at an acute disadvantage in these discussions.  The company was financially exhausted.  Ten years of effort by the Potomac Company had failed to open the Shenandoah for navigation.  The officers and directors of the Potomac Company also knew that these same individuals were criticizing the company in Richmond, that they had considerable influence in the state legislature, and that their criticism could lead to action by the legislature that could severely restrict the Potomac Company or worse.  The Potomac Company agreed to relinquish the company’s right to open navigation on the Shenandoah River:

1st, that the Potomack Company should relinquish their right to open the Navigation of the Shenandoah and its Branches to a Company to be established by the legislature of Virginia. 
2ndly, Application shall be made by the Potomack Company and also by those desirous of establishing said Company to the Legislature.

      Legislation for a new company, called the New Shenandoah Company, was authorized by the Virginia Legislature on February 3, 1814 and November 9, 1814.
  What remained was to negotiate a sum of money to be paid to the Potomac Company for the works that the Potomac Company had already constructed along the Shenandoah River.  In these negotiations the New Shenandoah Company again had the upper hand over the older Potomac Company.  The new company had the ear of the Virginia Legislature and the older company needed the continuing support of that Legislature.  Further, the officers of the new company knew they had the upper hand.  On June 13, 1815, Thomas Buck of the new company sent a letter to the Potomac Company informing them that he and Major David Golladay had been authorized by the new company to negotiate the price of the improvements made to the Shenandoah River.  He informed the board that he would like to meet with them on June 21, 1815, at Simms Tavern in Georgetown.  He also let the Potomac Company know that he did not think these negotiations would be drawn out as he told them that he only intended to stay for a day.
  Subsequently, on October 14, 1815, Jonah Thompson was authorized to meet with the members of the new company, “to negotiate with them on such terms as he may deem proper for transferring to the said Company all the rights of the Potomack Company to the Navigation of that river to its mouth.”

      The result was that the New Shenandoah Company agreed to pay the Potomac Company $15,000 for their improvements along the Shenandoah, to be taken in $50 shares in the new company or in cash, at the option of the New Shenandoah Company.  The agreement, negotiated by Thompson between the New Shenandoah Company and the Potomac Company, was signed on October 24, 1815.
  The agreement was ratified by the stockholders of the New Shenandoah Company at their annual meeting in New Market, Virginia, on November 15, 1815
 and by the Potomac Company’s stockholders on August 5, 1816.

       The amount of $15,000 set for the improvements made by the Potomac Company to the Shenandoah was only a small fraction of what the Potomac Company had paid for these improvements, or what these improvements were worth.
  Adding insult to injury, the new company announced that payment was to be made in paper, the stock of the new company.  The board of the Potomac Company addressed this issue to their stockholders:

Altho the sum stipulated in said agreement [i.e. $15,000], is known to be greatly under the sum expended by the Potomack Company on the Shenandoah, and much below the real value of said work, yet in consideration of various circumstances affecting the interest and views of the Company, and the accommodation of extensive and fertile settlements remote from market, The members of the Board . . . unanimously agree to the terms and conditions of said agreement stated.

      The company did not explain what the, “various circumstances affecting the interests and view of the Company,” were.  They were the political realities under which the company had to operate.  The company’s board had no alternative but to acquiesce to the new company and accept the undervalued estimate for their improvements along the Shenandoah River.  The company had little remaining money and some of the locks constructed along the Shenandoah River over the last ten years were beginning to require extensive maintenance.
  More importantly, there was considerable dissatisfaction with the Potomac Company within Virginia:

The people in the Country complain that the Pot. Compy. has not treated them well, they say they have for many years held out the idea of a speedy accomplishment of that work in which they felt themselves so much interested. They say they were (many of them) induced to loan money to the Company & to purchase lottery tickets in order to promote so desirable an object, and nothing of any consequence has been done.

       Another argument made by these same critics as to why the Potomac Company should take a below value payment was that the Potomac Company would become the beneficiary of the anticipated success of the New Shenandoah Company through increased tolls at Great Falls:

I really think the Potomack Company ought, in justice and in regard to their own interest to bear a proportional part of the expences of opening the Shenandoah river. If that river is opened there is no doubt but the tolls at Great Falls will increase more than one hundred pct.  I think 200, whereas in its present situation it is a real expence to the Company, and it is a maxim in justice that when two or more are materially benefited each should bear an equal portion of the cost, of that benefit.
 

      The critics maintained that The New Shenandoah Company would be able to open up the Shenandoah River to navigation at a lower cost than the Potomac Company could.  The problem with the Potomac Company, according to New Shenandoah Company President Charles A. Stuart, was that the Potomac Company had relied on high priced engineers:

The Potomac company has given melancholy proof that the employment of engineers is worse than the mere retaining of sinecures. Reliance was put on them; and, as a requital, they amused their employers with new & specious projects.

      These high priced engineers, in Stuart’s view, had cost the Potomac Company dearly:

I consulted with several engineers, with a view to the opening of this river, & to ascertain, if possible, the probable costs; and very readily found that it would cost more than four times as much, under the projects of such men [as worked for the Potomac Company], as it will by the present process [being undertaken by the New Shenandoah Company].

      Stuart, even after his company had secured the property of the Potomac Company on the Shenandoah River at a very low cost, continued to criticize the Potomac Company to the Governor and other officials in Richmond:

It is very presumable that the Potomac Co. has paid nearly as much to engineers, as we shall have to pay for doing the work. In addition to which, I feel a perfect confidence that the work will be as neatly, and greatly more substantially & usefully done.

      The New Shenandoah Company was organized on August 16, 1815 in Woodstock, Virginia.  The charter of the company
 authorized 2,000 shares to be sold at $50 each.  By the time it was organized over eleven hundred shares had been sold, all to local Shenandoah Valley citizens, not including the 300 shares that had been negotiated to be transferred to the Potomac Company:


Augusta County - 

565 shares subscribed


Rockingham County - 
384 shares subscribed


Shenandoah County -  
176 shares subscribed




Total

1125
 

      The owners of these shares would have been the leading families of the valley.  Shares in the new company were expensive.  Each share cost $50. Even though paid for in five installments, this was well above what a skilled workman would earn in a month.  Total capitalization at the time of organization amounted to more than $50,000.

      On the same day, August 16, 1815, shareholders elected Charles A. Stuart president of the new company.
  David Golladay, Charles Lewis and John Gatewood were unanimously elected directors and George Huston was elected as the fourth director through a majority vote.  The following day Samuel H. Lewis, son of director Charles Lewis, was designated Treasurer.

      One of the first actions of the officers and directors was to undertake an inspection of the Shenandoah River.  They ordered a boat built for $125.
  The boat must have been fairly large as it was equipped with five poles and sockets for poling up the Shenandoah.
  The company treasurer, Charles Lewis, was charged with making the necessary arrangements for this trip down the river.
  He received $150.
  And, later, another $290.50 for the hands hired.

      The officers and directors of the new company were uncertain whether to use contractors or workmen under the direct supervision of the company to make the needed navigation improvements.  In August 1815, for example, the board authorized John Gatewood to receive proposals from potential contractors for opening the North Fork.
  No proposals were received.  By December 1815, the officers and directors were leaning toward hiring the needed workers directly.  Charles Lewis was authorized to hire thirty workers for the following year, 1816, to work on the Shenandoah River navigation.
  These men were never hired.  By the spring of 1816 the board was leaning again toward hiring a contractor to do the work.  In April 1816 they considered a proposal from Neil Christy from Dauphin county, Pennsylvania, “for opening & making navigable the south & north branches of the Shenandoah river.”
  But the board, considered his proposal, “inexpedient to accept.”
  They also received proposals from William Woods of Albemarle County, Virginia, for the same purpose, but the Board, “determined that they [Woods’ proposals] should not be acceded to.”

      It was at this point that an extraordinary event took place.  At the April 1816 board meeting, Major David Golladay, one of the board of directors, proposed that he would contract to open the South Branch Shenandoah River from Port Republic, Virginia, to Harper’s Ferry, a stretch of river of approximately 160 to 170 river miles.
  What Golladay proposed to the board has not been recorded, but the terms must have been exceptional.  The board agreed then and there to accept his proposal, and decided to enter into a contract with Golladay at their next meeting, on May 24, 1816.
  The board, charged with the proper management of the stockholders funds, had committed to give the contract for a substantial portion of the river improvement work to one of their number. 

      Because of bad weather, Golladay could not attend the May meeting of the board.
  The board met again, this time with Golladay, on June 5, 1816.  The record of this meeting states that there was a, "misunderstanding," between the board and Golladay on the issue of security to be put up for this project.  Then a second extraordinary event took place: a second member of the board of directors joined Golladay as a proposed contractor in his proposal for this work for the company, “whereupon proposals were made by the said Golladay & Charles Lewis which were accepted by the Board.”

      Half of the board of directors of the New Shenandoah Company was now on record as having proposed to contract with the company they were directing.  The size of the contract, for the times, was enormous: $70,000.  It also represented most of the $100,000 anticipated capitalization of the company.

      Golladay and Lewis recognized that their proposal was a serious conflict of interest.  Directors usually do not solicit contracts from the company they are supposed to direct due to, as the company records state, from, “[feelings of] delicacy and of good policy.”
  Golladay and Lewis recommended a two step process.  Immediately, they proposed, they would be awarded a contract for $7,000 for clearing the Shenandoah River in the summer and autumn of 1816.
  Then in November 1816, the President of the New Shenandoah Company, Charles A. Stuart, would go before the General Meeting of stockholders and ask that Golladay and Lewis’ proposal for a contract for $70,000 be ratified by the stockholders.
  This highly unusual arrangement was accepted by the board of directors, including by Golladay and Lewis acting as members of that board.  

