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CHAPTER 5,

THE LANDOWNING COMPANY,

Throughout the course of the 18th century, agriculture
continued to be the backbone of both the British economy and soclety.
Land was the basis of the wealfh of the country'’s greatest famllies
and control of the land brought with it a great deal of political
power. t Thus by moving into the ownership of landed estates, the
York Buildings Company left the narrow confines of the commercial
world of the city of London and stepped out iﬁto the wider national
arena. In Engdland the venture into landownership was small,
resulting in the purchase of only one estate, that of Lord Widdrington
in Nbrthumberlénd. Little information has come to‘light on the
company's activities here, but it seems likely the company's impact
on the area was compara+ive1§ slight. In Scotland the matter was

somewhat different. Large estates were acquired following the dis-

pcseession of rebels after the Jacobite rebellion of 1715. Scotsmen
proved unwilling to risk the opprobium'of'the disposse§3éd;ﬁa;ilies,
thelir powerful relations and even the tenantry, many of whom were
still fiercely loyal to their old.masters.l By filling the vacuum
so created, the York Buildings Company added considerably to

the problems it was to face over the years. The involvement of
John Cockburn of Ormiston made it natural that in the early years

the company would 100k to improvihg.metbods to enhance its assets.

But as time progressed and problems grew, such measures were abandoned

l. Murray, York Buildings, pp.l7,35.
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and as the company lost control of the estates to its annultants,
the difficulties became greater. Attempts were made to explolt
the industrial potential of the estates but again these ran into
financial and managerial difficulties. In Scotland too, there
were soclal obligations to landholding, particularly concerning
such factors as the school and the kirk and these were often
imcompatible with control by a remote London corporation.
The political aspects of landholding meant that the company became

involved with Lord Milton .establishing a clearly defined link between

the Scottish establishméent headed by the Duke of Argyll and Lord Ilay
of national patronage.

and the wider aspects 'ALand was the only major tangible asset

purchased by the company apart from the waterworks. Thus the

company's role in this respect requires detailed examination as

the disposal of land was ultimately to prove the solution to many

of the company'’s problems. The York Buildings Company, by dint

of Its acquisition of estates became interwoven into the wider

fabric of Scottish society and the implications of its actilons in

this sphere will, after an examination of the factors surrounding

thelr purchase and payment, be examined in the context of each

of Its Scottish estates.
1 Purchase and Payment of Estates..
The principal aim of the syndicate led by Case Billingsley

who took over the struggling York Buildings Company in 1719, was

lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll
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the acquisition of estates forfeited in the 1715 Jacobite rebellion, as
+he basis for providing funds for a life annuity scheme.  Such
a project had been in the minds of a group of London speculators
before 1719, though its exact origins are dncertain.2 The
government was probably aware of such an interest, as the act of

1717 vesting the estates in the hands of commissioners to bring
them to sale, stipulated that bodies corporate, other than the
commissioners themselves, could becomepurchasers.3 There was
a precedent for this action. In 1702, the Sword Blade Company,
operating outside its original fUnctions,1purcﬂésed Irish estates
which had been forfeited following the revolution of’1688;4 A
second act of parliament, in 1719, permitted the owners of the

lands to issue annuities up to the annual value of their holdings.

It is possible this act was passed as a result of pressure by
Billingsley and his associates.6

The syndicate took its first active steps to secure the
estates before the negotiations for the takeover of the York
Buildings Company were completed, and the new subscription for .the £1.2m
~was' announced.7 Robert Hackett, to be one of the directors of

the newly reconstructed company,s and John Wicker, about whom

nothing 1is known, went north to Edinburgh for the first group of

sales which were due to take place in October 1719. Estates

llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll

. Vide supra, p.33.

4 Geo.I.c.8.

Scott, Constitution and Finance, Vol.3,pp.436-437.
6 Geo.I.c.24.

Vide supra. p.35.

Vide Supra. p.35. |
PRO TI/252/52, Deposition of Robert Hackett.

2
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purchased at this time were those of the Earls of Winton and
Panmure, Viscount Kilsyth and Mr. Craw of East Reston, at a
total price of £129,065, before any deductions were a110wed.9
The estate of East Reston was not purchased by Hackett and Wicker
but by an Edinburgh lawyer James Daes on behalf of a Mr. Ninlan

Hume, who. . . transferred his purchase to the compdng.lo

The difficulties faced by the government 1in assessiné'the
value of the forfeited estates, and bringing them to sale, had
been exacerbated by relatives and friends of the former owners.ll
This 1s most glearly seen in the sale of the Panmure estate which
was to be sold by public auction on 9 October 1719. Haékett and
Wicker were present at the sale on behalf of the company. Before

i,

the sale could commence, Henry Maule, brother of the late ..- £
Earl of Panmure, and several friends objected to its being held.
Hackett and Wicker stated that, despite threats, they were willing
to bid the upset price of:£58,000 in order, as Hackett later
testified, to "take the said estate out of the hands of persons who
had been so lately in actual rebellion against his Majesty?”. Henry
Maule, together with his friends, thereupon left the sale. James
Maule, servant of Henry Maule's son, remained behind to influence
the bidding. Hackett claimed that James Maule forced the price

up by £1,840 before his credentials were called for and he was

asked to prove that he could find security, or pay the price.

On his being unable to do so, Hackett and Wicker were declared

lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll

9 RHC, Vol.I,p.595.
10 Murray, York Buildings, pp 22=23.
11  Ibid.,pp.8-=16.
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purchasers at a price of’£60,400.12 When 1t came to drawing

up the documents of sale between the commissioners and Hackett

and Wicker, the latter objected to the excess 1in.price caused

by Maule's bidding. As this meeting took place after twelve
n'clock on Saturday night, the commissioners sald that they could
not alter the documents and that if they were changed, the deed
would have to be drawn up again., The commissioners therefore
persuaded Hackett and Wicker to accept the document as it stood
saying that they would allow the £1,840 as a deduction. Wicker's
death and failure by the company to tell Hackett: that payments
were being made on ac;ount of this estate, meant that the‘companu

was unaware of its right to this deduction.. Consegquently,

this was still beirg claimed as an allowance again<t the price in
1725....13 The tactics. of the Maule family, therefore, had had
the desired effect of causing trouble, although they had been
unable to stop the sale.

The following year the company was also active in the
land market. A meeting of the general court held on 24 March
1720 discussed the possible purchase of estates to be sold.14
Before this, on 14 March, Christian Cole a promoter and director
of the company, and also a promoter and director of the Royal
.ExchangeAésurance Company,ls agreed with the Commissioners of

Forfeited Estates in Fngland to purchase the estate of the Earl

of Widdrington in Northumberland. The formal sale took place

. f .

12 PRO Tl/252/53 Dep051tzon of‘Robert Hackett, Murray, York

Buildings, p.23.
13 PRO T1/252/52, Account between Co. and Treasury and Deposition
. of Robert Hackett. |
14 Daily Courant, 17 March 1720.

15 Special Regort{1720),‘pp.18 66; Daily Couraqs, 1l July 1720;
British Journal, 6 October 1722
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o 30 March 1720, the price being.£57,100.16 Press reports
state that around the end of May or beqinning of June 1720,
the coﬁpany Lought the~ estate of Henty ‘St. .John, 1lst Viscount
Bolingbroke (1678-1751), in Bnrkshire.17 The price pald was

£52,200, well infxcess of the upset price of £41,000. The

annual rent was assessed at £1,800 which meant that the estate

had been purchased at a price equivalent to twenty years

7
rent=1. d No other sources consulted make any mention of the

purchase of this estate. Indeed the Origifial Weeklu. Journal. .
reported on 2 July that Bolingbroke was i~ Hanover to seek a
pardon. Pardoned in 1723, Bolingbroke had his estates

restored in 1725, although Walpole ensured that he could not

. 1 \
take his seat in the House of Lords. 3 There 1s no -evidence

of the York ﬁ"ildings Company ever paying any morey on this purchase.
The estate, therefore, appears to have been taken off the market,
possibly while negotiations for Bolingbroke'!s pvardon contin-—ed.

The major purchases In 1720 came in the Scottish sales

which took place in Octobér. The‘grincipal estates purchased

were throse of *he Earl. of Southesk and Earl Marischal in the North-

east, and that of the Earl of Linlithgow at Callendar near Falkirk.

Two smaller estates, thos~ of fir David Threipland of Fingask

: : . : 2 .
and Dr, Archibald Pitcairrn were also acqulred. 0 This marked

the end of the York Buildings Company'’s prrchases althcuach it

was. rumour~d in May and October 1721 that the company was set

l6 PRO T1/248/53, Memnrial of Fo feited Estate Commissioners to
Treasury, 1724.

2 Applebee's Original Weekly Journal, 4 June 1720.

18 Weekly Journal or Saturdau's Post, 4 June 1720; Weekly Journal
cr British Gazetteer, 4 June 1720.

19 Dorothy Marshall, Eichteenth CenturQ.EnQTand,(an ed.1974),
pp.142-143.

20 PRO T1/244/61, Further Report of Comms. of’Ebrféited.EStates
'~ in Scotland 1723-24.




! l' I‘

795.

to rurchase some of the estates of the directors of the South
Sea Companv. It was also claimed in October that the company
was about to acquire more of the forfeited estates in Scotlénd.zl
By this time, though, the state of the compam's Affairs was soO
bad that no such purchase could be sariously contemplated.
There was to be onc proposal tha* was activnlg‘canvassed in
1723, and this wilibe discnssed helow.

The cost of the forfeited ~states purch=sed ani the

deductions allowed against th~m by 19 February 1725 are ouvtlin~d

in Tahle 5:1.
TABLE 5:1.

Net. Cost onYbrk.Buildings Companm Estate on 19 February 1725,

Gross Price Deductions Net Cost

Panmure £60,400 £8,075 £52,325
Kilsyth 16,000 51 15,949
Winton 50,300 678 49,622
Fast Reston 2,365 - 2,365
Maristhall 41,172 19,201 21,971
Southesgque 51.549 14,309 37,240
~Linlithgow 18,752 1,337 17,415
Fingask 9,606 251 9,355
Pitcairn 849 - 849
widdrington 57,100 - 57,100 .

£308,093  £43,902  £264,191

SOURCE:. RHC, Vol.I, p.595.
The question of the payment far their estates was one which was
to haunt the company for many years to come. In the halcyon

days of 1720, this seemed easy and indeed, before the extent of

--------------------------------------

21 Daily Journal, 16 May, 18 October 1721; Applebee's Original
Weekly Journal, 21 October 1721.

i — - [ —
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of the 'Bubble’ crisis became apparent, the company had been

making payments on the estates, including one of £60,000 which

was sent from London to Edinburgh on 1 September, escorted by

a guard of fourteen Scots Horse G*enadiers.zz The company

had tried to obtainpermission to pay tre money in Lonaon

because of the difficulties involved 1n making payment in

23

Edinburgh, but had been unsuccessful. In the years following

the crisis the tightening of credit, disputes over the deductlions
to be allowed and mismanagement by the company meant that
balances on* the estates reéained unpaid. The company was
charge/l intdrest on outstanding payments which added to tﬁe :
total cost.

Th~ major prohlem arose over exactly what was to be

al’owed in respect of the payment of the debts of the forfeited
rebels, The compAany. in a petition to th~ Commissi~ners of
Forfeited Estates in Scntland in October 1724, asked that
deductions should be allowed as claimed by the company and that

claims already paid by the company be allowed against the purchase

p*icn.24 The problem of paying claims arose mainly from the

larger estates purchased in 1720, Linlithgow, Mar.ischal‘::' and
S~uthesk. The commissioners, in a letter to the Treasury
in December 1724, claimed the trovble was that the company had

taken over the debts on these estates but had not given exact

particulars of the sums involved.zs The commissioners claimed

22 Weekly Journal cr British Gazetteer, 3 September 1720.
23 SRO GDI’170, Yrrk Puildings Co. Papers, Létter Co. to

John Aislabie, July 1720.