      The $7,000 contract was a sole-source contract with no details of what work Golladay and Lewis were required to perform.  Nor were there any provisions included to insure Golladay and Lewis performed the work as agreed.  Golladay and Lewis did begin to rough-out or complete the navigation of the Shenandoah so that, “Boats, Gonadalos & rafts may reasonably pass with a swell of water of eighteen inches above the common tide.”
  

      If the $7,000 sole source contract for 1816 was a sweet deal for Golladay and Lewis, the $70,000 sole source contract for four years was even sweeter.
  By November 1816, the record reveals that a third member of the board of directors, John Gatewood, had been attracted to the deal and had joined Golladay and Lewis, as contractors to the company.  Now three of the four members of the board were working for the company as contractors.
  There is no record that any of these men had any experience or knowledge on how to develop a river navigation system.  This was not considered a disadvantage.  The company had derided the Potomac Company for its use of expensive engineers.  
      There is no record of what was presented to the New Shenandoah Company stockholders at the November 1816 General Meeting, held in New Market, Virginia.  These stockholders would, of course, have been the friends, relatives and business associates of Golladay, Lewis and Gatewood.  The stockholders ratified the agreement between the company and Golladay and, Lewis and Gatewood.
  The resolution calling for ratification of the agreement also called upon the board to negotiate a contract with Golladay, Lewis and Gatewood.
  There appears to have some concern for propriety because the stockholders demanded that Golladay, Lewis and Gatewood resign as a condition of accepting this contract.  They did resign and a new board was elected.
  On the same day the new board entered into a contract with the former directors: Golladay, Lewis and Gatewood.

      The company agreed to pay Golladay, Lewis and Gatewood $70,000 in four payments:


$15,000 for the first year, “as early . . . as it may be possible.”


$15,000 for the second year


$15,000 for the third year


$25,000 “at the completion of the work”


$70,000 total
      The contract also described the work that Golladay, Lewis and Gatewood had to do.  But since the company had no engineers or any similar person employed and had, in fact, disdained the Potomac Company’s use of engineers, the contract contained only general phrases to describe the work to be undertaken by Golladay, Lewis and Gatewood:

[The said Charles, David & John] shall open and make navigable the main channel of the Shenandoah river from Harpers ferry in Jefferson County to Port Republic in Rockingham County, that it shall be so made navigable, that a Boat of Sixty six feet in length, which will chamber three Barrels of flour at bottom and four at top shall easily & safely pass the whole route, with fifty Barrels or their weight, and from Craighills Mill to Harpers ferry in like safety with Sixty Barrels at what is commonly called low water mark in the fall of the Year, that all the work upon the channel, at the locks, & in the canal shall be done in good, substantial and permanent style; that in all cases sluices of fourteen feet wide, and canals shall be made straight as practicable, in the places respectively where they should be made, with all necessary tow paths and beacons, that the whole channel shall be roughed out first & as soon as possible so that boats & gondolas may readily & safely pass with a swell of water of eighteen inches above common tide in the said river & that the whole shall be completed on or before the eighteenth day of August 1820 according to the above provisions.

      There were three different methods of contracts used in the construction trades in the building programs of the period: by the day, by the mea​sure and by the great.  The New Shenandoah Company had entered into a contract, “by the great.”  The three methods are explained by Sir Chris​topher xe "Wren, Christopher\:Three different methods of payment in the building trades"Wren, for the English construction trades in a letter to the Bishop of Oxford in 1681, but also applicable to their American equivalents:

There are three ways of working: by the Day, by Measure, by Great; if by the Day it tells me when they are Lazy. If by Measure it gives me light on every particular, and tells me what I am to provide.  If by the Great I can make a sure bargain neither to be overreached nor to hurt the undertakers; for in things they are not every day used to, they doe often injure themselves, and when they begin to find it, they shuffle and slight the worke to save themselves. I think the best way in this businesse is to worke by measure: according to the prices in the Estimate or lower if you can, and measure the work at 3 or 4 measurements as it rises, But you must have an understanding trusty Measurer.

      "By the day," was wage labor.  This was the preferred method of the Potomac Company and was initially attempted by the New Shenandoah Company.  Sir Christopher xe "Wren, Christopher\:\"By the day\" explained"Wren indicates that, "by the day," encourages laziness in the workers and was not to be preferred.  What Wren was suggest​ing was that construction labor can be expended in different amounts of intensity and that payment, "by the day," encourages workers to expend their efforts at a low rate of intensity.  Workers, for example, might work slowly so as to draw out the work and the pay they receive for that work.  This was the basis of criticism against Leonard Harbaugh when he was fired by the Potomac Company.

      "By the measure" was the method preferred by xe "Wren, Christopher\:\"By the measure\" explained"Wren.  This method is still used in the English construction industry but is not used as frequently in the contemporary American construction industry and therefore requires some explanation.  "By the measure" implies that the buyer of construction labor and the seller agree to a unit sum, say, so many pounds or dollars for every thou​sand bricks laid, yards of earth excavated or linear feet of dams built.  A third party, Wren's, "trusty Measurer," measured the completed work and payment was made according to the original agreement.  This tech​nique tended to be preferred by the construction trades since it encouraged them to work faster at their trade and to complete the work as soon as possible, they then could undertake additional work or enjoy their leisure.  This method encouraged work at a higher rate of intensity.  In nineteenth century American canal engineering, it was the technique was used in building the successor to the Potomac Company, the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal.  

      "By the great," today would be called a lump sum contract, a single amount for the entire building.  This was the technique used by the New Shenandoah Company on this contract.  Wren indicates that this method was also not to be preferred as the builders, "often injure themselves."  And when that happens they attempt to save themselves by scrimping on portions of the building through shoddy work or other means.  But there were other reasons  for not using this type of contract.  It would take four years before the company knew whether or not the contractors met the intent of the contract.  If the contractors had not performed the expected work, the company would not have known it until most of the money would have been spent.  The company would have little recourse.  Since the money had been spent and the work not accomplished, they would not be able to hire another contractor to complete the work.
      The three ex-directors of the New Shenandoah Company then divided the total of $70,000 contract into three parts. Charles Lewis took the most southern section of the river, from Port Republic to the White house (a local landmark); John Gatewood took the middle section, from the White house to the mouth of the Flint River; and Major David Golladay took the most northern section, from the mouth of the Flint River to Harper’s Ferry.
  They had until August 18, 1820 to finish their work.

      Company President Charles A. Stuart notified Virginia Governor Nichols of the contract, but not of the conflict of interest: 

Messrs. Charles Lewis & David Galladay undertook, during the late spring, with the Shenandoah Company, to clear out and make navigable the river, from Port Republic, in Rockingham, to Harpers Ferry. They agree to do the work . . . for the sum of 70,000 $. The distance by the meanders of the river, is not less than 150--perhaps 160 or 70 miles. There are many rapids in Rockingham; but the channel is narrow. Throughout the county of Shenandoah the channel is wide, & consequently, the water is diffused & shallow. There are no considerable falls, but many long riffles, over a species of slate rock, running in the direction of the valley.

      Although the contract specified that the work was to be completed by 1820, New Shenandoah Company President Stuart reported that he expected a rough channel would be completed in the first year, 1816, and that boats would be able to pass safely down the Shenandoah to Harper’s Ferry:

With present prospects, and from the rapidity with which the work is now progressing . . . it is hoped that the channel will be roughed out, this fall, so as to enable boats to pass safely, with a little swell of water, into the Potomac: & in three years, to have it completed.

      The contract only covered work on the South Fork.  There were no plans as yet to improve the North Fork, from Front Royal to New Market:

For the North branch of this river, we have not yet procured any contract, after many efforts. Having, ordinarily, but a small quantity of water; running over many rough riffles; and winding about many narrow long necks of land, into a length of 80 or 100 miles from its mouth to the neighborhood of New Market, it will require great labor & commensurate expense, to make it navigable.

      When the company did turn to the North Fork, its plans only included improvements from Front Royal to Strasburg:

From the mouth of this branch up to Strasburg, (Stover’s town) the channel has already been prepared for navigation, during high tides. The works are, now, considerably impaired, from disuse; which was owing, during the war, to want of market, & to artificial obstructions thrown into the main river below the confluence. A good repair of this work, & extending the navigation two or three miles above Strasburg, will be as much as the company can prudently, for the present, adventure.

      As George Washington found out on the Potomac River, it was very difficult to assess the progress made by workmen constructing a river navigation system in the middle of a flowing river.  It would have been even more difficult for the directors of the New Shenandoah Company since they had sold their only boat and had no engineer or superintendent in their employ to oversee the contractors’ work.  In fact, the New Shenandoah Company undertook no supervision of the three contractors between 1816 and 1822.

      Lack of supervision over the contractors did not stop the company from issuing a series of upbeat messages to the stockholders.  In 1818 for example, the company informed the stockholders:

The prosperity of the Company is advancing--the prospects of success and profit are brightening--tho works are in forwardness, and the Contractors sanguinely express their hopes of finishing their labours during the next Season--their progress during the last season, tho considerable, has been very much retarded by turbid water and by the delinquency of many members to pay up the Instalments ordered on their shares.

      In the same year Company President Stuart was likewise providing optimistic reports to the Virginia Board of Public Works:

It is . . . known [to the Board of Public Works] that, in the summer of 1816, this river [i.e. the South Fork] was let out to contractors. Thus it will be perceived that little more than two seasons have yet been afforded, for the contractors to prosecute their labors, which are of great extent; and the late one has been very unfavorable, from the swollen & turbid state of the river. They have, however, so far succeeded, in reducing the greater obstructions . . . The contractors have, however, made such progress that they entertain hopes of finishing, or nearly finishing their work during the ensuing year. My own opinion is that this hope is too sanguine, and that they will probably be occupied for two seasons yet.
  

      Company President Stuart used this opportunity to engage in some more of his Potomac Company criticism:

We fear that a difficulty will remain, over which we have no control.  I find that there is, near the mouth of the River, a prevalent fear that the Potomac will not be in a condition to let boats, with their lading from the Shenandoah, pass with the same degree of ease & safety, at low water, as will pass in the latter river, after next season’s work. We hope that this may not be the case; but when we hear these fears expressed by those who live in that vicinity, and who have long been accustomed to the navigation of that river, and when we know as well from many other circumstances, as the report from that company to your board, last year, as to the state of their funds, we may be excused for entertaining the like fears.

      The following year, 1819, President Stuart reported to the Board of Public Works that the work was not yet finished, “the works have progressed as they did last year, but are not finished; as the contractors then anticipated.”

      By August 18, 1820, the end date for the contract, the work still was not finished.  The company continued optimistic:

The President & Directors of the New Shenandoah Company, respectfully report to the General Meeting that the interests of the Company are advancing; that the Contractors have been industriously engaged during the summer in the prosecution of their labours and report that they have made such progress as to expect to finalize early next year.

      By that date, the scheduled end date of the four year and $70,000 contract to Golladay, Lewis and Gatewood, the company had expended $57,601, a substantial portion of its capitalization.
  Should anything be wrong with the work of Golladay, Lewis and Gatewood, there would be few capital reserves in the company from which to correct deficient work.
      In anticipation of the contract’s completion, the company’s toll rates were established close to or identical to those charged by the Potomac Company at Great Falls.
  The amount of revenue in 1820 received from tolls in the lower river passage was reported as an indication of progress the contractors had made in opening the Shenandoah River to navigation, “notwithstanding the Low State of the water & of the markets, There has been a business done upon the river during the year sufficient to produce Tolls to the amount of seven hundred & forty dollars.”

      Company President Stuart was providing the Board of Public Work similar encouraging reports on revenues received from tolls received by the company, “Our tolls, in 1816 … amounted to a little more than 300$--in 1817, to nearly 1100$--& in 1818 to between 15 & 1600$.
           

      Despite these promising reports, commerce did not greatly increase on the river.  In the view of some shareholders, one problem was the lack of boats along the Shenandoah that could be used for navigation.  At the General Meeting of 1821, they encouraged the company to procure boats so as to increase the usage of the navigation system:

Resolved, as the sense of this meeting, that it will promote the Interests of this Company, and therefore be expedient, that the President and Directors do employ such number of boats as in their discretion they may think proper and suitable persons to navigate the Shenandoah river during the ensuing year.
 

      But something was drastically wrong.  Revenues from tolls began to decrease rather than increase.  In 1823 the company notified its stockholders, “there have been a gradual diminution of the account of Tolls for some years Since we entered into a contract for clearing the river, for which we cannot wholly account from the scarcity of products.”
 

      The company blamed the reduction in revenue from tolls on fish pots and mill dams that impeded navigation.  In the same report, however, the company also informed the stockholders that not only were the contractors two-and-half years behind schedule (they should have completed their work by August 18, 1820), but the work that had been completed did not meet the requirements of the contract.

      Because the contractors had not opened the navigation in the time specified, the company’s charter ran out.  The original authorization allowed for a period of five years and six months from the end of the War of 1812 (November 9, 1814) for the New Shenandoah Company to open and extend the navigation on the Shenandoah.
  The company was forced to seek an extension of its existence from the Virginia legislature.  An Act extended this charter to 1825 and an additional Act extended it further, to 1830.

      Although the Directors had exercised little supervision of the three contractors during the six years of the contract, in 1822 they finally obtained a boat down the Shenandoah River to inspect the works:

As soon as suitable provision of a boat etc. could be made but later than was wished, the Board with the call It preceeded in a boat of the dimensions and loading specified in the contract from Port Republic to Harpers ferry under indeed some disadvantages but so as to satisfy them that the works are not such as the contract requires.

      In their report of January 1823, the directors provided the stockholders a report on the contract deficiencies that they had observed.  The report was in three parts, one for each section undertaken by the former directors.  For the upper (i.e. southern) section undertaken by Charles Lewis beginning at Port Republic they informed the stockholders:

The work in the upper section appears generally to be permanently and judiciously done, The dams are well filled with stone & gravel upon broad basis, and promise as much durability as can be expected in the natural channel, exposed as they are to the raking of drifting trees. And although there may be honest differences of opinion as to the design of the work in particular places, yet we think the plan of the work generally is judiciously designed as it has been faithfully executed. Yet we object to this section because in some places, there is not work enough to make the sluices sufficiently deep, to clear the course where otherwise deep [indistinct] of rocks which project into it & to supply tow paths of adequate extent, and because in some places the water is too shallow to meet the terms of the Contract. We object too in [indistinct] in some instances where there are no side courses provided that the dams are so high as to make the ascent to the sluice too arduous. This section is long & has a rapid current throughout.

      For the middle section undertaken by John Gatewood, they reported to the stockholders:

Of the [indistinct] & Propriety of the design of the work done in the middle Section generally we cannot hesitate to express our approbation, nor should we do justice to the Superintendent were we to withhold the expression of our opinion that the work gives reasonable promise of durability bringing to his aid the practical knowledge of a skillful navigation, fortified as we believe by an earnest good faith, it is probable that his sources are generally judiciously chosen as practicable amidst the numerous & neat difficulties which he had to surmount. But of this Section we object because of shallows of some necessary crookedness in the course of the difficulty of ascent & of the want of tow paths or of side courses where tow paths could not be made.
 

      For the northern section ending at Harper’s Ferry, undertaken by David Golladay, they reported to the stockholders:

In the upper and lower ends of the lowest section, there is a great deal of work which though not all finished as it ought to be promises durability. In the intermediate part there is comparatively, but little work done, and that little executed almost without judgment or care. To this Section we object that where the dams are built, some of them are so high as to make a precipitous and heavy fall of the water. At through [?] in almost all instances without fluke walls
 to graduate the current & without any apparent regard to course or the sluice below. That between these dams if there be any course it is uncertain and sometimes there are shallows over which a boat of the dimension & freight stated in the Contract cannot pass without lifting at common low water mark in the fall, that from the Mouth of the North river downward to Craighills Mill there is work wanted in many places where there is none, & where it is done, it is generally insufficient and sometimes injudicious. That the work below Craighill’s Mill to Harper’s ferry which was executed under the eye of the Superintending Contractor himself, though done more judiciously & permanently, was not sufficient for the easy passage of our boat with fifty [barrels] which the contract requires a “safe & easy passage” for such a boat carrying sixty barrels of flour of their weight. That there are no beacons when they are wanted & a deficiency of tow paths and side courses, & the artificial obstructions mentioned in the first part of the report. This Section is Much the longest of the three but has fewer natural obstructions to be surmounted than the others, and is far the most important part of the river. It is due to the Superintendent of this Section to say that he has been during the greater part of the Progress of his work sorely afflicted with rheumatism which partially confined him at home far from the scene of operation, and that during the short time, when before his rheumatic attack he personally attended to his work [&] it was better designed & executed.
 

      Company President Charles Stuart and his board of directors faced major problems.  They had expended the bulk of the company’s capital for a contract that was two and a half years behind schedule and where the contractors had failed to perform.  The award of the contract to company directors was highly questionable.  But equally questionable was the board’s strategy of starting work everywhere on the South Branch rather than a more conservative approach of beginning work first on the stretch between Front Royal and Harper’s Ferry.  And for most of the duration of the contract, the board exercised little or no oversight of the contractors.

       Stuart and his board were in a quandary.  Although the contractors had failed to perform, there was little money within the company to hire new contractors to correct the deficiencies in order to meet the terms of the charter.  From an all important public relations view, rejection of the contract would be viewed by the millers and farmers of the Shenandoah Valley as a major failure of the company and they would turn to land carriage to ship their flour and other produce out of the valley. 

      President Stuart and his board felt that they had to put a positive spin on the debacle.  They reported the good aspects of what the contractors had accomplished:

Some estimate of the ardour and expense of this undertaking may be formed by those who have not seen it, from the fact, that in the upper division there are besides fluke walls 148 dams, in the middle 147 and in the lowest 66 besides those built along the canal from Littles falls downward. Many of them equal in strength & durability to our best constructed Mill dams from 200 to very nearly 400 Yards in length.
   

       One skill that Stuart had mastered was the art of writing optimistic reports for stockholders.  His assessment of the contract problem provides an example: 
Although we have been disappointed in the expectations which we  were led to entertain of the completion of the work, yet we trust that the call for an examination of it will prove beneficial to the interest of the Company & was certainly good policy in the Contractors. Although too the work is deficient in the manner represented, yet we find so much done & well done & so great a disproportion done to that which is undone or deficient that we can confidently anticipate its final accomplishment at no very distant day. Such undertakings it should be remembered are great and arduous & require time and patience for their accomplishment. Our prospects are surely not darker than those of other similar companies, who by patient & manly perseverance have seen the fulfillment of their hopes & are reaping rich fruit of their industry.