24 SRO FEP 1715, Petition Co. to Commrs. of Forf, Estates
in Scotland, October 1724.

25 PRO TI/258/51, Letter Commrs. of FOrf. Estates in Scotland
t~ J. Scrope, 31 Decembar 1724.
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that around November 1724, the company owed a total of £102,417;
of this £7,463 was for the estates purchased In 1719, £93,446
for the estates purchased in 1720 ~nd £1,508 for the crop of
1719 on all estates except Fingask on which the total purchase
price had already been.paid.26 Early irn 1725, the company
submitte” fiqures to the commissiorners who passed theﬁ on to the
Treasury. The debts paid on the Marischal, estate weve
stated to be £23,621, £17,265 on Linlithgow and £31,196 on
Southesk. These amounts were in addition to the sums shown
in Table 5:1. When taken together with other sums due ~t .
this time, the claims reduced the total debt on the Scottish
estates to £31,702.27

Given the complications surrounding its affairs at
this time, it seems natural that the idea of selling the company'’s
pstates as a soluf&on to its problems should be proposed.
During the latter part of 1725 and early 1726, Col. Samuel
Horsey, who had been a director of the York Buildings CompAny
since 1723,28 visited Scotland on behalf of the company to
make arrangements regarding the operation of the coal mines on

29

its estates.,. While in Scotland, he became involved in wide

dealings c~ncerning the estates. This amounted to the formation

of a plan to sell those estates to the dispossessed*fdmilics at

a suitable price. 30

DRI R

26 PRO TI/251/76, Account of Commrs. of Forf. Estates in Scotland,
after 21 November 1724.

27 PRO TI/252/17, Letters of Commrs. of Forf. Estates in Scotland
to J. Scrope, 15 February 1725.

28 PRO C11/1816/21, Westmoreland v York Buildings Co.

29 Daily Post, 25 October 1725.

30 NLS. Fletcher of Saltoun MSS 16534, Letter S. Horsey to

Lord Milton 5 July 1726.
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Amonq those with whom Horsey held discussions in

Scotland was Andrew Fletcher of Saltoun, Lord Milton, who hhd
been made a Lord of Session in 1724 under the patronage of: Lord
Ilay, S1r Robert Walpole's political manager in Scotland. It
was Milt+ton'’s takk to look after Ilay's political interest in
Scotland, with all its attendant patronage, and this made him
a very important figure indeed.31 Moreover, Milton's mother,
Margaret, was the daughter of Sir David Carnegie, lst Baronet
of.Pitarrow.32 On the death of his cousin the attainted
S5th Earl of Southesk in 1730, Sir James Carnegie 3rd Baronet of
Pitarrow became heir male of the Southesk family, Milton, who
became Sir James's grardian on the death of his father (Milton's
cousin) in 172933 was thus clearly involved with the family
whom he regarded as being under his protection. Given Milton's
role in Scotlan?, therefore, it is hardly surprising that Horsey
chould write to h'm saying.

*It will be a particular satisfaction to me if I can be

instrumental in the sale of the north country estates so

as the relations of these families may be obliged.” 34
The Maule family which had made such an effort to block the sale
of the Panmure estate to the company was also Interested 1n

recouping its property. Almost as soon as Horsey returned

from Scotland, a representative of the family called on him in

31 J.S. Shaw,'Civic Leadership and -the Edinburdgh Lawyers in
Eighteenth Century Scotlandﬁ Univ. of Stirling unpub.Ph.D.
1979 ,p.114. I am grateful to Dr. Shaw for permission
to consult his thesis.

32 Ibid. p.ll2.

83 Sedgewick, Commons, Vol.l.p.530.

34 NLS. Fletcher of Saltoun MSS 16534, Letter S. Horsey to
Lord Milton, 5 July 1726.
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London with a view to arranging such a purchase.?s However,
there appeared to be some opposition to the proposed general
sale within the company as Horsey stated that the directors

were not prepared to part with the Winton estate unless a very

good offer was fbrthcoming.36

' In order to promote his scheme, Horsey had himself

elected gqovernor at the annual election of directors on 1 October

1726.37 The plan, however, could not be put into effect,

partly because the company had not yet fully paid for the estates
and arguments were still going on as to the exact amount and
nature of the company'’s liabilities. The companyucould'not
give a valid title to any prospective purchaser. Another
factorﬁpreﬁenting the proposal from being implemented was the
attitude of the annuitonts who regarded the estates as security

for the payment of their annuities. On 13 October 1727&4
e
the annuitants entered into an agreement with the company whereby

the Scottish estates were conveyed to their trustees in order that

the latter could collect the rents to ensure payment of their

8 q
debts;3 power to grant leases was to remain with the company.39

L
1+

On 9 Junc 1727, the general court gave the directors power to

enter into agreements concerning the estates so long as this

was consistent with the security of the annuitants.4o This

left the way open for the lease of parts of the estates still

llllll

35. Ibid.,Letter S. Horsey to Lord Milton,29 March 1726.
36 Ibid.,Letter S. Horsey to Lord Milton,28 May 1726
37 Ibid., Letter S. Horsey to Lord Milton,8 October 1726;
British Journal, 8 October 1726.
38 SL CSP F29 24, Delavalle & ors. v York Buildings Co. 1788
Case of’Appellants. *
39 SRO GD 345/576/11, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Queries for Nbrfblk & ors.
40 SRO C5228/Y1/38, York Bldgs. Co. v Carnegie, Minute of 9 June 1727.



298,
in the hands of the company.

What clearly emerges from this incident 1s that the

York Buildings Company had to contend with strong vested lnterests

in Scotland. The personal lnterests of one of the most
powerful men in the country were clearly tied in with one of
the leading forfeited families. The situation was not made
any easier when the family of the .. late ' Earl of Pannmure,

who had diéd ir 1723, placed themselves under Lord Ilay's

protection sometime after George II's accession in 1727.41
Both families were extremely anxious to recover their lost
property, but despite their powerful connecticns were unable to

do so before the 1760s, although as shall—be seen they were able

to obtain leases of part of their lands before this datéz 2(a )The

interests of the London stockholders and creditors proved stronger

than those of the Scottish establishment.

Another factor delaying the final settlement of the

purchase price of the Scottish estates was a dispute over the

allocation of the teinds of some of the estates, especially

Winton. The company stated in a memorial in Séptember 1726

that included in the purchase of several of the estates was
the right to the teinds at nineteen years purchase. It was

claimed that this was excessive as the normal rate was nine

yearspurchése,42 and also the company ran the risk of the

41 Sedgewick, Commons, Vol.2.p.248.

42 SRO FEPl715, Memo Co. to Commrs. of Forf. Estates in
Scotland, 2 September 1726.

42(a)Vide infra., p.354.
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burdens and obligations that went with the teinds beiling incréased.
The company also claimed it ran the risk of losing the right
to the payments without relief. Thus, the company asked the
commissioners to provide it with evidence of its right to the
teinds or gqrant an abatement in the price. The problem

was that the teinds not only included sums due on the company'’s
own estates, but those of other proprietors where the dispossessed

person had gained the right to such payments. Some of these

-

proprietors had brought actions in the court of session and

obliged the company to sell the appropriate teinds back to
them at six and nine years',purchase.43 In addi€ion the
company claimed to have suffered because of factors such as the

rise of ministers stipends, that of the minister of the parish

of Kinnell on the Southesck estate being cited as an example.44

The company pressed thelr ¢case strongly but initially this
brought little response from the commissioners. On 31 December
1726 . they decided that the company should receive no allowance
on the fifth part of the rents that it claimed. The company
was, however, to be allowed £34 on the price of the Winton

estate on account of money spent on the process of valuation

and sale of the teinds of the feuars of Tranent.45

The Company did not let the matter rest there and
lodged a complaint to the Treasury regarding the teinds of the

Winton estate, where it was claimed. that the Solicitor-General for

43 SRO FEP.1715, Memo of Co. touching the teinds of the forf.
- estates purchased in Scotland, September 1726.

44 SRO FEP 1715, Memo of Co.,2 September 1726.

45 SRO FEP 1715, Copy of Minute of Commrs, 31 December 1726.
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Scétland was lodging a claim on behalf of the crown for- these sums.

The basis of the case was that the crown should have the teinds -

‘ which :in the seventeenth benturg had bel'onged to the

Bishop of Edinburgh, . dn whose place the crown now stood. 9%

The Lord Advocate and the Solicitor~-General for Scotland,
giving an opinion to the Lords of the Treasury on 21 April
1727, stated that if the crown did have a right to these teinds,
the commissioners could not sell them and that if the York
Buildings Company had purchased any such teinds, they were
entitled to an abatement of the price. As they had not seen
the necessary vouchers, the law officers would not venture any
opinions as to the amount of the allowance.47 This did not

/ help the company to receive a rebate and there the matter rested

until 1731.

The Scottish law officers also dealt with several of
the company's other complaints upon which they had been trying
to obtalin a reduction on the price of the estates. The company
had claimed that the coal and salt works on the Winton estate,
which the commissioners had claimed were worth £1,000 per annunm,
would not yield that amount. The law officers, while upholding
the company'’s claim, said the commissioners themselves had
partly compensated for this by selling the works to the campany

for the equivalent of five years rent instead of the usual
figure of -7 -: times the annual yie}d. They also dismissed
the company's claim for the reduction of two years annual rent

to be deducted under an act which provided that: the tenants of dis-

possessed persons who had remained what

' . " *

46 PRO TI/25/265/9, Memo of York Buildings Co to Treasury,
14 January 1727.
47 PRO TI/259/7, Report of H.M. Advocate and Solicitor-
" General to Lords of Treasury, 21 April 1727,
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was termed *dutiful” could retain two years rent in thelr own
hands. The law officers said it could not be proved that the
tenants had remained "dutifull® nor had any claimed thelr righté.
Thus the company'’s claims in this respect should be rejected.43
The Scottish estates, with the exception of Linlithgow,
Marischal and Southesk were paid for by the early months of
1731, During January and February of that year, the governor,
Col. Samuel Horsey was in Edinburgh to sign the necessary documents
along with the Barons of the Exchequer of Scotland, who then made
\\'the arrangements to convey the estates to the company.49 The
question of the teinds was also settled at this time. in
1731, Duncan Forbes, the Lord Advocate, in an opinion to the
Barons of the Exchequer, said that as the commissioners had
advertised the estates at a rental which included the value of
the teinds, the company's right to them should be included iIn
the charters. Forbes added that those persons, other than the dis-
possess¥d rebels, who felt they had a right but had not claimed

it through the proper channels should no longer be entitled to

do so. As to the rights of the crown over the company, Forbes

said this had not been proved. As the company had had no
reduction in price despite this possible claim, it should have
its entitlement to the teinds incorporated in the charters. on

14 July 1731, the Barons of the Exchequer ordered that the company's

right to the teinds be written in to the relevant documents.so

48 Ibid.

49 PRO TI/274/4, Abstract of Account of Purchase Money of
York Buildings Co. Estates, 1731.

50 SL CSP 160;4, York Buildings Co. v Walsh 1778, Petn. of
Walsh & ors. 28 November 1778.
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One incident in 1729 serves to highlight the social
obligations the company faced as a landlord in Scotland and the
complications of the relationship between the company and the
crown when the former was a heritor and the latter patron of the
local kirk. On 5 February 1729, George Fordyce, lessee of the
baroné of Belhelvie near Peterhead, wrote to the court of assistants

as sole heritors to tell them of the death of Mr. Leslie the

minister of the parish of St. Ferqus and asking if any appointment
of a successor could be delayed in order that Mr. Leslie's

widow and children,who were in straitened circumstances,might
receive half a year's stipend as charity. At the same time he
asked the court of assistants to consider Mr. David Brown, a

cousin of his wife, for the vacancy and presumably use any
influence the company had with the government to secure the nomination
as the crown was the patron of the charge.51 Horcsey immediately
consulted Lord Tlay who referred him to Lord Milton. It

was part of Milton's job to see that those recommended for parishes
where the crown was patron were suitable politically, and at

the same time would not offend the localparishbners.52 Fordyce
envisaged that the parishoners would in fact petition to have a
free choice of minister in accordance with the constitution of

the Church of Scotland. Lord Ilay made it clear that the

crown had no intention of letting anything ot anyone upset

what it &iw as the right to the presentation, and therefore all.

B e e

51 NLS Fletcher of Saltoun MSS 16541, Letter S. Horsey to
Lord Milton, 18 Februaﬁy 1729.
52  Shaw, ‘civic Leadership, p.l136.
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of Milton's tact would be required. Horsey's concern was

that the tenants would be satisfied with their.minister, thus
ensuring that no trouble accrued to the company from that quarter.
At the same time he was anxious to ensure that the royal prerogative
was not .imp&ired.s 3 Two important points arise from this
incident. In the first place it demonstrates that Col. Horsey
clearly understood the complicated nature of the problems facing the
company in Scotland and partly jUstifies his earlier, unsuccessful
plan to sell the estates to rid the company of such entanglements.
Secondly, because of actions such as this, the company was

clearly drawn into the social and political fabric of'SCoéland

in a way probably never envisaged by those who originally

formulated the plan to buy *he estates,

Relations with the government continued to be strained
over the payment on the three Scottish estates and Widdrington
which were still outstanding. On 20 July 1741, the government
was threatening the company with an enforced sale of the estates
if they did not pay the balance. The threat was never put into
rffect. The case of the estate of Marirhl.. was even more
complicated and it was not until 1777 that the‘problems of

purchase were finally resolved when the company lost an appeal

which meant that the balance of the purchase price had to be palid

to the government.54 The company had also been reluctant to

pay the balance on the Widdrington estate. In 1725, the debt

53 NLS Fletcher of Saltoun MSS 16541, Letter S. Horsey to
Lord Milton, 18 February 1729.
54 SL CSP F32 18, York Buildings Co. v Advocate 1777.
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on that property stood at £14,771 conslsting of £8,930 principal

and £5,841 interest.ss On 15 June, a further £2,568 was paid
on account of the principal but nothing for outstanding interest.
On 26 April 1733, the debt on this estae was certified at
£6,362 principal and £6,489 Interest to 15 June 1727. It was
noted that interest at 5 per cent was due from that date on the
outstanding capital sum but the figure was not amlculated. Here
too, the company was trying to have the price reduced, but by
1733 the case had not been settled.56

Despite the difficulties faced by the company in the
early 1720s there was one more attempt to extend the company's
holding of‘land.57 In 1723 it was brought to the notice of
the company by William Lilly, an assoclate of Case Billingsley,
that waste land on the banks of the Dee in the counties of
Chester and Flint, was available. The land, by this time
under the control of the Prince of Wales, had been granted to
one Francis Gell by William III, sometime 1In the 16905,fbr a
period of thirty-one years. This lease had passed through
various hands and was nearing expiry. It cannot be determined
if Lilly had a direct interest in the lease but he did agree to
act on the company's behalf in obtaining it for the organisation.
The fee was fixed at £3,000 which was to be paid by giving Lilly

200 tickets in the company'’s lottery and £18,000 of York Buildings

Company stock. Accordingly, on 13 November 1723, a court of

55 PRO FEC1/Y2 , Forfeited Estate Commrs. Papers, Statement
of York Buildings Company's Debt.

56 RHC, Vol.I, p.593.

57 The following section is based on EU Laling MSS 11.693,
State of Process Sir John Meres v York Buildings Co.
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assistants empowered the governor and committee of treasury to

use the company's cash as it saw fit, to complete. the scheme.

The company in a curious and inexplicable transaction disposed of
£18,000 of stock at £14 per cent to finance the purchase of

the remainder of the lease and ordered the same to be bought.back at
the best possible price, not exceeding £13.10/- per cent. on

26 November 1723, the decision to allow the directors to use the
cash as they saw fit was endorsed by a gene}al court. However,
endorsement was conditional on sufficient funds being left to
satisfy the company'’s major debts and was not to result in a |
call upon stockholders to finance it.

The company,proéeeded to send Robert Hackett to north-

west England to examine the property. Hackett later stated

that the land was 18 to 20 miles in length and varied in breadth

from a half to one and a half miles. The land tended to be

flooded by the tide and by the River Dee but Hackett believed

that if it was embarked and enclosed it could be very fertile.

He believed this was possible as the Corporation of Chester had

taken over some adjacent land and had managed to let it at £6

per acre. Hackett was to discuss the scheme with local dignitaries
and ensure their support which he duly did. The company even

went as far as petitioning the Chancellor of the Prince of Wales,

Sir Robert Eyre, seeking a longer lease of 99 years because of

the cost of the work involved.
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The scheme ran into difficulties early in 1724. On

20 January, a general court limited the directors' freedom in
handling cash by placing a limit of £10,000 on thelr dealings.
On 27 March, Sir John Meres, the governor, informed the court that
they were delayed due to a misunderstanding about the price and
that although local officials were generally in favour of the
scheme, they felt that given the length of the desired new lease,
the sanction of parliament was advisable. " This consent was
never obtained. In any case, Hackett felt that Meres was not
strongly in favour of the scheme, being of the opinion that the
company could not afford to carry it out, In this view, Meres
was quite correct. However, the fact that stock transfers

had been necessary to acquire the holding of £18,000 worth
required if Lillywere to be paid, gave Horsey, Meres' successor

in office, the opportunity to accuse Meres of mismanagement.

Such a charge, however, wuld not be substantiated as Lilly never
received any stock. At a general court on 22 January 1724, his
son Richard Lilly was pressing for his father's rights. However,
Lilly did receive lottery tickets along with an associate, William
Dale, on account of these lands which wre the subject of much

heated debate.58 It was later claimed by the Edinburgh cfitic

that the company lost a great deal of money through the scheme.59

No details are mentioned, nor 1is any specific sum stated. It

is probably fair to assume that Hackett's visit to Chester to

W

58 HCJ, Vol.22,p.177.
59 Letter ffom a Gentleman at Edinburgh (1727).
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solicit support must have accounted for a falr proportion of
any loss.

Thus the York Buildings Company had, by the early
1720s acquired a great deal of land In Scotland and a small
parcel in North-east -England, and had been associated by
rumour, or actively engaged in attempts to acqulre larger
holdings. The crisis of 1720 made the company's plans to
operate their schemes very difficult. Cash flow problems
led to payments for the estates becoming irregular. It 1is
possible that many of the disputes over the amount of the debt,
therefore, were calculated to postpone payment to give thé company -
a chance to raise the requisite finance. Fortunately for the

company, it was unsuccessful in extending its landholdings

after 1720 as the lands that it did possess required greater
managerial skilis than the organisation could provide, if they
were to be worked to their full potential. It.is to the
attempts to control and exploit the company's major asset that

we .- .~now turn.

2 The Development of the Winton Estate..
The York Buildings Company, by thelr purchases in

1719 and 1720, had become the largest copante,landowner - in Scotland.

However, ‘it faced many difficulties in attempting to realize
the profits on 'jts_ new assets. In the first place, there was

the problem that in Scotland it was still the custom in many parts
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oF the country to pay agricultural rents in kind, which could
have raised difficultjes for a company operating at a distance.
The company was aware of this, and right from the beginning,
fixed the rents of leases it granted to be payable in.money.6o
The difficulty of actually collecting rents: and remitting the
money to London was to remain a problem for the company. It
also had to face a great deal of hostility in Scotland fopom
61

those who resented its purchase of the estates. All of

this made it easier for the company's agents to line their

own pockets by such methods as evicting tenants and arranging

new leases for which they received,pagment.62 Many of the
proklems faced by the company can be highlighted by an examination
of its exploitation and management of the estate of George,

5th Farl of Wintor, in FEast Lothian. This study is of
particular importance because here, the company and its tenants
attempted to take advantage of the industrial as well as
agricultural potential of the estate.

The land was already the subject of industrial exploitation
before it was acquired by the company. During the previous
century, the Earl's predecessors had developed both the coal
mines and the salt pans, estimated by the Commissioners of
Forfeited FEstates for Scotland to be worth around £1,000 per

annum.63 The net rental of the entire estate was £3,446 per

annum. For this estdae the York Buildings Company paid the

60 SIL CSP F32;24, Thriepland v Walsh & ors.. 1779, Case of Thriepland.
61 HCJ, Vol.22 )p.184 |

62 Letter form a Gentleman. -

63 B.F. Duckham, A History of:the Scottish Coal Industru Vol. I.

1700~-1815 , (Newton Abbot, 1970), p.153; MUrray, York Buzldzngs,
D.114. | ..
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gross price of £50,300 making it the third largest Scottish
purchase, Panmure having cost £60,400 and Sbuthesk£51,549.64
In 1679 the harbour at Port Seton had been expanded to take
ships up to 300 tons.65 The whole enterprise, therefore,,
was ripe for development.

The company'’s first action was to enlarge the harbour
at Cockenzie. The first cargoes of coal and salt despatched by
the York Buildings Company were described as coming from Port
Seton. Throughout the documents considered, "Port Seton"seems
to have been used to describe both places as they were adjacent.

In 1722, a waggonway, the first in Scotland, was constructed

between the harbour and the mines at Tranent, around two miles

awag.66 The railway was built in response to the need for

better transport facilities between the mines and the sea.
Carriage before this was by packhorse, but the animals appear

to have been small, with the result that carriers broke the

coal into small pieces to make the leoads easier to handle.

This could have a distinct effect on prices and demand as

great coal was far more highly sought after in the market than
small coal, particularly in the local market in the Lothians and

in the London market which the company sought to entér.67

Indeed Prof. Duckham has stated that the price differential
between great and small coal in the Lothians could be as high

6 \ :
as 30 per cent. 8 Also if coal did not start out as great

R e

64 RHC Vol.l,p.595.
65 J.U. Nef, The Rise of the British Coal Industry(1932), Vol. 1,p.46
66 George Dott, Earlg Scottish Colliery Waggonways,(1947),p.15;
Kenneth Brown, 'The First Railway in Scotland, The Tranent =
Cockenzie Waggonway', Railway Magazine, January 1938,p.l.
67 SRO GD1/170, York Buildings Co. Papers, Letter from J.
Cockburn 26 September. Internal evidence suggests this is
1720 or 1721, probably the latter.
68 Duckham, 8cottish Coal, pp.69-70.
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coal there was more likellhood.. of it beccoming dross, with the
consequent loss of revenue to the company. Thus a more
convenlient method of transport other than the packhorse had to
be found. The track of the new railway was made of wood.

Dendy Marshall, on information supplied by a member of the Cadell
family who ultimately came to own this part of the estate,
claimed the rails were set on stone blocks.69 This arqument

1s placed in doubt by Dott, who stated that this was not done

anywhere else. He claimed that the stone blocks were probably

introduced to support iron rails when the track was rebuilt in
1815570 The railway used small waggons and this, togeéber
with the narrowness of the gauge, 3ft.3ins. in 1815, has led

M.J.T. Lewis to conclude that the railway's oridgins derzvedzs:

more from those of Shropshire than from Tyneside.71 The

company also showed itself at the .forefront of technology by
installing a steam engine at the mines at Tr:.amsantz..j2 In all,
around £3,500 was spent on capital improvements on the estate,
approximately equivalent to -one year'’s net rent.73 Robert
Hackett had also carried out improvements in the area by opening
up coal works nearer to the sea. He hoped by such means to
draw some of the water away from the higher levels.74

The main idea behind the expenditure was to allow the

company to produce coal for the London market. During the

seventeenth century there had been considerable growth in the

69 C.F. Dendy Marshall, A History of British Railways down to
Year 1830,(1938),p.112. .
70 Dott, Colllerg Waggonways, p.l6.
71 M.J.T. Lewis, Early Wooden Railways, (1Q70)p 284.
72  Murray,York Bu1ld1ng§,4p.85 Duckham, Scottish Coal,p.é8l1.
73  Ibid. p.l71; RHC, Vol.l.p.3595.
74 SRO GD1/170, York Buildings Company Papers, Letter 26 September.
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Scottish coal industry, although its competitive position in

the international market .had declined somewhat after 1690.75

Duties imposed upon Scottish coal after the Restoration had
contained the Scottish coal trade with London to around 1,000

tons per year76 - which.. was not helped by the additional cost .

of carriage over the extra distance between the Forth and the
Tyne. It was probab ly the freer market existing after the
union which induced the company to expand in this field. In
1714-1715 London had iméérfed 534,177 tons of‘coa1,77 the vast
bulk of it from North-east England. The company hoped to gain
a fair slice of this lucrative trade.

The first indication of the York Buildings Compay's
participation in the épal trade came in September 1721. In

a letter to Christian Cole, John Cockburn of Ormistcn stated that

the Winton estate was liable to prove a very good proposition

with regard to the coal trade.78 Cole was one of the directors

responsibe for handling the purchase of the estates. Cockburn

was also a director and governor of the company during the illness

of the Farl of Westmorland, 73 He was also a Lord of the

Admiralty. Cockburn requested that some coal be sent to him
in order that its qQquality could be demonstrated. He also

requested details of freight rates and the size of ships that

could enter the harbour at Port Seton.so Shipments to London

had commenced by Nbveﬁber 1721, A letter from Cockburn to Cole

75 T.C. Smout, Scottish Trade on the Eve of’the Union,{Edinburgh,
1963 )p. 229,

76 Ibid, .

77 Nef, Coal Industr 2 Vol.2,p.381.

78 SRO GD1/170 York Buildings Company Papers, Letter J. Cockburn
to C. Cole, 27 September 1721.

79 Applebee's Original Weekly Journal, 3 December 1720-
British Journal, 6 October 1722.

80 SRO GD1/170, York Buildings Company Papers, Letter J. Cockburn
to C.Cole, 27 September 1721.
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indicates the former's concern for mews of ships carrying coal
and salt, in view of the generally adverse reports on shipping
from places on the coast.al This concern was reflected in

the price of coalin London which had been 23/~ to 26/~ per

chaldron in October but had risen to 24/- to 27/- per chaldron
in Nbvémber 1721. A London chaldron weighed 25-26 cwts.82
The company, ho#ever, was actively engaged in plans

to lease out both the Winton estate and its associated coal

and salt works. on 11 November 1721, around the time of the
first coal shipment, the company granted a lease of the barony
of Tranent té Thomas Mathie, a Cockenzie merchant, and John
‘Horsely, the Company's agent on the estate,at£795 per annum.

On 15 May 1722, the coaliworké was leased to them, and likewise

the saltworks on 2 February 1723, for a combined annual rental
of‘£1,000.83 Despite this, the company appeared to be
responsible for the sale of coal in London. Advertisements
in the London newspapers in dctober-and November 1722 clearly
stated that coal was being sold for the company.84 The most
likely explanation is that the company was buying coal from the
lessees for shipment and sale in London. There was some
incentive for the company to keep the coal trade in its own

hands. During May 1722, the price of coal at "Bear Key®*

in London had risen to 28/~ per chaldron. Unfortunately,

there is a gap in the series but the next quoted price is 32/-

81 Ibid. Letter J. Cockburn to C. Cole, 21 November 1721.

82 J.Rogers, History of Agriculture, Vol.VII(i) p.326;
Duckham, Scottish Coal, p.369. '

83 SRO -GD345/854/12, Grant. of Monymusk MSS, Memorial to York
Buildings Co. from T.Mathe, 13 July 1724.

8¢ Daily Courant, 22 October, 5 November 1722; Daily Post,
22 October 1722, |
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to 34/~ per chaldron in February and April 1723. However,
the price fell heavily in April to a level of around 22/6 to
24/~ per chaldron,85 possibly as the result of better weather
allowing for an increased supply. London had poor facilities
for the storage of coa186 and thus the supply problems could
not be eased in the winter months by means of stockpiling.
Thus if the company could bring the coal to market at the right
time there was money to be made.