      It is difficult to be against, “patient & manly perseverance,” particularly since such perseverance might, “reap . . . the rich fruit of their industry.”  Stuart’s rhetoric did the trick.  Stuart’s report was affirmed by the stockholders.

      Still the work had to be brought to a conclusion.  Although the problems were not resolved, the contractors continued to work on the navigation system.  In November 1823, they notified the company that their work was now completed and requested an inspection by the board.
  There was some discussion about another inspection trip by the board,
 but incredibly, in the end the company accepted the work without such a trip:

It is therefore resolved that the Board will receive the work done on the river by the undertakers, upon condition that they improve during the ensuing season such parts of the work as may be pointed out to them by the President & Directors who shall retain so much money as may secure the completion of the work.

      Because of the poor performance of the contractors, exacerbated by the lack of oversight by the directors, the New Shenandoah Company did not have a navigation system that could be used throughout the year.   It did, however, have a river navigation system that, like its cousin on the Potomac River, could be used during the high waters of spring and early summer.

      The company took action to make the Shenandoah River navigation system more usable and attractive for shippers.  They contracted with Thomas Orbison in 1823 to keep the navigation channel open by taking a boat down the South Fork of the Shenandoah six times a year from Port Republic to Harper’s Ferry in order to remove fish pots and other obstructions to navigation.
  In the same year, the company wrote the Potomac Company demanding that the Potomac Company lower their tolls at Great Falls for produce shipped down the Shenandoah River and threatening, if the Potomac Company refused to lower its tolls, to take action against them in the Virginia Legislature.
  

      With the expectation that the company had a future, in 1825 they entered into a $5,000 contract with Wright Gatewood and Charles Gatewood to open the North Fork for navigation.

      Nonetheless, the contract with Golladay, Lewis and Gatewood had left the company in a weakened state.  Virtually all of their funds had been expended and navigation was not as was originally intended.  On the other hand, the company was not without assets and advantages.  The Potomac Company’s canal works on the lower Shenandoah, acquired by the New Shenandoah Company for nearly nothing, were very substantial assets.  The company also had a geographical advantage.  The very prosperous and fertile Shenandoah Valley was shaped like a bottle sawn lengthwise down the middle and laid on its side.  The easiest way out of the bottle was through the neck, either by the Shenandoah River to Harper’s Ferry or via turnpike to Shepherdstown.  It was possible to get out of the bottle over the high mountains on either side, but the rutted roads over the Blue Ridge were rudimentary and transportation expensive.

      These advantages eventually paid off for the company.  By the end of the 1820s, the company’s revenue from tolls began to grow geometrically:

1827   $604.00

1828 $1431.33 

1829 $2190.77

1830 $3490.59

      The company was ebullient.  In 1829 the company reported to its stockholders, “the navigation of our river can now be considered by none as an experiment. Its practicability and entire safety have been satisfactorily established.”

      In the same report, the company reported the cost advantage that shippers enjoyed using the New Shenandoah Company rather than land carriage, “and the fact that flour is taken down the river to the District Market at a cost of from twenty five to fifty cents per barrel less than by a land carriage to Richmond or Fredericksburg.”

      In 1830 the company reported to its stockholders:

The Income of this Company from tolls accruing from tolls upon the transportation of commodities down the river has been greater during the present than any antecedent year. And showed [that if] the business continue[s] to increase in the ratio that it has done for the two past seasons, we shall at no very distant day realize a handsome profit upon our adventure.

      The expected future revenue growth was not to be.  Shortly after the General Meeting of 1830, the New Shenandoah Company’s works just above Harper’s Ferry were wracked by a series of winter floods.  The company report in 1831 spoke of the damage done:

The actual receipts of the present year has been $1691: 00 not withstanding the great loss sustained by the very serious injuries done to our works near Harpers ferry by the frequent & very high floods of the last winter, in consequence of which a large quantity of produce which had been transported down our river to the locks could not be passed through at all, or with such difficulty and danger, & after such great detention as to render a charge of toll unjust and inadmissible. The amount of loss in tolls has been estimated by our tollgatherer & lock keeper as being from $1500 to $2000.

      In addition to the decline in toll revenues, the company had to pay approximately $1,000 to repairs the locks at Harper’s Ferry.

      More bad news followed.  The following year, 1832, the wheat crop failed in the Shenandoah Valley.  The underlying reason was drought, which also affected the level of water in the Shenandoah River.  The river was too low to transport the small amount of flour that did get processed during that year.  In the meantime toll roads and railroads began to make inroads into the Shenandoah Valley.  Over the years floods continued to damage the navigation channel, in particular the flood of August 1842.  The floods wrecked the locks and deposited debris in the excavated river bed sluices and channels.  The problem of obstacles in the navigation, particularly mill dams and fish pots, was never fully solved.  Despite their claims to superiority, the New Shenandoah Company faced many of the same problems as did the Potomac Company.   

      Although the company never again achieved the amount of revenue developed from tolls that it had received in 1830, the New Shenandoah Company continued in operation until the Civil War begun in 1861.

      Even at the height of the company’s income, 1830, stockholders were questioning the viability of the Shenandoah in-river navigation as a transport system.  By 1830, many began to suspect that the reason the Shenandoah River navigation was not more successful was not only because of the questionable contract entered into by the company but also because of the inherent disadvantages of in-river navigation in general.  At the 1830 General Meeting several stockholders offered resolutions for improving the river navigation, such as the investigation of the construction of lock and dam navigation where both the North and South Forks of the Shenandoah River would be turned into a series of connecting ponds.
  These resolutions were rejected. 

      The Virginia Board of Public Works took an interest in 1831, and began a study of the Shenandoah under their principal engineer, Claudius Crozet. It was completed by engineer James Herron.
  As a result of the study, Herron proposed three alternatives: a 150 mile river/canal navigation route from Harper’s Ferry to Port Royal, a 175 mile railroad along the river from Harper’s Ferry to Staunton, or a 105 mile railroad through the Shenandoah Valley from Staunton to Winchester.  He recommended the third alternative.  The canal, according to Herron, would have cost over $ 1.7 million,
 substantially more than either railroad alternative.  Nothing was done.

      By 1837, the failure of the sluice or channel navigation system of the Shenandoah River was generally acknowledged by the shareholders of the New Shenandoah Company.  In that year the stockholders of the New Shenandoah Company asked the Board of Public Works to furnish a competent engineer to survey the Shenandoah River in the hopes of building a stillwater or slack water navigation based on dams and locks:

At a meeting of the Shareholders of the New Shenandoah Company held at Harrisonburg on the 15 Inst. A Resolution was adopted, recommending the Improvement of the Shenandoah river, generally by means of dams & Locks, so as to produce a still or slack water navigation.

And I am instructed by the Board of Direction of this Company to inquire whether the Board of Publick Works (The state having by an Act of the Legislature at its last session authorized a subscription by that Board to the Capital Stock of this Company) - can - and at what time and upon what terms, furnish a competent Engineer to survey the Shenandoah River with a view to its improvement, in the mode above indicated.

      A convention was held on October 29, 1838 at Front Royal, Virginia, to discuss the future of the Shenandoah river navigation.  Representatives of Rockingham, Page, Warren, Fauquier, Clarke and Jefferson counties attended.  They resolved that a navigation of ascending as well as descending trade was, “an object of primary importance to the state, and well worthy of the patronage of the Legislature.”
  An appropriation was approved by the Legislature for a new survey of the Shenandoah River, but was suspended in 1840.

      A second convention was held at Front Royal, on August 2, 1847.  The “Committee of the Front Royal Commission” again petitioned the state for an improved navigation.
  The New Shenandoah Company was charged with spending a large amount of money without developing a useful navigation system.
  A Shenandoah Steamboat Company was chartered the same year,
 but there is no evidence that it ever became operational.
      A survey for an improved Shenandoah River navigation was finally undertaken in 1848.  Charles Fisk, the Chief Engineer of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal, was selected by the Virginia Board of Public Works.  His survey took six months, from June 19 to December 12, 1848.  He proposed a combination of fifty miles of lock-and-dam navigation and six miles of stillwater canal construction.  This work would have involved twenty-four lift locks and twenty-one dams and was estimated to cost $2 million.
   This amount was staggering.  The New Shenandoah board reported, “We have been sadly disappointed . . . the Report of Mr. Fisk . . . estimates the cost . . . to be scarcely less than $2,000,000.  A sum so far exceeding our expectations.”
 

      And further:

The report if the Engineer (Mr. C. B. Fisk) appointed to make the survey, & report the most eligible mode of improvement--[the] cost of the work etc. put an extinguisher upon the last hope of such an improvement and left our company unaided by any Contribution whatever to get on as best they could.

      Again no action was taken.

      Over the ensuing years, some of the works existing improvements constructed along the Shenandoah River, such as those at Harper’s Ferry, were modified into power canals providing water to the nearby mills.  [See Illustration 4.14].  For a short time after the Civil War, the Shenandoah River was used again for navigation.  In 1872, the State of West Virginia chartered the Shenandoah River Navigation Company and this company briefly maintained down river commerce in the lower Shenandoah for boats drawing no more than ten to twelve inches of water.  This ended when the flood of 1877 destroyed the company’s works.
 