Mathie soon regretted his bargain, but the reaction of
Horsley cannot be determined from available evidence. Mathie
claimed the coal and salt works were in a ruinous condition
when he took them over, Between 1723 and 1724 he csaid he
improved the drainage in the mines and improved the saltworks.
However, he claimed that geological factors and trading conditions
were against him. The coal was so brittle that eleven-twentieths
was small coal, only useful for producing lime and salt locally.
The only market to be relied on, he said, was the local one
and in this he saw little possibility of extension. . The problem
with the London market, he felt, was that the $cots could not.
compete with Tyneside because of higher costs brought about
by greater distance from the market, the state of harbours

in the Forth which meant the use of smaller ships and the prevailing

westerly winds which made that river difficult to enter. On

13 July 1724, Mathie petitioned to be released from hisatack.87

85 Rogers, History of Agriculture, Vol.VII(i),p.326.

86 Ashton, Economic Fluctuatlons,,p.6

87 SRO GD345/854/12, Grant of Monymusk.MSS, Memorial of’T.JMatble,
13 July 1724.
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Whether Mathlie was released or came to some sort of agreement
with the company is uncertain. He still appears to have
been associated with the works in 1726,83 and the Edinburgh critic
claimed that he was employed by the company at £100 per annum to

manage the works.89 The company, for its part, continued the

coal trade, and evéntually re-let the works 1in 1727.90
Although Mathie's élaims concerning the state of the mines

seem to be contrary to the evidence of improvements such as the
steam engine and the waggonway carried out by .the company, his
comments on the general difficulties facing the Scottish coal
trade were certainly accurate.

No evidence has come to light regarding absolute
figures for the amount of coal shipped to London by the York
Buildings Company. Evidence of reasonably continuous trade
during the 1720s aan hqwever be gleaned from the advertisements
in the London newspapers. On 11 August 1722, it was reported
that 500 tons of caol had been recorded at the Customs House

at the end of the previous week.gl Even if this figure .yere

converted to an annual rate, it would still have represented a
very small fraction of the total London trade. On the other hand,
it would have represented a considerable increase in the Scottish
share of the market. Unfortunrately the port books for this

period have not survived so it has proved impossible to compile

an overall figure for the York Buildings Company's coal trade to

London.

88 NLS Fletcher of Saltoun MSS 16534, Letter S. Horsey to Lord
Milton, 10 December 1726.

89 Letter from a Gentleman.

90 SRO GD345/854/8, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Rental of York
Buildings Go. Estates.

91 Mist's Weekly Journal, 11 Augqust 1722.
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The coal was sold through an agent;Maltis Ibyalll
On 5 November 1722, he advertised a load of coal for sale from
a ship in the Pool of London. The price was 25/- per ton
loaded into lighters or dbarges and 26/- per ton delivered to
any wharf between Limehouse and Westminster horse ferry.
The ship was only to be five days discharging its cargo,
after which the coal would cost 26/- per ton at.the warehouse.92
The quick turn round was no doubt meant to make the best podssible
use of available shipping. -

The cost of transporting the coal from the mines to
London can be deduced from an estimate of charges prepareé
for the company. It required 630 loads of 16 stones each
to provide a cargo of 70 tons. The cost of moving the coal
to the harbour was 6d. per load amounting to £15.15/- per cargo.
In addition it cost %d. per load from shore to ship, a total
of £1.6/3d per cargo. Freight to London amounted to 8/-
per ton, £28.-.- per cargo. The total cost of moving 70
tons from the pit to London was therefore £45.1/3d. or 12/10kd.
per ton. The cost of freighting a ship forwards and backwards
was £50.93 These figures would seem to refer to the cost of
moving coal to the harbour by packhorse and, given the selling

of

price quoted above, clearly show the high level freight charges

and the reason for building the waggonway which gould@move.much

larger qQquantities of coal.

92 Daily Courant, 5 November 1722; Daily Post, 5 November 1722.
93 SRO GD1/170, York Buildings Co. Papers, Ane Accompt of Charges
of a Ship Loading of Coals from Port Seton to London.
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The ships used to transport the coal were chartered.
On 21 September 1725, the company advertised that it was ready
to enter into contracts for ships drawing 13 feet or less.
Carriage from Port Seton to London was fixed at 8/- per ton
and eight days were allowed at each end of the voyage for loading

and unloading.94 The following April the company announced that

it had received a proposal to purchase 20,000 tons of coal

at a fixed price if they could deliver such a quantity to the
Pool of London within twelve months of a specific date.gs It
was requested that anyone with a similar plan should contact a

committee of the company. During this time, the price of

coal sold by the company remained steady at 24/~ per ton.96

By 1726, however, there were signs that the boom of improving

trade and investment of 1722-1725 was coming to an end97 and

a decline in the price York Buildings Company coal would fetch
was an indicator of this movement.

The companyhowever, remained reasonably optimistic .
of expanding the coal trade and,with characteristic bravado, it
exaggeratéé the effect for the public at large. The Edinburgh

critic later claimed that a report in the Whitehall Evening Post

of 4 December 1725, represented the governor as saying that the

company would produce, and sell in London, 100,000 tons of coal

per gear.ga Nef cites the figure of coal imports to London

between Midsummer 1724 and Midsummer 1725 as 627,072 tons.99

94 ‘fﬁéilg Courant, 2f_3éptember 1725.

95 Ibid. 8 April 1726.

96 Ibid. 9 October 1725, 11 March 1726.
97 Ashton, Economic Fluctuations, p.l21.
98 Letter from a Gentleman..

99 Nef, Coal Industry, Vol.2,p.381.
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Thus the company was aiming to secure around one-sixth of the
London market, a considerably larger share than the entire
Scottish coal industry had hitherto enjoyed. The Edinburgh
critic dismissed the whole episode as a stockjiobbing exercise
in that it raised the price of the company'’s stock to over 50,
but when it was realised that the claim was false, the price

fell to bEIOW'8.100

The Edinburgh critic was wrong for two reasons. In

the first place the stock movement was not as sudden as he

implied. The maximum price for 1725 was 53% reached around

20May.101 Thereafter the price fell steadily for the rest

of the year with minor revivals. On 4 December the price was

22%102 and the price did not fall below 8 until 8 Nbvéﬁber

10 .
1726. 3 Thus the price of over 50 was reached long before

the coal scheme was announced, Secondly the movement, as

we have already seen, was linked with the scheme to halve the
company'!s stock and with the proposed merger with the Charitable
Corporation. The trends, therefore, lead one to the conclusion
that a mae widespread lack of confidence, probably cbupled*with

a downturn in the trade cycle, had a greater bearing on the

stock price than the coal scheme.
Whatever may have been said in public, the directors

M
privately settled for a lower annual yield from the mines. A

statement prepared by them on 22 October 1725, shows that they

Ak 100 Letter from a Gentleman.. v B
101 Daily Courant, 20 May 1725. Wtlaiis, Ia
102 Ibid.. 6 December 1725.
103 Ibid.. 9 November 1726.
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expectedj\tto be around 40,000 tons per annum. Profit was estimated
at 5/- per ton on a selling price of 24/~ per ton, a rate of

20.8%, yilelding £10,000 per annum to the company. In addition,
the company expected to make £1,000 on the sale of small coal

to the salt works at Winton, which would be rented out as

there was no indication in the statement of the company deriving

any income from salt. In fact the statement showed only
Edzell on the Panmure estate and Winton to be retained and let.

The other estates were to be sold to meet the company's debts.104

Edzell also had mining potential, in this case lead.los This
scheme was part of a plan devised between Col. Samuel HOréeg,

later to be governor of the company, and Lord Milton to return

the forfeited estates to the old families which has already

106
been mentioned.

The production figure of 40,000 tons of coal per annum
was still regarded as excessive in some quarters. A computation
of the company's potential income drawn up by James Brydges,
lst Duke of Chandos, former governor. of the company, estimates
coal production at about 24,000 tons per annum from 25 March 1725.
Profit was calculated at 5/- per ton on a selling price of 21/-

a return of 23.8% producing a surplus of £6,000. Chandos
reckoned that as 1725 was the first year of improvement of the

coal works, the ostimate of surplus could be halved for that

gear.107 The prices quoted by the directors and by Chandos

104 Oxford University, Bodléian Library, Gough MSS Somerset 7 £ 335,
state of the York Buildings Company's Affairs, 22 October 1725.
105 HCJ, Vol.22,p.191. |
106. Vide Supra. pp.295-297.
107 OU Bodytian, Gough MSS Somerset 7, ff 333-335, Computation
of ... the Expenses and Income of the York Buildings Company.




219,
represent those at London as opposed ttét:c;:%ee apf.:it: head at Tranent,
although that of Chandos is pitched too low. It can be assumed
therefore, that both Chandos and the company envisaged that
the bulk of this produce would find its way on to the London
market. In March 1725, the price of coal a "Bear Key® in
London fluctuated between 23/- and 27/- per cbaldron.loa It
is difficult tomaﬁe a comparison between these figures and
those quoted by the company and Chandos in their estimates of
the trade as the exact modern equivalents of the ton and chaldron
employed in thevarious calculations cannot be accurately determined.
What is clear, however, iS the volatile nature of the London
market. Thus marginal areas like Scotland could be placed at

a disadvantage compared to North-east England in any sudden

downturn in prices. Jevons reckoned that the coal industry
of the Forth basin grew slowly during the eighteenth century,
and the Custom-house returns in the port of London reveal

that between 1745 and 1765, 3,000-- 6,000 tons of coal per annum
were imported from Sbottishpits.log.making'the company's

ideas 20 years earlier seem wildly over-optimistic. It 1s
possible, therefore, that even the comparatively low figures of
coal that was shipped by the company to London could have

marked a peak in Scottish coal exports. to London in the first

half of the eighteenth century.

108 Rogers, History ofngriculturec.VII(i),p.326.
109 H. Stanley Jevons, The British Coal Trade, (repr. Newton Abbot,

1969 )p.153.
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In August 1727 the company re-let the mines, the new
tenant beimgWilliam Adam, architect of Edinburgh, father of the
famous family of architects who were to have such an impact on
Britain later in the century. Adam was one of the company's

agents in Scotland and had been . factor on the estate of

East Restan.llo .~ . As already noted, Adam was also

involved in the company's timber scheme on Speyside.lll

Adam increased the capacity of the works by sinking four new

pits on the Easter Windygoul part of the estate.llz Increased
exploitation is also demonstrated by the fact that between December
1726 and April 1727, the company had stated In advertiseménts

that coal was being brought to London from "new coal pits at

Port Seton'.113 The annual rent was fixed at £450,114 a

considerable drop on the previous sum of £1,000 and led,

115

inevitably to accusations of corruption. The situation

is confused by the involvement of Sir Archibald Grant of Monymusk .
Grant later claimed to have a one-third interest in the Port

Seton part of the coal enterprise with Adam.lls This factor

had never been made public as the lease was In Adam's name...'u7
The company still retained a certain degree of interest
in the coal trade or at least gave the impression of so doing.

In both 1728 and 1730, advertisements appeared in the press,

indicating that the company was still offering coal for sale in

London.llg The company was making a determined effort to

110 SRO GD1/170,York Buildings Co.Papers, Letter from Fordyce
& Camgpell, 17 February 1722.

111 ¥ide supra, Ch.4.

112 SL CSP 423; 12, Cadell v Anderson 1801, Info. per-Willzam &
John Cadell, 13 January 1801.

113 Daily Courant,22 December 1726; Daily Courant,l5 Bpril 1727.

114 SRO GD345/854/8, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Abstract of Rental.

115 Letter from a Gentleman.

116 Grant's Estate, p.9.
117 SRO GD345/854/8, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Abstract of Rental.

118 Daily Journal, 4 January 1728; Daily Journal,l18 March 1730.
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dispose of the product. It offered delivery anywhere in'Lond&h .