<* Insert Illustration 4.14*>




<* Insert Caption 4.14*>

      By 1880 the Shenandoah River navigation system was moribund.  There were a few more efforts made to resurrect this enterprise.  On June 14, 1880 the U.S. Congress made an appropriation of $15,000 to do another study.  On March 3, 1881, Congress made an additional appropriation of $2,500 that included the provision that neither appropriation could be used until:

Corporate rights or franchises that may exist over said river shall have been relinquished to the United States, to the satisfaction of the Secretary of War.

      On May 9, 1882, the New Shenandoah Company’s successor, the Shenandoah River Navigation Company, transferred all its rights, interests, property and other holdings to the U.S. Government and disbanded.

      In January 1885, however, the U.S. Government discovered that all of the locks, chutes, dams and other property of the company were on privately owned land.
  Appropriations were put on hold until 1889 when, despite the problems of ownership, Army engineer Lt. Colonel Hains was directed to:

[To submit] a project with estimate of cost for making navigation for vessels drawing 18 inches at low water on the Shenandoah River from the boundary line of Jefferson County, W.Va., and Clarke County, Va., to Shenandoah City, and the mill of Savery at Harper’s Ferry.

      Hains had some difficulty in interpreting these instructions because neither Shenandoah City or the pulp mill existed, but he undertook a study of the lower twenty miles of the Shenandoah River, from the Jefferson County, West Virginia/Clarke County, Virginia line to Harper’s Ferry.
  As such, Hains was investigating reopening the old canal works that had been constructed by the Potomac Company.  Hain’s description of the old canal navigation provides additional information as to what had been built.  It is here presented juxtaposed to an earlier description, and provides a comparison with what had first been in place and what remained.

	Original Construction

As described by the Company in 1808

	As Hains Found it in 1889


	Saw Mill Falls (seventeen feet drop) A quarter mile south (upriver) of Harper’s Ferry.  Here the company built two lift locks, both 100 feet in length, twelve feet in width.  One had a lift of nine feet and the other of eight feet.  They were constructed of granite and freestone.
	      [At] McDowell street, Harper’s Ferry, where there were two locks by means of which the level of the Potomac River was reached. The conditions are now changed. A dam has been built across the river at the locality designated on the maps as “Shenandoah City,” so as to increase the head of water for Savery’s mill. This dam makes slackwater nearly to the foot of Bull’s Falls, so that to obtain the best route for navigation now is to abandon the old canal, which has filled up with debris, etc., and pass out from the foot of Bull’s Falls into the slackwater of the river. 

	Wilson Lower Falls (six and a half foot drop).  Here the company built one lift lock.  This lock was also one hundred feet long, twelve feet wide and had a lift of six feet. The lock was also constructed of granite and freestone.
	    [See above]

	Bulls Falls (four feet drop), one and a half miles up-river from the Potomac River and Harper’s Ferry.  Here the company constructed a sluice.


	      At the head of Bull’s Falls there are three old sluices, the walls of which should be repaired or rebuilt where necessary, the sluices re-excavated, and a new dam about 600 feet long built at the upper end of the upper sluice to deflect water into this and the sluices below.

      Near the middle of Bull’s Falls, at what is known as the “main pitch” of the fall, a wide ledge extends nearly across the river. Through this ledge, next to the left bank, there is a sluice of the old navigation system, 112 feet long and from 25 to 30 feet wide. The depth in the sluice is sufficient, but the current is too rapid. The wall at the upper end should be repaired and extended and some excavation made at the same end to reduce the slope.

	Wilson Upper Falls (twelve and a half foot drop).  Here the company built one lift lock.  The lock was 100 feet long, twelve feet wide and had a lift of twelve feet.  The lock was built of granite and freestone.


	      After passing the lock at the Hopewell Mills [i.e. Littles Falls], the route of the old navigation followed (down Little’s Falls) the left bank through numerous sluices and a sort of a canal formed, in some places, by inclosing a part of the river bed with dry masonry walls, and in other places by excavating through the solid rock ledge. The canal is filled up with stone, gravel, and debris from freshets. The excavation through rock was but little over 10 feet wide, barely sufficient for the passage of the boats used in the old navigation, which were 9½ feet wide and drew 10 inches . . . At a distance of 1 mile below the lock at Hopewell Mills the dam supplying the Millville Mill (formerly known as Snyder’s Mill) is reached. The fall in this mile is about 12 feet. Almost the entire length of this section of the river needs heavy work to restore navigation and make a channel 20 feet wide and 18 inches deep at low water. . . . A few hundred feet above the mill boats entered a lock and were passed into the river below the falls. The mill race is about 1,800 feet long, from 20 to 25 feet wide, and from 3 to 5 feet deep. . . .  The lock is 12 feet wide and 95 feet wide between quoin posts; lift, 13 feet. The lock is built largely of rubble masonry. The chamber walls should be repaired and raised, the head and tail walls rebuilt and repaired, the old masonry pointed up, and new gates put in. The lock is connected with the river below by a sluice-way.  

	Littles Falls (ten and three quarters foot drop) eight miles south (upriver) of Harper’s Ferry.  The company built one lift lock and a basin.  The lock was 100 feet long, twelve feet wide and to had a lift of eight feet.  The lock was constructed of granite and freestone.


	Now known as Hopewell Mills. . . .  The canal has been filled up by freshets and will have to be re-excavated.  The old dam at the head of the fall has been washed away and should be rebuilt in part, so as to throw a sufficient amount of water into the canal.  The lock at Hopewell Mills is in a very dilapidated condition. Some of the old masonry can be utilized, but much of it must be rebuilt. New gates are needed, and the lift wall, the head and tail walls, and the wing-wall, must be practically rebuilt.


      As a result of his study, Hains’ estimated that it would take $49,000 to restore the Shenandoah navigation:





Summary of estimates

From Jefferson County line to head Little’s Falls……………………..  $8,000

Canal at Hopewell Mills, head Little’s Falls…………………………    $2,000

Rebuilding lock at Hopewell Mills……………………………………   $5,000

Hopewell Mills to Millville Dam………………………………………$17,000

Repairs to Millville Dam and mill-race……………………………….   $1,600

Repairs to lock at Millville Mill……………………………………….  $3,000

Sluice at Millville Mill…………………………………………………  $1,500

Foot of Little’s Falls to head Bull’s Falls………………………………  $1,125

Bull’s Falls……………………………………………………………..   $5,400

Superintendence and contingencies, 10 per cent………………………   $4,527







Total…………………… $49,802

      It was questionable whether this was a worthwhile undertaking.  Hains observed that there was virtually no commerce on the river:

There is no trade on the river, except that occasionally a little wheat is boated down to Hopewell Mills and from there hauled to Millville Mills. The trade expected by the people should the improvement be made is in brick, lime, flour, wheat, iron ore and lumber.

      Hains also pointed out that the $50,000 would be spent on a one way navigation system along a very short section of the Shenandoah:

From the foregoing estimate it will be seen that it will cost nearly $50,000 to put a small section of the river in a condition to enable boats drawing 18 inches of water to reach Harper’s Ferry, and they will have to come from no distant point, unless the river be improved for a considerable distance higher up. When they got there they can not get back and must be broken up for the lumber of which they are built.

      Finally, Hains predicted that the entire investment was likely to be wiped out in future floods:

The old navigation system was destroyed by the freshet of 1877, a short time in fact after it had built. It never was repaired or rebuilt. A similar freshet would probably destroy the greater part of the work herein proposed. These freshets occur about once in seven years, so that the expense of repair will be uncertain in amount though certain to be heavy.

      To this Hains added (in case anyone had missed his point), “It does not appear to me that it is a desirable work for the Government to undertake.”

      This sealed the fate of the Shenandoah River Navigation for commerce, although it is still extensively used today for recreation.  Although the Shenandoah River navigation might be seen as a failure, in fact it functioned for almost one hundred years.
( Adapted from the book, THE POTOMAC CANAL: George Washington and the Waterway West, by Robert Kapsch, to be published by West Virginia University Press in the summer of 2007.  This book is an expansion of a paper originally presented at the 2002 annual canal symposium, Robert J. Kapsch, “The Potomac Canal: A Construction History,” in Lance E. Metz (ed.), Canal History and Technology Proceedings, Volume XXI, March 23, 2002, (Easton, Pennsylvania: Canal History and Technology Press, National Canal Museum, 2002), pp. 143-235.














� Extract of a letter from a Gentlemen in Berlin (present-day Brunswick), Maryland, dated June 14, 1790, The Virginia Gazette and Alexandria Advertiser, Alexandria, Volume I, No. 48, June 24, 1790, as quoted in Wesley E. Pippenger and James D. Munson, The Virginia Gazette and Alexandria Advertiser: September 3, 1789 to November 11, 1790, (Westminster, MD: Willow Bend Books, 2002), 97-98. This is also included in T. Michael Carter, Items in Alexandria Virginia Newspapers Relating to the Potomack Company, 1784-1790, (Arlington, VA: typescript, n.d.). This optimistic assessment on the navigation of the Shenandoah was in keeping with the Berlin writer’s assessment of the success of the Potomac River navigation to date:


It is with much pleasure I can inform you that there are not less than twenty five boats, many of them of considerable burden, daily employed from Fort Cumberland and other places above this, carrying tobacco, flour, hemp, etc. to the Great Falls; new ones constantly appearing, and from every information, a great number on the stocks. The navigation is already very easy, and extremely useful, and there remains not a doubt of its being shortly made more so, and that the transportation of country produce down, and imported articles up, the river will be as moderate,  and safe, as could be wished.


� National Archives - Record Group (NA-RG) 79, Entry 159, Proceedings and Resolutions, June 12, 1795.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, August 7, 1797, Book A, 111-112.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, August 7, 1797, Book A, 112.


� U. S. Senate, Documents [of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal], Senate Report 610, 26th Cong., 1st sess.,  July 11, 1840, “An Act Authorizing the Potomac Company to open the Shenandoah River,” [Passed January 13, 1802], 92-94. 


� U. S. Senate, Documents [of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal], Senate Report 610.


� U. S. Senate, Documents [of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal], Senate Report 610, Section 2, 92.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, May 26, 1802. Book A, 243-244.


� U. S. Senate, Documents [of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal], Senate Report 610, 95.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, August 1, 1803, Book A, 270.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, August 1, 1803, Book A, 270.


� Drawings include: 


“Plan and Section of a Canal at the Lower Falls of the Shenandoah River; its junction with the Public Canal at Harper’s Ferry, and the Necessary Locks, Survey’d by N. King & Leonard Harbaugh, Feby, 1803,” NA-RG77; 


“Plan of the proposed junction of the CANAL, at the lower Falls of Shenandoah with the Public Canal at Harper’s Ferry and the Necessary Locks for descending into the Potomak River, Surveyd. & Level’d by N. King & L. Harbaugh, Feby. 1803, for the Public & the Potomak Company,” NA-RG77; 


[Plat of Proposed Canal Through Public Land at Harper’s Ferry, Along the Shenandoah River], NA-RG77; 


“Plan and Section of a Canal at the Lower Falls of the Shenandoah River and its junction with the Public Canal at Harper’s Ferry, and the Necessary Locks, Survey’d & Leveled by N. King & L. Harbaugh, for the U.S. and the Potomak Company, Feby, 1803,” NA-RG79.


� The Harper’s Ferry Power Canal and Potomac River dam were designed and laid out by James Brindley, nephew of the famous English canal engineer. Brindley arrived in Harper’s Ferry in August 1798, having just completed the Conewago Canal in Pennsylvania. Work did not begin on the power canal and dam until May 1799. Brindley left Harper’s Ferry in October 1799. Actual construction was not completed until the summer of 1801. See Merritt Roe Smith, “The Harpers Ferry Armory and the ‘New Technology’ in America, 1794-1854,” unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, The Pennsylvania State University, 1971, 54-63. For a biography of James Brindley see Yvonne E. Long and Gordon Brindley, B.A., James Brindley of Alton, Staffordshire, and The George Washington Connection, December 2002 (unpublished paper distributed by the authors on the Internet), 2-3. For Brindley’s work on the Conewago Canal, see Robert Kapsch, 


“The Conewago Canal: Pennsylvania’s First Canal,” in Lance E. Metz (ed.), Canal History and Technology Proceedings, Volume XXIII, March 20, 2004, (Easton, Pennsylvania: Canal History and Technology Press, National Canal Museum, 2004), pp. 5-43.  


� Probably because of the confusion of having the Shenandoah Falls on the Potomac River, these falls were later renamed the Harper’s Ferry Falls by the Army engineers surveying a route for the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal.


� NA-RG79, Entry 161, Proceedings and Resolutions, February 17, 1806.


� All of these works are located down river between where State Highway 9 crosses the Shenandoah River and Harper’s Ferry.


� Letter, Potomac Canal President John Mason to Secretary of the Treasury Albert Gallatin, January 20, 1808. NA-RG79, Entry 162, Correspondence. These are the locks that Thomas Harbaugh described building.  See Thomas Harbaugh, A Journal.


� Millville Station, the present Millville.


� This is Millville Mill in Lt. Col. Hains’ report, U. S. Senate, Letter from The Secretary of War Transmitting, In response to a resolution of the 13th instant, a letter from the Chief of Engineers, and a copy of a report of Lieut. Col. P.C. Hains, Corps of Engineers, relative to the improvement of the Shenandoah River, Ex. Doc. 65, 51st Cong., 1st sess., February 18, 1890, 3, also known as Snyder’s Mill and so described on James Herron’s 1832 map prepared for the New Shenandoah Company.  


� Located east of Bloomery, West Virginia, where the present State Highway 9 crosses the Shenandoah River.  Littles Falls, also sometimes known as Lyttles Falls, is at the bend of the Shenandoah where the river turns north.  This area was also known as Hopewell Mills, and is so identified in U. S. Senate, Report of Lieut. Col. P.C. Hains, relative to the improvement of the Shenandoah River, 3. James Herron, in his 1832 map for the New Shenandoah Company, identifies this area as Newcomers Mill.


� U. S. Senate, Documents [of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal], Senate Report 610, 95-96.


� U. S. Senate, Documents [of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal], Senate Report 610, 96.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, December 13-14, 1804, Book A, 312.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, October 28, 1803, Book A, 272-273.


� Bacon-Foster, Early Chapters, 105.  


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, December 12, 1803, Book A, 276.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, October 28, 1803, Book A, 273.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, September 10. 1804, Book A, 307.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, September 10, 1804, Book A, 307.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, July 8, 1805, Book A, 325-326.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, May 26, 1802, Book A, 240. Reid was again hired by the company in 1803 at a salary of $730 per year. NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, July 19, 1803, Book A, 259.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, January 13, 1806, Book A, 341. The order read:


Resolved that as Long as a sufficient number of yearly men shall be Collected at GeorgeTown and forwarded from therein to Shenandoah, Alexander Reid be requested to proceed to that River and enter upon his duties as deputy Superintendent of the Companys Works, and that he immediately [proceed] to the erection of the Hutts that may be needed for the accommodation of the Hands employed by the Company for the present year.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, August 4, 1806, Book A, 355-356.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, August 4, 1806, Book A, 355-356.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, August 4, 1806, Book A, 355-356. 


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, May 29, 1806, Book A, 348.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, June 16, 1806, Book A, 349.


� The Maryland Herald & Hager’s Town Weekly Advertiser, Hagerstown, Maryland, June 13, 1806, 3. This was a reprint from the Washington Federalist. Full text read:


			<* Insert Newspaper Clipping N4.01 *>


� Letter, James Keith to Joseph Carleton, January 3, 1806, NPS Archives (accession # 242).


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, November 29, 1806, Book A, 360.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, November 29, 1806, Book A, 360.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, June 29, 1807, Book B, 3.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, June 29, 1807, Book B, 2. The record states:


Resolved. That Thirty able Bodied men with a Blacksmith and Blaster be employed this Season under the Superintendence of Captain Nathaniel Henry on the Bed of the River Shenandoah for the further improvement of the Navigation thereof – The Work to be effected in such manner as that Boats thereafter may pass without interruption at the driest Seasons and at the Lowest Stage of the water with at least 50 Barrels of flour without depending on a Swell of the River that the said Henry be allowed for his Services at the rate of 2 dollars per day.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, August 3, 1807, Book B, 7.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, August 3, 1807, Book B, 7.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, August 3, 1807, Book B, 7-8.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, August 3, 1807, Book B, 7-8.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, October 16, 1807, Book B, 16-17.


� U. S. Senate, Documents [of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal], Senate Report 610, 120. 


			<* Insert Newspaper Clipping N4.02 *>


� A typical lottery advertisement read:


The Maryland Herald & Hagers-Town Weekly Advertiser, Hagerstown, Maryland, September 18, 1811, 4.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, August 3, 1812, Book B, 140.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, May 20, 1812, Book B, 131.


� NA-RG79, Entry 190, Letters Received, Records of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Company, “Petition of Captain George Pointer to the President and Directors of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal,” September 5, 1829. See Chapter Six.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, October 4, 1813, Book B, 184.


� U. S. Senate, Documents [of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal], Senate Report 610, 97-98.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, June 24, 1815, Book B, 234.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, October 14, 1815, Book B, 243.


� U. S. Senate, Documents [of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal], Senate Report 610, 98. Signors were: Charles Stewart [also sometimes spelled Stuart], President of the New Shenandoah Company; David Golladay, George Huston, Charles Lewis and Jonah Thompson, for the Potomac Company.


� Swem Library, College of William and Mary, Minute Books of the New Shenandoah Company 1815-1857, Volume 1, November 15, 1815.


� U. S. Senate, Documents [of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal], Senate Report 610, 260.


� Letter, Charles A. Stewart, President, New Shenandoah Company, to Captain Peyton, Secretary, Board of Public Works, Richmond, November 19, 1818, Library of Virginia, Virginia Board of Public Works Records BPW 108. 


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, October 31, 1815, Book B, 245-246.


� The President and Board authorized repair to these locks, not exceeding $150:


William Graham is authorized to repair the locks at Striders Mill, Dorseys Mill and Wilsons Mill on the Shenandoah on the best terms he can, not exceeding in the whole one hundred and fifty Dollars of which the Treasurer will inform Mr. Graham.


NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, March 20, 1815, Book B, 229.


� Letter, Thomas Buck to the President and Directors, June 13, 1815; June 24, 1815, NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, Book B, 234-235.


� NA-RG79, Entry 160, Proceedings, Book B, 235.


� Letter, Charles A. Stuart, President, New Shenandoah Company, to Governor Nichols, Richmond, August 16, 1816, Library of Virginia, Virginia Board of Public Works Records BPW 108.


� Letter, Stuart to Governor Nichols, Richmond, August 16, 1816.  