119 Maltis Ryall, who had

or Westminster for 30/- per ton.
been the agent for the company in the coal trade was advertising
coal from Savchie at 25/~ per ton at the wharf or 32/- per ton

delivered.’zo Coal from Charles Areskine's mines at Alva was

being offered at 34/~ per ton at Whitefriars dock.’zi The

varying prices are indicative + ._,..-of an erratic market. rThis
view is borne out, to some extent, when one examines the prices
Rogers quotes at Bear_Kéq in London. During June 1730 prices
of 21/-, 23/-, 22/~ and 26/- per chaldron had been noted and
in July, 21/- and 22/6d. These were prices of coal fraﬁ North=-
east England, and even allowing for differences in measurement,
were Ssignificantly less than the prices being asked for Scottish
coal at the wharft. The fluctuating price of coal could,
therefore, have induced the York Buildings Company to enter the
London coal trade. However, only when prices were high could
the company hope to make a reasonable profit to overcome the
disadvantaqges it faced in coﬁpeutigﬁg\]lhe industries of the
Tyne and Wear, and the same was true of the Scottish coal
industry as a whole at this time. The Tyne and Wear, therefore,
continued to dominate the London coal trade and the Scots made
122

little impact.

The salt industry of the Forth basin had long been an

important sector of the Scottish economy. Its importance 1s

B R e e

-

119 Ibid.
120 Ibid. 23 February 1730.

121 Daily Courant, 19 February 1730.

122 Duckham, Scottish Coal, p.37; Rogers, History of Agric.

Vol.RII(i),p.326.
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indicated by the fact that in 1614, it had ranked third in

Scotland's exports after wool and fish and also by the fact

that the gtate was involwved by means of monopolies or salt
duies down to 1825.123 F.D.Hyde has stated that in the eighteenth
century Scottish producers, conscious of the dangers of both
foreign and English competition, fought hard to ensure that the
fiscal privileges g?anted under Article 8 of the Treaty of Union
were maintained. This gave the Scottish industry a degree of
protection and an entry into the English market, neither of
which were avéilable to the Fnglish industry in the Scottish
market. Because of its higher acidity, Scottish salt was

of an inferior quality to English‘'and foreign products which
encouraged much smuggling of salt into Scotland throughout the
course of the eighteenth century. The Gcottish salt indistry
was also at a disadvantage as regards direct costs, the yield
per ton of fuel being ten to eleven times less than some English
producers who were able to use more saturated bring solutions.
Where the Scots had the advantage was in overheads, particularly
in labour costs, as the Scbts were still operating what amounted
to a system of serfdom in both coal and salt operations. Hyde
reckons this meant that Scottish costs per bushel at source were

only twice as expensive as Qheshire salt, while because of

other advantageous cost factors, profit margins were better north

of the border.124

The salt pans used the small coal known as panwood

from local mines to boil sea water. Because of the high cost

123 Ian'H..Adams, ‘The Salt Industry of the Forth Basin,'
Scottish Geographical Magazine, Vol.81[1965)p.154.

124 E.D.Hyde, The British Fisheries Society; Its Settlements and
the Scottish Fisheriesi University of Strathclyde Unpub.Ph.D,
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of carriage of coal, the pans tended to be situated close to
suitable supply of‘fue1.125 The Earls of Winton had developed
salt pans at Cockenzle during the seventeenth century and it

was these which were acquired by the York Bulildings Company
with the estate in 1719. The available évidence indicates
that despite the advantages outlined above, the salt concern
was not particularly profitable to the company. John Horsley,

at that time the company's factor at Winton, wrote on 5 January

1722, that although he was hopeful of placing the coal operation

a

oquounder footing, he was afraid that the saltworks would "do
no trade'.126 An account purporting to show the consumptlion of

panwood and output of salt during'a full week when all the pans
were operating, indicates that the salt received in payment for
the coal supplied, was sold at a loss of 14/- before any oncost

charges on the saltworks were applied.127

Further evidence of the troubled state of the salt
trade comes in two letters written during the winter of 1721-22.
Fn the first, written on 16 December 1721, Fordyce and Campbell,
the Company's Scottish agents wrote of the captain of a ship
loaded with salt complaining that bad advice‘had delayed him
from sailing till February, as a result of which he expected to
incur a severe loss. The salt, it was claiée@, would also be

damaged by lying on board during this period.128 In his letter

of 5 January 1722, John Hors/e_j -requested the company to order X

125 Adams, Geog. Mag., p.l155.
126 SRO GD1/170, York Buildings Co. Papers, Letter from J.

Horsely, 5 January 1722.

127 Ibid. Account of ..:nwood led to and Salt received at
. Cockenzie in a week when all the twelve Salt Pans are going.
128 Ibid. Letter from Fordyce and Campbell, 16 December 1721.
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Fordyce to pay the workers at the mines and salt pans out of
profits he had undou?tedly made -+ on the company's bes-}alf...'“',9
Trade was poor, and Horsley did not expect it to improve till
around April or May. It appears from the letter that Horsley
was in charge of'the‘estates but that Fordyce looked after the
company'’s interests in the industrial ventures. This,

Horsley claimed, léft.him little to do but let the land until
the first rents became due at Martinmas. Until then, he
concluded, the only revenue accruing was from the colliery.130
This was the first clear indication of a problem that was to

haunt not only the salt operation but the company's later industrial

ventures 1in the Highlandg’namely that of cash flow. It was
possibly this, and exasperation at the situation in generaihhich

had led Horsley to become involved with Mathie first as a tenant

of the barony of Tranent and ultimately as an entrepreneur in his

own right.

Labour troubles also disturbed the salt operation. In
the autumn of 1726, work stopped for about 8 to 1O weeks. Colonel
Samuel Horsey, the governor of the company, claimed that the
trouble had been instigated by Thomas Mathie who ;as now an agent
of the company. Mathie had been ordered to get the saléers
back to work but had been unable to do so. Mathie for his part

claimed that Fordyce and.George Buchan of Kelloe, another of

the company's agents, were, for their part, . gppenting the trouble

L |

129 Ibfd., Letter from J. Horsley, 5 January 1722.
130 Ibid.
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which was keeping the works idle. Horsey believed the whole
incident came about as a result of a dispute between Buchan and
Mathie, the company having to suffer as a consequence.131 The
company was clearly unable to control the actions of men who
were both, in theory, responsible to 1it. This was a major
weakness which gave the agents great freedom to cafry on personal
feuds at the company's expense. The incident also shows
that, despite thelr servile status, it was not possible to exert
complete control over the salters. Perhaps the last word on
the salt venture may be left with the Edinburgh critic who
claimed that the only way to make salt without incurring é loss

was to ensure a free supply of small coa1.132 This 1s amply

borne out by the production account from the,pans.133

The York Buildings Company was also involved in glass:

Jmakingw;nuthe Winton estate. In 1696, William Morison of

lf;estongrange.had established a glassworks on his estate of

B~ ——

Aitcheson's Haven, or Morison's Haven, 1In East Lothian,l34 |

which was near to the Winton estate. Sometime around 1720, the
glass works were leased to Robert Hackett, who had been responsible
for the purchase of the forfeited estates for the York Buildings
Company.135 Hackett appears to have faken pértners in this
venture although their identities cannot be determined. The

only mention of the partnership comes in a letter from John

Cockburn to Christian Cole, who stated that the partnership

131 NLS. Fletcher of Saltoun MSS 16534, L etter S. Horsey to,
Lord Milton, 10 December 1726.
132 Letter from a Gentleman.
133 SRO GD1/170, York Buildings Co. Papers, Account of'Panwood.
134 Scott, Constitution and Finance, Vol.2.p.190.
135 PRO TI/258/13, Extract of York Buildings Co. Minutes
and Comments thereon.
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complained of the latter's dealings with one Peck, who appeared to

be held in very low esteem by the partners.136 The Peck referred

to was presumably Daniel Peck or hls son Philip, both known

speculators who were active in Scotland at this time.137 At

least £6,040 had been expanded on the works by October 1723, £3,000

from Hackett and £3,040 from the York Buildings Cbmpang.138 It

cannot be determined how the company's money .came to be tied up
in the works, whether an agreement existed between Hackett and

the company or whether the money had merely been lent to Hackett
who had then employed it In the glass works.

In 1723, the works had run into difficulties ané Hackett
suggested to the company that they accept £1,000 in cash in full
settlement of his debt, and offered the works as security until

the sum was paid. The court of assistants accepted the proposal

on 26 October 1723.139 Rumours of the company's intentions had

been circulating prior to this, as it was reported in early
September that the company had laid aside £10,000 for continuing

and making viable the production of crown and plate glass in

SCotland.ldo The difficulties of making and obtaining plate

glass in Britain141 must have made this proposition attractive.

On the other hand the technical problems and costs involved in
casting plate glass should have provided a warning to the company

to steer clear of such an enterprise. On 16 May 1724, the

company's committee on law suits decided that possession of
136 SRO GD1/170, York Bldgs.'Cb. Papers, Letter J. Cockburn to
C. Cole, 23 September 1721.
137 C.A.Whatley, 'The Process of Industrialisation in Ayrshire!,
University of Strathclyde Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis,l1975,pp.123-124.
138 PRO TI/258/13, Extracts of Minutes.
139 Ibid.
140 B»Baily Journal, 7 September 1723.

141 T.C.Barker, The Glassmakers, Pilkington: the Rise of an
International Company(l1977),p.l14.
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the glassworks and its materials should be retained, but permlssion
be given to Hackett and an unnamed partner to work them at
thelr own expense. Trustees were to be appointed by both parties
who were to pay half of the profits of the glassworks to the
York Buildings Company until the £1,000 was paid 4::»1‘."1‘."..142

The company later complalned bitterly about Sir John
Meres'! handling of the affair, accusing him ofﬂmanipuléting
the board into accepting Hackett'’s terms so that he could have
the glassworks for himself for next to nothing. It was claimed
that Meres' action had nullified proceedings whereby the company
had gained possession of materials worth £1,980 as securiéy for

4 .
the debt of‘£3,040.1 3 As a result of Meres'! actions the materials

were released, and the company could hope at best to gain half the
profits of the works. If profits failed to materialise, the
company got nothing. Despite later demands from the company,
Meres refused to hand over Hackett's lease which he had in his
possession. The situation was further exacerbated, the company
claimed, by the fact that, after he had compounded his debt

with the company, Hackett had drawn a bill on Sir Fisher Tench,
payable to Meres for £670, which was to be paid out of glassworks
funds.144 These complaints of the company, submitted to the
Treasury on 3 February 1727, had some substance. The motives
of the new directors in putting pressure on MEresaré quite clear.

They were trying to pave the way for a venture of their own

in glass-making.

142 PRO T1/258/13, Extracts of Minutes.

143 Ibid; PRO C11/378/149, York Bldgs. Co. v Meres.
144 PRO T17258/13. Extracts of Minutes.
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The company revived its interest in glassmaking sometime
in the .later months of 1727 or early 1728, At this time the
directors were engaged in trylng to revive the company's fortunes
by means of expansion into industry,and had put forward the
proposition that was to be the basis of the timber scheme at
Abernethy, It is possible that a change of tenants on the
company's estate of Winton had an influence on the decision to
go Into glass making, as both George Buchan and William Adanm,
lessees of the constituent parts of the estate, were interested
in the venture. Among others interested in the venture was
Sir Archibald Grant. On 23 March 1728, George Buchan wfde

to Grant, his brother—in-law;145 stating that the general

-

opinion was that a new glassworks at Port Seton would be profitable

but that the whole idea of a partnership was dependent on Grant.

Work was in fact going on in building the works, purchasing

materials and putting together a labour force. Grant was to
have the major say as to who should be partners, and the Duke
of Chandos and the Earl of Stair were mentioned as possible
participants. Among those to be consulted on the precise

articles of the partnership were Col. Horsey, governor of the

York Buildings Company and Alexandecr Garden of Troup, another of

Grant's brothers—-in-law. Buchan claimed to have laid out £750

on the building work.mentioned.146

The partnership agreement was formally ratified at a

meeting on /7 January 1729. The meeting was chaired by Lord

145 Murray, York Buildings, p.27.
146 SRO GD345/765/1, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Letter G. Buchan
to Sir A. Grant, 23 March 1728.
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Drummore, a Court of Session judge, and among those present were
william Adam, George Buchan, Alexander Garden, Thomas Fordyce,
who, as well as being agent of the company, was Sir Archibald
Grant's uncle, William Grant, Sir Archibald's brother, James
Stewart, Anthony Murray, Hugh Dalrymple and Thomas Belches.
Proxies attended for Sir Arthur Anstruther, Colonel Charles
Cathcart and the Earl of Stair. Lord Drummore and Messrs.
Adam, Buchan, Fordyce and Murray were elected managers to hold
office until 1 August 1730. Fordyce was to be cashier and
Buchan was to be secretary, both for the same period. Thus
Sir Archibald Grant's faction was firmly in control of the operation,
holding key posts and a majority on the committee of‘management.l47

The managers were instructed to devise an accounting

system and a set of by-~laws for the partnership. It was further

decided to take up an offer of assistance from one James King, a

glass worker from Parten in Cumberland and Fordyce was to write

148 " The partners, tberefbie,

to him to come as soon as possible.
were determined to get the works into production quickly, to
secure an immediate return on their capital.