� Letter, Stuart to Governor Nichols, Richmond, August 16, 1816.  


� U. S. Senate, Documents [of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal], 97-98.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, August 16, 1815. There is a discrepancy between the total shown, 1125 shares, and the total shown in the record, 1105 shares.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, August 16, 1815. Stuart received 496 votes; Charles Lewis 19 votes; David Golladay 10 votes; Alexander Nelson 5 votes.


� Minute Books, August 17, 1815. Lewis was also assigned the task of Clerk of the Board. Samuel H. Lewis was born 1794 and died 1869. His father, Charles Lewis, was born 1772 and died 1832. See John H. Wayland, A History of Rockingham County, Virginia, (Harrisonburg, VA: C. J. Carrier Company, 1996 reprint of 1912 publication), 127, footnote 7.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, October 5, 1815. The record states, “Ordered. That the Treasurer do pay unto Johnson Carver & John Priddy the sum of One hundred and twenty five Dollars for building a boat for the use of the Company.”


� Minute Books, Volume 1, November 4, 1815. The boat was transferred to John Gatewood for the purpose of selling it. The record states, “Ordered that the Boat, with the Boat cloth, six crow bars, five poles & Sockets & a large sledge hammer be left in the care of John Gatewood to be disposed of for the benefit of the Company.”


� Minute Books, Volume 1, October 5, 1815.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, October 12, 1815.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, November 4, 1815.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, August 17, 1815.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, December 26, 1815. The record states:


Ordered that Charles Lewis, one of our Body be and he is hereby authorized and empowered to hire any number of hands not exceeding thirty on the best terms he can, not exceeding one hundred Dollars per hand to be employed by the said Company in working during the ensuing year on the River Shenandoah.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, April 6, 1816.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, April 6, 1816.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, April 29, 1816.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, April 29, 1816.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, April 29, 1816.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, May 25, 1816.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, June 5, 1816.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, June 5, 1816.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, June 5, 1816.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, June 5, 1816.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, June 5, 1816. The agreement between the New Shenandoah Company and Golladay and Lewis for the $7,000 of work to be undertaken in 1816 reads:


Now therefore this is to serve as a memorandum of said proposal & of the acceptance of the Same by (the Board) the President & Directors of the New Shenandoah Company. It is also further understood, proposed & agreed, that the Said Lewis & Golladay shall, during the present summer & fall rough out the river from Harpers ferry to Port Republic so that Boats, Gondalos & rafts may reasonably pass with a swell of water of eighteen inches above the common tide, in said river – that they shall in behalf & as agent of the Said Company use all the lawfull means of removing artificial obstructions in the river, that they will do all the work either in roughing or completing the navigation of the said river, which will be practicable during the said ensuing summer, -- that if the contract shall be made, approved & ratified at the general meeting aforesaid, the work shall be completed in good substantial style according to the details of the said contract in the term of four years from the 18 day of August next; when the whole of the money shall become due and that the said President & Directors will pay to them, the said Lewis & Golladay the sum of Seven thousand Dollars during the ensuing summer, they the said Lewis & Golladay giving bond & security to the said President & Directors faithfully to account for the same. 


� Minute Books, Volume 1, June 5, 1816. 


� Minute Books, Volume 1, November 16, 1816.


� Minute Books, November 16, 1816. The record states, “Resolved. That the memorandum of an Agreement made by the President & Directors of this Company with Charles Lewis & David Golladay be approved by this meeting.”


� Minute Books, Volume 1, November 16, 1816. The record states:


That the Board of Directors do now proceed to make a Contract accordingly & in detail, with the said Lewis & Golladay & John Gatewood who has been associated with them to make navigable the South Branch of the Shenandoah River from Harpers ferry to Port Republic for the sum of seventy thousand Dollars.


� Charles A. Stuart remained President. The new directors were: George Huston, Benjamin Lewis, Thomas Buck and Nathaniel Crag. Minute Books, Volume 1, November 16, 1816.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, November 16, 1816.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, November 16, 1816.


� As quoted by Frank Jenkins, Architect and Patron, London, New York and Toronto: 1961, 128-129, as cited by Charles E. Peterson (ed.), The Rules of Work of the Carpent�ers' Company of the City and County of Philadelphia, 1786 (Philadelphia: Bell Publishing Company, 1972), xiv.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, January 13, 1823.


� Letter, Stuart to Governor Nichols, Richmond, August 16, 1816.


� Letter, Stuart to Governor Nichols, Richmond, August 16, 1816.  


� Letter, Stuart to Governor Nichols, Richmond, August 16, 1816.  


� Letter, Stuart to Governor Nichols, Richmond, August 16, 1816.  


� One possible exception to this is the work of Director Colonel Alexander R. Givens in 1820:


On the Motion of Mr. Doyle it was resolved that the sum of Twenty five dollars be allowed to Col. Alexander R. Givens one of the Directors of the Company for his Services in going from Port Republic to Harpers ferry for the purpose of examining into the state of the company works & locks, which were reported to be out of repair.


Minute Books, Volume 1, November 15, 1820.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, “General Meeting for 1818,” November 16, 1818.


� Letter, Charles A. Stuart, President, New Shenandoah Company, to Bernard Peyton, Secretary, Virginia Board of Public Works, November 19, 1818, Library of Virginia, Virginia Board of Public Works Records BPW 108.


� Letter, Charles A. Stuart to Bernard Peyton, Secretary, Virginia Board of Public Works, November 19, 1818.


� Letter, Charles A. Stuart, President, New Shenandoah Company, to Bernard Peyton, Secretary, Virginia Board of Public Works, December 1, 1819, Library of Virginia, Virginia Board of Public Works Records BPW 108.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, “General Meeting of 1820,” November 15, 1820.


� The company’s finances in 1820 were as follows:


[Income]


Upon the Capital Stock subscribed viz 1505 shares. Installments 


Have been ordered to the amount of $40 pr. share, make as 		$60 200


From which deduct the amount of delinqt,				  $2 598 26¼


Given the amount upon the Capital stock				$57 601 73¾


To which add the amount of Tolls etc. up to the 15 Nov. 1818


   as see Acct. Book pages 1 & 4					  $3 330 29½


Part of the tolls of 1819 etc.					  $1 287 45½


Given the total amt. of Receipts into the Treasury			$62 219 50


[Outgo]


The Amount of Disbursements as settled by last


   General Meeting (Nov. 18, 1819)					$56 283 10


Disbursement during the present year				   $5 779 70½


   Cash Balance in the Treasury					      $156 69½


								$62 219 50


Minute Books, Volume 1, “General Meeting of 1820,” November 15, 1820.


� Toll rates for the New Shenandoah Company were established by its charter, “An Act incorporating a new company, to open and extend the navigation of Shenandoah river and its branches, and for other purposes,” published in U. S. Senate, Documents [of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal], Senate Report 610, 97-98; as compared to the Potomac Company Toll Rates as published in the Maryland Herald Elizabethtown Advertiser, Hagerstown, Maryland, January 27, 1802, 3: 


�
Toll Rates


New Shenandoah


Company�
Toll Rates


Potomac


Company


�
�
�
At or near


The mouth of Shenandoah�
At or near


The mouth of


Conococheague�
At or near


Hooke’s


Falls�
At or near


Great


Falls�
�
�
D.                     C.�
D.               C.�
D.         C.�
D.         C.�
�
Every Pipe or Hogshead of Wine containing more than 65 gallons�
                        66�
       33- 18/54�
33- 18/54�
66- 36/54�
�
Every Hogshead of Rum or other Spirits�
                        55�
     27- 42/54�
27- 42/54�
18- 30/54�
�
Every Hogshead of Tobacco�
                        44�
       22- 12/54�
22- 12/54�
44- 24/54�
�
Every Cask between 65 and 35 gallons, one half of a pipe or hogshead; barrels one fourth part; and smaller casks or kegs in proportion according to the quality and quantity of their contents of wine or spirits,�
                 33 �
         In proportion to amount, as stated at left. �
�
Every similar cask of rum or other spirits, or of linseed oil�
                        28�
            In proportion to amount, as stated at left.�
�
Every cask of wine containing not less than twenty nor more than thirty-five gallons�
                        17�
            In proportion to amount, as stated at left.�
�
Every barrel of rum or other spirits, or of linseed oil of similar capacity�
                        14�
            In proportion to amount, as stated at left.�
�
Every keg or other vessel of wine containing less than twenty gallons�
                          8�
               In proportion to amount, as stated at left.           �
�
Every similar keg or vessel of rum, or other spirits, or of linseed oil containing less than twenty gallons�
                          6- ¼�
               In proportion to amount, as stated at left.�
�
Every bushel of Wheat, Peas, Beans or Flax Seed,�
                           2�
            50/54�
    50/54 �
    1- 46/54   �
�
Every bushel of Indian Corn or other Grain or Salt,�
                           1�
         25/54�
    25/54�
    50/54�
�
Every barrel of Pork,�
                         22�
       11- 6/54�
11- 6/54�
 22- 12/54�
�
Every barrel of Beef,�
                         15 �
      7- 22/54 �
 7- 22/54�
  14- 44/54�
�
Every barrel of Flour,�
                         12- ½�
      5- 30/54�
 5- 30/54�
  11- 6/54�
�
Every ton of Hemp, Flax, Pot-ash, Bar or Manufactured Iron�
                       110 �
       55- 30/54�
55- 30/54�
111-6/54�
�
Every ton of Pig-Iron or Castings,�
                         40�
      18- 28/54�
18- 28/54�
  37- 2/54�
�
Every ton of Copper, Lead, or other Ore, other than Iron Ore,�
                         90�
        44- 24/54�
44- 24/54�
  88-48/54�
�
Every ton of Stone or Iron Ore,�
                        20�
          9- 14/54�
  9- 14/54�
   18- 28/54�
�
Every hundred bushels of Lime,�
                        55�
        27-42/54�
27-42/54�
   54- 30/54�
�
Every chaldron of Coals,�
                        20�
       9- 14/54�
  9- 14/54�
  18- 28/54�
�
Every hundred Pipe Staves,�
                        10�
         4- 9/54�
 4- 9/54�
    8- 18/54�
�
Every hundred Hogshead Staves, or Pipe or Hogshead Heading,�
                          6- ½�
         2- 42/54�
 2- 42/54�
   5- 30/54�
�
Every hundred Barrel Staves, or Barrel Heading�
                          4�
       1- 46/54�
 1- 46/54�
    3- 38/54�
�
Every hundred cubic feet of Plank or Scantling�
                        40 �
       18- 28/54�
18- 28/54�
  37- 2/54�
�
Every hundred cubic feet or other Timber�
                        22�
       10- 10/54�
10- 10/54�
  20- 20/54�
�
Every gross hundred weight of all other commodities or packages,�
                          6�
         2- 42/54�
 2- 42/54�
   5- 30/54�
�
And every empty boat or vessel, which has not commodities, on board to yield so much, except an empty boat or vessel returning, whose load has already paid at the respective places the sums fixed at each, in which case she is to repass toll free. �
                      110�
       55- 30/54�
 55- 30/54�
111- 6/54�
�



� Minute Books, Volume 1, “General Meeting of 1820,” November 15, 1820.


� Letter, Stuart to Bernard Peyton, Secretary, November 19, 1818, Virginia Board of Public Works.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, “General Meeting of 1821,” November 15, 1821.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, “Special General Meeting of 1823,” January 13, 1823.


� This read:


NOTE: By the act of 9th November 1814. The time of six months from the termination of the war with Great Britain was allowed the New Shenandoah Company to complete its organization; and the term of five years from the termination of the six months aforesaid, to open and extend the navigation.


U. S. Senate, Documents [of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal], Senate Report 610, 97-98.


� W. E. Trout III, The Shenandoah River Atlas, (Front Royal, VA: The Friends of the Shenandoah River and Virginia Canals and Navigations Society, 1997), 90-91.


� Minute Books, “Special General Meeting of 1823,” January 13, 1823. 


� Minute Books, “Special General Meeting of 1823,” January 13, 1823. 


� Minute Books, “Special General Meeting of 1823,” January 13, 1823. 


� Fluke walls were probably small wing walls intended to funnel the river water into the sluices.


� Minute Books, “Special General Meeting of 1823,” January 13, 1823.


� Minute Books, “Special General Meeting of 1823,” January 13, 1823. 


� Minute Books, “Special General Meeting of 1823,” January 13, 1823.


� Minute Books, “Special General Meeting of 1823,” January 13, 1823. 


� Minute Books, Volume 1, November 20, 1823.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, November 20, 1823.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, January 19, 1824.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, March 13, 1823.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, November 15, 1823.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, “General Meeting of 1830,” November 15, 1830.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, “General Meeting of 1829,” November 16, 1829.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, “General Meeting of 1829,” November 16, 1829.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, “General Meeting of 1829,” November 16, 1829.


� Minute Books, Volume 1, “General Meeting of 1831,” November 15, 1831. This amount of revenues derived from tolls, $1691, does not agree with the amount shown for the same year in the graph shown in Seth C. Bruggeman, The Shenandoah Gundalow and the Politics of Material Reuse, unpublished thesis, (Williamsburg, VA: College of William and Mary, 2000), 49, which indicates a yearly total of approximately $7600. This probably is because the handwritten numbers in the Minute Books were incorrectly interpreted as a “7” (i.e. $7691) rather than a “1,” (i.e. $1691).


� The date of the last entry in the Minute Books at the Swem Library, College of William and Mary, is 1857. However, the company may have operated beyond this date as there is a reference on the last page of Volume 2 to a Volume 3, which has not survived.


� One resolution read:


Resolved. That the President & Directors of this Company be requested to procure the services of the principal Engineer of this state, to survey & estimate the cost of a Lock & Dam navigation upon both the branches of the Shenandoah river up to the highest points to which such an improvement could be extended.


Minute Books, Volume 1. “General Meeting of 1830,” November 15, 1830.


� Letter, W. H. Brown, Board of Public Works, to James Herron, April 5, 1832, Library of Virginia, Virginia Board of Public Records (BPW 103).


� Trout The Shenandoah River Atlas, 94.


� Letter, Samuel H. Lewis, New Shenandoah Company, to Board of Public Works, June 24, 1837,


Library of Virginia, Virginia Board of Public Records (BPW 103).


� Trout, The Shenandoah River Atlas, 95.


� Eric Nielsen, “The Importance of the Shenandoah River in the Early 1800’s,” Selected Rockingham County Petitions, 1800-1850, (Harrisonburg, VA: Good Printers, Inc., 1983), 185-190, 185.


� The memorial stated:


	TO THE HONORABLE THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF VIRGINIA


The memorial of the undersigned, citizens of the Shenandoah Valley, respectfully represents:


That the improvement of the Shenandoah River has long been an object of public solicitude, and its importance frequently acknowledged by legislative enactments. Your memorialists need not enter into details, to make this position clear and undeniable. They will leave to their representatives the task of presenting facts and arguments bearing upon the question. It is sufficient for the present to state, that an extensive range of counties, East and West of the River, have no convenient outlet to market, and that the natural channel is the Shenandoah.


   A satisfactory arrangement has been made with the New Shenandoah Company, by which all obstacles  to an increase of stock are likely to be removed, and your memorialists now confidently rely, not only upon the liberality of the Legislature, but upon its sense of justice, for a renewal of the acts directing a survey, and making an appropriation, which acts were suspended in 1840.


   They need scarcely call your attention to the fact, that the counties so deeply interested from the mouth of the Shenandoah to its source are among the largest tax-paying communities in the Commonwealth, whose contributions have been freely used, and for all improvements of a general character (like this) have been freely voted by their representatives, with a view to the development of the resources of the State.


   Your memorialists may be excused for reminding your honorable body, that since Alexandria has been restored to the Commonwealth, there is a new motive for improving the means of intercourse with that place—and the trade of the Shenandoah, instead of being forced out of the State, can be made tributary to the prosperity of that good old City, which for many years past has been in the keeping of a stepmother. Alexandria, by the fostering hand of the Legislature, can be rendered, as she once was, an important commercial point, a market for the products of the whole Shenandoah Valley, and thus be made instrumental in contributing largely to the revenues of the State.


   With a confident hope that your honorable body will promptly recognize the claims of this portion of your constituency to an impartial consideration, your memorialists earnestly but respectfully invoke early legislation, in such amendments of the charter of the New Shenandoah Company as may be deemed necessary, and in a renewal of the acts directing a survey and appropriation. 


   And as in duty bound, your memorialists will ever pray, etc.


[Signed by 127 people]. Nielsen, “The Importance of the Shenandoah River in the Early 1800’s,” 185-186.


� Trout, The Shenandoah River Atlas, 95.


� By an Act of March 22, 1847. The trustees were Thomas Hite Willis, William B. Willis, John C. R. Taylor, H. L. Opie, George W. Peters, James Castleman, Charles McCormick, Province McCormick, William D. Maguire, George H. Burwell, William Berry and Isaac Harrison. See John D. Wayland, A History of Shenandoah County, Virginia, (Strasburg, VA: Regional Publishing Company, 1976 republication of 1927 publication), 291.


� Trout, The Shenandoah River Atlas, 96.


� Minute Books, November 15, 1850, as quoted by Trout, The Shenandoah River Atlas, 96.


� Minute Books, November 15, 1850, as quoted by Trout, The Shenandoah River Atlas, 96.


� U. S. Senate, Hains Report on the Shenandoah River, 2.


� U. S. Senate, Hains Report on the Shenandoah River, 2.


� U. S. Senate, Hains Report on the Shenandoah River, 2.


� U. S. Senate, Hains Report on the Shenandoah River, 1-2. 


� Lt. Colonel Hains reported that a pulp mill at Millville could not be found and there was no town of Millville (although there was a Millville Station on the valley branch of the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad and there was a place called Millville Mills, a mile and a half from each other).  Also, Shenandoah City existed only on paper. U. S. Senate, Report of Lieut. Col. P.C. Hains relative to the improvement of the Shenandoah River, 1-2.


� [Albert Galaltin], Report of the Secretary of the Treasury on the subject of Public Roads and Canals; Made in Pursuance of a Resolution of Senate, of March 2, 1807, (New York: Augustus M. Kelley 1968 reprint of publication by R. C. Weightman, 1808, Washington, D. C.).


� U. S. Senate, Hains Report on the Shenandoah River, 3-6.


� U. S. Senate, Hains Report on the Shenandoah River, 6.


� U. S. Senate, Hains Report on the Shenandoah River, 6.


� U. S. Senate, Hains Report on the Shenandoah River, 7.


� U. S. Senate, Hains Report on the Shenandoah River, 7. 


� U. S. Senate, Hains Report on the Shenandoah River, 7.
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