The most interesting aspect of this meeting can be
seen at the end of the minute. In addition toléending a copy

of the minutes to the partners in London, it was ordered that

Fordyce prepare a "letter of compliment® to be sent to the
directors of the York Buildings Company on the occasion of the

147 SRO GD345/765/7, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Minutes of Meeting of
Partners, 7 January 1729.
148 Ibid.
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meeting.l49 The reason for sending this letter is not spelt

out, but it can be taken as the first indication that the company

had a direct interest in the venture. This appears to be confirmed
by another source which states that the company had advanced £1,500

to build the glass works at Port Seton. The Edinburgh critic

took the company severely to task for investing In a new works

when the Morison's Haven works was nearby and contained good

sand for making plate glass, to which the company had a right

on account of the money owed by Hackett and his partners. The
writer claimed the only reason for setting up a new glass works

was that those who were keen to promote it also had an inéerest

in the coalworks on the Winton estate and looked to have their

150

coal supplies for nothing. As we have already seen, the

whole tenor of this document reveals the author to be violently
opposed to all aspects of the management of the York Buildings
Company and thus one must not place too much reliance on it.

The partnership did not obtain free coal, it had to pay for it.151

However, Sir Archibald Grant clearly stated that Adam's lease

of the coal works taken in 1727, in which he had a one-third

share, was taken out with the glassworks inimind.lsz Such a

move would have seemed to be sound business practice. Later events,

hhowever were to show that some of these criticisms were justified.

The company had clearly become involved,as by 9 August 1733 it

held seven of the partnership's twenty shares.1>>

149 Ibid.

150 Letter from a Gentleman.

151 SRO GD345/765/7, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Letter‘P. Grant to
Sir A. Grant, 9 August 1733.

152 Grant's Estate, p.9.

153 SRO GD345/765/¢, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Letter P. Grant to
Sir A. Grant, 9 August 1733.




331,

Part of the finance for this venture came from the Royal
Bank of Scotland. On 16 March 1730, the proprietors asked the
bank for a cash account with credit facilitieéi;p to £1,000.154
On 29 January 1731, the York Buildings Company requested credit
of up to £1,000 to be granted through Col. Horsey. In addition
to Horsey, Buchan, Robert Dalrymple, Fordyce and Garden were to
be bound jointly and severally.lss . It is possible, therefore,
that this money was also to be used in the glassworks.

The range of products manufactured by the organisation
in 1730 was reasonably extensive. In addition to various types

of window glass, crystal glasses, decanters and lamps, %"glasses

for alchymists® and bell glasses for use by gardeners were all

advertised for sale.lss In order to make their goods more

readily available to the customer, a warehouse and showroom was

established in the Lawnmarket in Edinburgh the following year.157

The partners were clearly hopeful of a bright future for the works.
Any hopes the partners might have had of lasting success

in their venture were quickly dissipated. By May 1732, it was

clear that the venture was in trouble. In a letter to Sir Archibald

Grant, Patrick Grant, who appeared to be operating the works, stated

that the employees had not been paid for three weeks. He said

Fordyce would do nothing without further instructions from Sir

Archibald . and the Colonel, possibly Horsey. Grant stated

that £50 had been drawn on Sir Archibald and William Burroughs, to

154 R.B.A. Minutes of Court of Directors, Vol.l1l,£312, 16 March 1730.
155 I1bid., Vol.2,f2,29 January 1731,

156 Edinburgh Evening Courant, 9 February 1730
157 Anon. "An Early Scottish Development Corporation® Three Banks

Review, No. 20, December 1953, p.45.
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be distributed among the men. This is the only indicatlion
we have of Burroughs' involvement in this venture. Patrick
Grant also indicated his concern about the market for glass
produced. He salid that in Newcastle manufacturers used a
local clay which gave a good product and wondered 1f he should

send for some. He was also concerned to dispose of a load of

window glass and felt it éhould not be left to lie in the works,

as Newcastle producers were sending all they could to London.lss

There are signs that the glass industry around Tyneside, the

159

principal producer of glass in Britain at this time, was finding

it difficult to satisfy the immediate needs of the growﬁné London
market. Such booms created opportunities for smaller producers
from other areas such as Port Seton to capture a share of the

market not usually open to it because of cost disadvantages. Such
booms were only temporary and in the long term marginal producers
suffered. The letter to Sir Archibald Grant clearly shows the
difficulties being faced by the partnership, which were no doubt

added to by the fact that the men on the spot appeared to have little
discretion, instructions even in minor commercial matters coming

from a distance.
The glassworks clearly resulted in a loss to the York

Buildings Company. By Christmas 1732, a deficit of £4,089 had

been accumulated.16o The plight of the works was reflected

in the valuation of Sir Archibald Grant's estate in 1731 and 1732.

158 SRO GD345/765/3, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Letter..pn, Grant to
Sir A, Grant, 27 May 1732. ° | -

159 Barker, Glassmakers, p.6.

160 HCJ, Vol.22,p.190.
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On 1 January 1731, Grant felt his shares were worthless and that

it was doubtful if the works would continue.l62 The York Buildings

Company appeared to agree with this view in August 1733. The
removal of Col. Horsey and his associates from the direction of

the company had led to a reappraisal of the company's ventures.
George Abell, one of the new assistants, stopped at Port Seton

on his way to Edinburgh and informed Patrick Grant that the directors
felt they had no concern in the works other than as landlords.

Abell added that the company regarded Horsey's purchase of shares

as done on his own account, as such a purchase would be contrary

to the company's cbarter.163 ~

Several other problems also faced the works at this

L)

time. A month before Abell's visit, Patrick Grant had complained

that costs were high as, apart from things like kelp and coal, many

materials had to be brought in from outside, which made the works

uncampetitive.164

Production had been interrupted by the breaking of pots
through weakness in the clay, by lack of materials and also because
of the roof falling in the previous winter. But, above all, he
claimed he was handicapped by the lack of working capital which
meant materials could not be purchased at the right time. Patrick
Grant felt that bottles should be produced as far as possible as

that was the item most in demand in Scotland. He emphasised there

was no great market for window glass and, although the return was

higher, profits could only be made by selling elsewhere. 10

l6él Grant's Estate, p.9.

162 Ibid.,p.25.

163 SRO GD345/765/7, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Letter P. Grant to
Sir A. Grant, 9 August 1733.

164 SRO GD345/765/8, Grant of Monymusk MBES,.Letter P, Grant to
Sir A. Grant, July 1733.

165 SRO GD345/765/7, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Letter P. Grant to
Sir A. Grant 9 Auqust 1733. he
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Patrick Grant's plea clearly indicates that the
works had become run down, the products were poor, and not
geared to the most readlily available market. Also the partnership
had difficulty in coilecting'money due to it for goods sold
in London and abroad, which certainly did not help.matters.166
It is not surprising, therefore, that the York Bulldings
Company was eager to cut its losses and abandon thils venture,
leaving Col. Horsey to foot the rill if possible. Sir
Archibald Grant tried to keep the works goling through Patrick
Grant but by the following yeafr'zi‘zthe 0ld problems of production
&ifficulties and cash flow were added to by the refusal of
William Adam to supply coal, and a London glass house was
putting pressure on a supplier to stop providing raw materials
to the Port Seton works. Production ceased in October 1734,

and it cannot be accertained if it was in fact restarted.ls?

Like so many ventures in which the York Buildings Company was
involved, it came to an inglorious end.

One must ask why the company encouraged investment
in the glass industry in the first place. It is possible
that this was a response to dbooms in demand in areas such as
London which the major centre of production, Tyneside, could
not meet. When such booms faded, the less efficient
Scottish sector suffered particularly because of cost factors

such as carriage. The glassworks, however, do represent an

166 Ibid.
167 &SRO B8D345/765/9, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Letter P, €rant

to Sir A. Grant, 26 October 1734.
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Important link in the chain of York Buildings Company industrial
ventures. As with the timber, iron and lead ventures the
shadow of Sir Archibald Grant 1s ever present. Also One
can saf;\a.ztf all these ventures, in¢luding the glass Workg had
been successful, the possibility of a strong degree of vertical
integration of both the company's and Sir Archibald Grant's
interests would have been achieved. wWwhat one can see,
therefore, is the germination of a sound idea in entrepreneurship
which, unfortunately, never properly bore fruit.

Despite the failure of the glass works, the industrial
enterprises on the Winton estate continued to be under Sir
Archibald Grant's influence during the latter part of the 1730s.
In 1736 William Adam gave up his tack of the coal and salt
works and was succeeded by Francis Grant, Sir Archibald’'s
brother. The company and Grant claimed that Adam had had
no real intention of quitting the works but had tried to use

his option to gquit merely to attempt to lower the .rent..,168

In Vi;W'Of'the fact that Sir Archibald Grant had published
details of his involvement with Adam in the inventory of

his estate compiled at the time of the Charitable Corporation
scandal, and given the fact that Francis Grant also acted on
Sir Archibald's behalf, this affair seems a little surprising.
It indicates, together with the fact that Adam had earlier

disrupted coal supplies, that he was taking a:very. independent .

line. The York Buildings Company's annuitants were. none

lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll
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too pleased at the whole situation and claimed that the company
had no right to give the tack to Francls Grant which they felt
could jeapordise their security. Adam's lease of the coal
and salt works was in fact due to expire in 1739. At this
date a neW'leaseﬁas given to the Cadell family.169

In addition to the industrial development of the
Winton estate, the York Buildings Company was eager to let it

for agricultural purposes, and accordingly had been engaged

in efforts in this field from February 1720. An advertisement was

placed in the Edinburgh. Evening Courant for 15 - 16 Feblruary
1720, inviting anyone, including the sitting tenants, who‘was
interested in the estates already purchased by the company,
including Winton, to apply to the company secretary, John
Billingsley, in London. It was clearly stated that the company
would grant long leases so that tenants would be ®"encouraged

to improve the lands.” Coming so soon after the granting
of the long lease to his tenant Wight, by John Cockburn of
Ormiston, the first of the noted Scottish improversl7o and
himself a director of the company, this once more placed the
York Bulildings Company to the forefront of the movement towards

the most up-to-date methods. The Lothians were among the most

advanced agricultural areas in Scotland at this time,l71 and

this must have provided further incentive to the company to

join the ranks of the improvers. As in so many other enterprises,

169 SL CSP 423,;12, Cadell v Anderson, 1801, Info William and

John Cadell, 13 January 180l1.
170 109#%5gmon, Scottish Farming Past and Present, (Edinburgh,l1959)pp
. Y

171 e, Agriculture and Society in l17th Century. Scotland,.
(Edinkurgh, 1979) p.259.
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however,the company was unable to reap the benefilt of 1ts
foresight due to mismanagement and downright dilshonesty on
the part of Its agents and employees.

Despite its early efforts to attract tenants, the
company appears to have made no major moves in this direction
until 1721. On 11 November, John Horsley and Thomas Mathie

took over the barony of Tranent and Cockenzie for a period of

31 years.172 Horsley and Mathie,ashas. béen‘shbwn)also took

over the coal and salt works on 2 February 1722, for a similar

period.l73 Also from 11 November 1721, the baronies of

Seton, Long Niddry and Winton were let to George Buchan of

Kelloe, again for a period of 31 years.174 Buchan, as has

rbeenyy already noted was linked to the company, holding the

position of confidential correspondent. He was also a
brother-in-law of Sir Archibald Grant.175 This was the
start of the company's practige of allowing employees to
become tenants as Horsley, too, was a company employee,

At this stage, however, propber commercial considerations were
observed, the rental for the whole estate being calculated

to bring in £3,600 per annum as opposed to £3,446 at the

time of its purchase by the company;176

The situation was somewhat complicated by Horsey's

dealings with Lord Milton in 1726. At one stage Milton

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

172 NLS Delvine Papers MSS 1506, Estate of late Farl of
Winton in Shire of Lothian.

173 Vide supra p.312.

174 'NLS Delvine Papers MSS 1506, Estate of Winton.

175 Murray, York Buildings, p.4d7.

176 NLS Delvine Papers MSS 1506, Estate of Winton.
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expressed a deslre to rent the house, garden and park of

Seton on the Winton estate and he also proposed that a Mr.

David Home, one of‘the‘élerks of'Sessioq,take over the whole

of the Winton estate. This latter scheme ran into difficulties
because at this time the company was trylng to work out 1its

own plan to operate the coal works.l77 It was around this
time too that Horsey's plan to sell the estates was under

active consideration. The decision to sell the estates
appeared to have been confirmed cn 9 June 1727, when a general
court agreed to glive the governor and oourt of assistants

power to sell all or part of the company's estates, provided

they were unanimous in such a decision, and the rights of the

annuitants were in no way'aff9cted:3‘178 However, the annuitants
were not willing to see their security dissipated. They

called a meeting to co-ordinate thelr protests at the proposed

sale,l79 and under an agreement with the company dated 13 October

1727, secured the estates for the payment of their annuities.lso

Thus Borsey's scheme came to nothing. In the meantime, the
court of assistants had been given the power to arrange leases
on the estates,lel and this they proceded to do in the case of
several estates, including that of Winton.

The question of findince new tenants for part of

the Winton estate had arisen because of the difficulties of

Thomas Mathie concerning'the coal and salt works. Accordingly,
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william Adam agreed not only to take over the coal and salt
works operated by Horsley and Mathie but also the barony of
Tranent and Cockenzie, and the harbour at Port Seton which
the latter had also leased from the company. The lease
for 22 years commencing in 1727, was given in return for an
annual payment of £640. The coal works was let to him in
the following year for £450. Also in 1727, George Buchan
negotiated a new lease from the company of the baronies of
Seton, Long Niddry and Winton for £1,400,182 a decrease of
£400 per annum. When one adds to these sums the £105 per
annum received for the glass works,183 the total yearly rental
of the estate had declined to £2,595, compared to £3,600 in
1721. Significantly, the entire estate of Winton was

now in the hands of the company's own agents, who ensured that

they loocked after their own interests. Such actions lend
a degree of credence to the Edinburgh critic's claim that the
company!s agents and stewards dispossessed several of the
company's good tenants and replaced them with bad ones who
paid the agents large entry fees.184

Despite the fact that he relingquished his lease of
the coal works to Francis Grant in 1737, William Adam retained
his lease of the barony of Tranent and Cockenzie. Indeed, in

1741, he successfully brought an action against the annuitants’

trustees who managed the estate in respect of an allowance on

162 SRO GD 345/854/8, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Rental of York

Bldgs Co. Estates.
183 NLS Delvine Papers MSS 1506, Estate of Winton.
184 Letter from a. Gentleman..
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his rent for damages caused to buildings by a severe storm
on 13 and 14 January 1739. This was deemed not to be part:
of the normal wear and tear which he was obliged to make good
under his lease.las A new lease of the whole of the Winton
estate,except the coal works,was granted to George Buchan in
1743, It was for a period of 35 to 40 years and was to run

from the end.of his former lease.186 Both Buchan's and

Adam's leases were due to expire in 1749, but no evidence has
come to light to indicate when Adam actually gave up his tack.
The lease of the coal works was retained by the Cadell family
who ultimately became its:owners, purchasing the barony of

Tranent when it was put up for sale.le?

Although the avowed aim of the York Buildings Company

in granting long leases was to encourage agricultural improvement,
little or nothing was done in this respect on the Winton estate.
When the estate was put up for sale in 1778, it was clearly
stated that ™mhe lands are not inclosed, and are very improvable®”.
The particulars also stressed the fact that the rents on :the
estates had not risen for sixty years, that considerable

grassum payments had been made, that leases had all expired and

that the purchasers could get immediatepossession.lss

The clear implication here is that Buchan's new lease had

in fact run from 1743.
The fact that nothing concrete had been done did

not mean that no attempts had been made to improve the estate.
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185 -Decisions. of. the Court. of. Session 1737-1744,(Edinburgh,1791),
D.283.

186 NLS Delvine Papers MSS 1506, Estate of Winton.

187 SL CSP 423;12, Cadell v Anderson 1801, Info for Wm and John
Cadell, 13 January 1801.

188 SL CSP 185;1, York Bldgs Co v Mackenzie,State of the Process
30 June, 1791.
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Around 1769, a group of the feuars of Tranent, who had lands
lying runrig Iinmixed with these of the York Buildings Company,
attempted to gain authority for a scheme of division under
the act of the Scottish Parliament of 1695, designed to

facilitate such a process.lsg In all, some 500 acres of

land was involved in the scheme, 328 acres belonging to the
company and 162 acres to the feuars. The company's land

was divided into 259 different parcels held by 90 tenants,

the feuars land into 152 different parcels. The feuars
claimed that the great disadvantage of this was that each

small parcel was, on average, little more than an acre and

many consisted of only a ridge or even half a ridge. The
feuars claimed that the perpetuation of this system was contrary
to the trends in the area at that time. They said it was

nilliberal®™ of the company's managers to oppose a scheme which
was of manifest advantage to all concerned.lgo Lord Kames,
on 28 February 1770, had granted power to the Sheriff to
have a scheme of division drawn up, but the company had delayed
proceedings by opposing the choice of a surveyor, and questioning
his work.lgl

The basis of the company's objection was in the
way the division had been carried out. It was claimed that

the area In question lay to the east of the town of Tranent,

and that the bulk of the land which backed on to the town

------------------------------------------------------------------

189 SL CSP 160;1, York Bldgs Co v Feuars of Tranent 1771-1772,
Petition of Feuars, 28 November 1771.

190 Ibid. Info for Feuars, 25 April 1772.

191 Ibid. Petn of Feuars, 28 November 1771,



342,

belonged to the company. A considerable amount of this

land had been allocated to the fenars under a clause in the

i ded
statute thgﬁ):{':lh%et regard should be pald to manor house and
policy. It seems that the commission 1ln this case, had

allocated land to the feuars which lay near their houses in
the town. The company for its part claimed
"Nothing can be more absurd than to suppose that by
the words mansion house and policy, could be intelded
such pitiful urban tenements, some with, others without
a kail-yard."” 192
The company claimed that many of these dwellings had no traditional
connections with the land, but that some of the feuars had
comeﬂto acquire small grazing plots or other parcels of land

some distance from the town. It was also stated that no

regard had been paid to the urban holdings of the company

itself, and this was unjust.193 The company's objections

were eventually overturned and the division of Tranent was

to become effective after the harvest of 1776.194 In 1ts

objections, howeVv&i, the company did mention that some parts

of the lands it held adjacent to the west side of the town had

been enclosed.lgs -There 1s no indication as to what proportion

of the estate this represented, and it does not seem to alter
the general view that the estate was largely unenclosed.

The lack of improvement on this estate, even although
it lay in what was the most progressive agricultural region

192 Ibid. Info for Co., 12 June 1l772.

193 Ibid.
194 SL CSP 423;13, Cadell v Vallamge 1801, Info for Vallanage

13 January 1801.
195 SL CSP 160;1, York Bldgs Co. v Feuars of Tranent 1771-1772,
Info for Co., 12 June 1772. -
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in Scotland where enclosed fields had become reasonably common
since the late 1720s and early 17305,196 was hardly surprising.
As a landlord, one could not expect an institution to show
the same zeal for improvement as either Cockburn of Ormiston
or Grant of Monymusk, both involved with the company, would
do on thelr own estates. In any case, the company, despite
fovdable

its Jandatory intentions, had abrogated its rights to collect
the rents to trustees for the annuitants, whose only concern
was that they receive the amount necessaré to satisfy their
claims. Nor were the company's agents a source of improvement,
and it has been claimed that these men were ready to line.
their own pockets at the company's expense.197

The most serious indictment of the York Buildings
Company's managment of the Winton estate, as it was 5fr the
others also, was its failure to raise the rents on the estate

during the period of 1ts management. In 1719, when the

company took over the estate the twenty year average of the

price of wheat, according to the Haddington fiars was 12/5i%¢
by 1779, when the estate was sold, this had risen to 17/11155

both prices per Haddington boll, equivalent to approximately

4 imperial bushels of wheat; barley rose from 10/5 to

14/101%; oats from 9/2 to lllsig-and bear from 7/9j§ to

10/11 per boll, a Haddington boll in terms of barley and oats

being: approximately 6 imperial bushels.lga As the tenants on

4 r 1 # + F & 1
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136 Lythe and Butt, An Economic History. of Scotland. 1100-1939..
(Glasgow,1975), p.l115.

197 Letter from a Gentleman..

198 Hamilton, Economic History. of. Scotland,. pp.397=399.
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the Winton estatq,in this case presumably the sub-tenants,

as the principal tenants paid in cash,f had the option of
paying the proportion of their rent due in grain at Haddington
or Edinburgh, it 1is clear that these figures accurately
indicate the increasing returns possible from the estate,

and certainly reflect the bargain enjoyed bﬁ the company's
principal tenants as the free rent in 1778 was stated to be
£4,269 after converting the victual portion and including

a mare £300 for the coal and saltworks.lgg

The estate was offered for sale in the later months

of 1778, in eleven lots, with a total upset price of £100,114.

The auction was set for 12 February 17789. Even at this

late stage, o0ld tendencies re-asserted themselves. The common
agent for the creditors, the lawyer Alexander Mackenzie, used

his privileged position to rig the auc%ion, allowing him to

buy two out of the three lots of the barony of Seton at the

upset price of‘£18,472.200 It took the company until 1798

to have the decision reversed in the House of Ibrds and that
part of the estate resold to the Earl of Wemyss at a price of
£47,100. - Because of the improvements he had carried out

upon the property, Mackenzie was able to recoup £27,716 of

thepurchase'price.zol Also in 1779, George Buchan-Hepburn

purchased part of the estate202 and although this could also

llllllllllllll

Process, 30 June 1791.
200 Ibid; Murray, York Buildings,p.99.
201 Guildhall Pamphlets, Report of Arch.Swinton,. 27)February 1809..

202 Murray, York Buildings,p.l00.
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be classed as Insider-dealing, the sale was not challenged
by the company. In total the estate raised £111,326 in

1779293

to which must be added around £20,000 when the part
of Seton occupied by Mackenzie was ultimately resold to the
Earl of Wemyss:, bringing the price to around £131,000.

Given the fact that the company had paid £50,300 at the original

sale in 1719,204

this represented a considerable capital gain.
It was this factor alone which ensured that the company'’s
legitimate creditofs ultimately received some recompense
and this was a trend that was also to be apparent in the
disposal of other estates.
3. The Estates of Panmure, Southesk, Marischal ' and Pitcairn..
Of the estates purchased by the York Buildings
Company, the most valuable in terms of rental, after Winton,
were those of the _Lords Panmure, Southesk and Marischal ,
providing net annual rentals of £3,169, £2,626 and £2,175
respectivelg,205 apprﬂximatelé 60% of the total net rental
of the company's Scottish estates at the time of purchase.
Together with the Winton estate they constituted 83% of the
potential income of the company from this source. If the
company was to derive maximum benefit from its Scottish estates,

prudent management and a sound letting policy was necessary.

An examination of the Winton estate has already revealed that

llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll

203 Ibid. P.102

204 RHC, Vol.l.,p.595.
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the company's agents were able to manipulate events to sult
their own ends at the expense of the company and also to
further the ends of Sir Archibald Grant. A similar trend
in clearly discernible in the case of the estates of Panmure

situated mainly in Angus but with lands also in Aberdeenshire,

Southesk, again mainly situated in Angus but with lands also

in Fife, and Maristhal. lying in Aberdeenshire.

In the initial stages of 1ts ownership of the three
estaes, the York Buildings Company kept the management of the
bulk of them under its own control, although parts were let
to tenants. The Panmure family was given 99 year leaseé
of the houses and parks of Brechin and Panmure for £50 and

06 George Fordyce of Broadford,

merchant of Aberdeen, and provost of the city 1718-1719,207

£100 respectively in 1724.2

took the barony of‘BeIhiﬁvie and consequently much of the parish

of Peterhead on a 15 year lease from Whitsunday 1721 at a

yearly rental of£500.208 From the Southesk estate the lands

of Leuchars and Leuchars-Forbes were leased for 19 years from

Martinmas 1720 to Charles Gregory for £456 per annum.209

Gregory also undertook to collect the rents on the company's

estate of Pitcairn and pay it to the company's designated

10

agents in Edinburgh.2 The barony of Arnhall in Angus,

part of the Southesk estate, also appears to have been let
but the name of the tenant before 1739, when it was let to

206 SRO GD 345/854/8 ,Grant of Monymusk MSS, Rental of York
Bldgs Co's Lstates.
207 A.B.Keith, A Thousand Years of Aberdeen,(Aberdeen,1972)p.562.
208 SRO GD 345/854/8, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Rental of York
Bldgs Cal’s estates; Murray, York Buildings,p.46.
209 SL CspP 89;1, York Bldgs.Co v Carnegie 1764, Repr. of -
Sir J.Carnegie, 27 July 1764.
210  SRO GD1/170, York Bldgs.Co.Papers, Letter Gregory to
York Bldgs.Co., 23 November 1l721.

lllllll



347,

Sir James Carnegle of Pitarrow, helr to the Barl of Southesk,
cannot be determined. On the Marischall estate, the barony
of Fetteresso and Dunnottar was leased 1In 1721 to John Gordon
and Robert Stewart, provost of Aberdeen, for 21 years at £525
per annum plus a further £25 for thehouse?” The Countess

.+ " Marischalx was still in possession of enclosures in and

about the house of’Fetteresso.2’2 Finally the lands of Milton
of Gavel were let to George Hay for 28 years at £46 per annum

from Whitsunday 1725.213

Only following the unsuccessful
plan to sell the estates in 1726 and the move to pass on
the revenues and management to the annuitants in 1727, wefe

the remaining parts of these estates 1et.214

The new tenant of these properties was none other
than Sir Archibald Grant of Monymusk, who, together with his
brother-in-law Alexander Garden of Troup, entered into an
;greement with the company on ll'Nbvember 1728 to take a lease
of the parts of the three estates not already let, together
with the small estate of Pitcalrn, for an annual tack duty
of £4,000 free of all charges such as cess. and ministers
stipends, payable in two instalments at Lammas and Christmas.
mheﬁlease was for 29 years and entry was fixed as having been
at Whitsunday 1728. The first instalment of the rent was

payable at Whitsunday 1729. The company was required to

repair the houses on the estate and put them in a habitable
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211 Murray, York Buildings, p.47.

212 SRO GD 3457575/1, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Articles of
Agreement, 1727.

213 SRO GD 345/854/8, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Rental of York
Bldgs Co. Estates. | *
214 Vide supra pp297-298.
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condition, after which repair would become the responsibility

of the lessees. The company was also required to sell

the arrears of rent to Grant and Garden.215 The arrears

were to be fixed by Hew Dalrymple, a Court of Session judge and

an assoclate of Grant in his ventures on the Winton estate.zis

A lease was to be given to Grant and Garden on terms similar

to those granted by the company to George Buchan on the Winton

estate.217 Despite this agreement no formal lease appears

to have been executed,218 and the transaction was carried into

force by means of the articles of agreemeént.
The financial . implications of the transactions'
on these estates are set out in Tables 5:2 and 5:3.

TABLE 5:2
NET RENTAL. OF ESTATES OF PANMURE SQUTHESK MARISCHAL'; & PITCAIRN..

_—————i————j——-——h_-———

Rent Advertised at

Sale 1719/1720.. . . Rental 1728 .

PANMURE £3,169

Land let to Grant & Garden £l,674

Land let to Panmure Family 150

Barony of Belhelvie . 500. 2,324
SOUTHESK 2,626

Land let to Grant & Garden 1,252

Leuchars & Leuchars=Forbes 456

(Atnhall . 230. . 1,938
MARISCHALL. . | 2,175

Land let to Grant & Garden 1,046

Fefleresso & Dunnottar 550

Milton of Gavel . 46. . 1,642
PITCAIRN ” 42 . L

_£8,012 £5,934_

SOURCES: NLS York Bldgs Co. v Ferguson of Pitfour; SRO GD345/854/8,
Grant of Monymusk MSS Abstract of York Bldgs Co. Rentals;

----------------------------------------------------------

215 ' SRO GD 345/57571, Grant of Monymusk MSS,Articles of
Agreement 1727.

216 ¥Wide supra p.329,

217 SRO GD345/575/1, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Articles of
Agreement 1727.

218 NLS York Bldgs Co. V Ferguson of Pitfour, Case of Co.
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The figqures of Arnhall and Milton of Gavel are approximate,
being based on later rentals. The apportionment of the
£4,000 1s based on a later apportionment when the former owners
took over the lease at the same rental but it does help. -

to show how the value of the estates had declined, or been
forced down,in the years between 1720 and 1728.

TABLE 5:3..

NET. RENTAL OF. LANDS LEASED TO GRANT & GARDEN..

Value 1719/20..AEErox.value 1728, .

PANMURE £2,531 £1,674
SOUTHESK 1,806 1,252
MARISCHAL., 1,597 1,046
PITCAIRN .42 .. 28

£5,976 £4,000

SOURCES:.  HLRO Appeal Cases, York Bldgs Co. v Norfolk & ors.
31 January 1764; NLS York Bldgs Co. v Ferguson of
Pitfour.

The total rental of the estates which had stood at
£8,012 at the time of the sale had fallen to £5,93¢ in 1728, a
decline of 26%. The greater part of this decline was due

to the fall in rental of the estates taken by Grant and Garden
which showed a decline of 33%, the decline on the other parts
of the estates being restricted to 5%. The Grant = Garden
lease, therefore, was clearly not to the company's benefit.

The lease certainly presented the opportunity of
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profit for the lesseges. When his affairs were being investlgated
at the time of the Charitable Corporation scandal in 1732,
Grant estimated that his half of the lease was worth 1£2,500
to him.219 Given the nature of the investigation, it 1s
possible Grant underestimated the value of the property.

By thls time, however, Grant had assigned hils share in the

lease to Garden for sums owed to him, with a further assignment

to Thomas Fordyce?zo an ' agent of the company and also his
uncle. Assuming Grant's estimate of the value to be accurate,
he and Garden were making a gross return of 25%. During

the course of the lease this amount appeared to increase
until around 1745, the gross rental was estimated at £6,000
per annum. Against this, however, various charges such as

the cess, ministers'! and schoolmasters' stipends and other

public burdens, such as contributions towards poor relief, had

to bemet.221 Poor relief was the least onerous of these

burdens as Scotland had no system of poor rates, the little
aid there was being financed by collections at church, fines

for moral offences, legacies and the proceeds of hiring the

parish hearse or mort cloth for funerals.222 In all, it

was claimed, these outgoings amounted to over £1,000. In
addition Grant and Garden claimed that because of the situation
and relative remoteness of the estates, the charges for factorage

and other incidental expenses were high. Grant and Garden
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219 Grant's Estate,p.25.

220 Ibid. p.9%.

221 SRO GD345/575/23, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Info.for Buchan,
Grant and Garden, 15 December 1746.

222 Smout, jcottish People, p.93.
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said they were giving the company a far better return on the .
estates than 1t had been able to achieve employing factors.223
Given the fact that one of‘the.méin complaints against the
company was that the factors were cheating the org@ni_sagfgn,
this could possibly be true. It does, however, highlight
one of the major problems faced by the company, namely the
difficulty of a corporation in controlling the activities

of its servants operating at a distance when responsibility
within the corporation was nowhere clearly defined. Grant
and Garden, who were landowners within the north-east of
Scotland, had a far better chance of controlling the acti&ities

of thelr agents and thus securlng a fairer return on their

investment.

The reason given for the poor returns achieved by
the lessees particularly on the Panmure and Southesk estates
was the nature of the farms. The units were said to be
small and to have ‘a poor class of tenantry with the result
that such farmers were not in the habit of keeping proper

accounts.225 The rents had been racked with the result

that arrears ran into several hundred pounds a year. These

circumstances, together with the failure of factors and victual
merchants connected with this venture led Grant and Garden to
claim that the profits of good years when crop prices were
high had, on occasions, been overturned by bad years. In

particular they stated that in the early years of their

] L] |}

223 SRO GD345/575/23, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Info for Buchan,
Grant and Garden, 15 December 1746.

224 Letter from a Gentleman in Edinburqgh..

225 SL CSP 12;37, Grant & Garden v York Bldgs Co 1747, Petn

of Tenants, 24 January 1747.
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tenancy, because of theilr obligations to carry timber for
the York Buildings Company, they were heavy losers and had
the timber venture not ceased, they would have been compelled

to give up the lease.226 The fact that they held on to

i1t suggests that profits might not have been as poor as
Grant and Garden suggested. Evidence for the year 1751 -

shows the net rental, after all deductions,according to Grant

and Garden was only £50,258 Scots, approximately £4,188 Sterling,
out of which £4,000 tack duty would have to be paid to the

York Buildings Company. Included in the figqures for charges,
however, were provisions for bad debts and for factorage and
incidents at 5% of the gross rental each of £3,873 Scots.

Also in¢luded were round figqure sums of £2,600 Scots for repairs

(
and
to the kirk, houses . _. ... augmentation of stipends and -for

A

law charges and losses. In total, these estimates amounted
to £12,946 Scots or approximately £1,079 Sterling.227 It

is impossible to estimate how accurate these provisions were,
or how typical the year of 1751 was for Grant and Garden.

It does seem falirly clear, i - *that Grant and Garden were,
at best, getting a fair return on their investment and the
indicatorsz available do not suggest exhorbitant profits. If
their provisions for 1751 were anywhere near accurate, it would

suggest an annual return of 4.7% for that year. By comparison

the yield on East India bonds in 1751 was only 3%, the yield

226 SRO GD345/575/23, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Info for Buchan,
Grant and Garden, 18 December 1746.
227 SRO GD345/876/5, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Scheme of Estates

rented by Grant and Garden.
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on government stock was similar and this coincided with the

maximum rate allowed by the Treasury on short-term loans in

anticipation of taxes.228 Grant and Garden, therefore,

received a reasonable return on their investment, at least in 1751.

Grant and Garden had faced difficulties as a result
of the rebellion of 1745. The rebels naturally were hostile
to the company and ébeir tenants, and consequently thelr estates
were singled out for special treatment. The rebels claimed
the estates belonged to the Prince as of right and demanded
rent from the tenants as if it was due to them under pain
of military execution. They also demanded a levy framfhe
tenants. In this way it was claimed that rent in money and
victual to the amount of £7,638 Scots and £8,488 Scots as
a levy, a total of around £1,346 sterling had been taken by
the rebels {rom the Panmure and Southesk estates. A further
amount of £500 sterling had also been exacted from tenants on
the company'¥s estates for arrears of rent due by'them and for
which they had given bills.229 As neither Grant nor Garden,
nor any of their factors were in the vicinity when the rebels
arrived, they took the money and supplies direct from the
tenants. Only later 4did they obtain the bills from one of

the factors who came into their*hands.23o When the rebellion

was crushed both tenants and sub=-tenants went to the court to

try to decide who was to stand the loss. By 1751. Grant and

228 Dickson, Financial Revolution, pp.411, 471.

229 SRO GD345/575/23, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Info.for Buchan,
Grant and Garden, l5 December 1746.

230 SRO GD345/575722, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Info:. for .Tenants
15 December 1746.
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Garden had agreed on a compromise with the tenants as the
best way out of what they saw as a bad bargain.231

The lease to Grant and Garden explred in 1757 and
was assigned by them to the Honourable James Maule on behalf

of the Earl of’Panﬁure, Sir James Carnegie in his own right

for the Southesk estate and to Alexander Kelith of Ravelston

for the Marischal.. estate. Maule and Carnegie granted a

tack of Pitcairn to Janet Countess of Kelly and her two sisters.232

The scheme of division of the £4,000 tack duty payable to the
York Buildings Company was shown in Table 5:3. Sir James
Carnegie had alzeqdy taken the first steps towards regaining
his family property when he took over a lease of Leuchars
and Leuchars-Forbes from Charles Gregory on 1its expiry in
November 1739. The following year he took a lease of the
barony of Arnhall, thus extending his holding of his family's
property.233

The company was, however, under extreme pressure
from its creditors, most notably the Duke of Norfolk and his
partners and William Lock who held the rights to the sums

owed to the late governor Sir John Meres. It was reckoned

that the normal practice of a process of ranking and sale would
take too long and so a special Act of Parliament was passed

in 1763 to allow the sale of thpse estates formerly leased

to Grant and Garden.234

231 SRO GD 345/958/1, Grant of Monymusk MSS, Letter A. Garden
to Sir A. Grant, 19 March 1751.

232 Murray, York Buildings, p.9l1.

233 SRO GD345/854/8, Grant of Monymusk #4SS, ‘Réntal of York
Buildings Co Estates.

234 Murray, York Buildings, p.91.
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The judicial sale, guthorised by parliament, was
scheduled to take place on 20 February, 1764. However, it
was claimed by the company that this was being done in undue
haste. During November 1763Wfthe company tried to stop
the sale as it said no proper survey had been carried out to
ascertain the exact rentals, and this would affect the price
obtained. Nor was the sale advertised in tha.English
newspapers, which meant it was not given the widest possible
publicity. Also the company stated that if the sale could

be postponed until the summei, several persons had announced

their intention to bid a that time. The company, therefbre,
instigated legal proceedings to. try to stop the sale and because
of 1ts urgency, the case quickly ended up in the House of Lords.
On the face of it, the company had a reasonable case. The
proven rental of the areas offered for sale had. been shown

to be £5,977 in 1719 and 1720 and the estates were to be
offered for sale at twenty-five times their annual value.

The company claimed the real rxevenue was now £7,000 per annum
and that the estates could well be sold at 30 years value,

a difference the company claimed of approximately £30,000

on the upset price.235

Norfolk and his associates were unimpressed by this
argument. They stated that as early as 1756, when the lease
to Grant and Garden was nearing expiry, they had agreed to

give up one~third of their debt in order to ensure a quick sale

iiiiiiiii
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of these estates to pay the remainder of that debt. As

seven years had passed, thelr patience was wearing thin and
they threatened to sue for the full debt of £125,000 instead of
£82,000 for which they were prepared to settle. They also
expressed annoyance that, after agreeing to the sale, the
company was now attempting to halt 1it. The House of Lords
agreed with NorfolKk and his partners by dismissing the appeal,
awarding the respondents £100 costs and advising them to

insist that the managers of the York Buildings Company be

required to pay the costs of the appeal out of their own

6
pockets.23 '
The company was right to be concerned about the sale
of its estates. 'When the auction took place upon the appointed

day, there was no competition in the bidding and the estates
were knocked down to the families of the forfeited owners at
their upset prices. Thus for the sum of £118,184, the Farl
- . Marischal ., the Earl of.Panmure and Sir James Carnegie as
heir of the éarl of Southesk, who were present at the sale,
saw a large proportion of thelr estates come under their
control once more. Representatives for the Pitcairn

family purchased that estate for the benefit of the sisters

and heirs of the fbrmerproprietor.237 The estates had originally

cost the company £153,970 but after deductions, the net cost had

worked out at £ll2,385.238 It is impossible to make a

...............................

236 Ibid. Case of Norfolk & ors.

237 Murray, York Buildings, p.92.
238 RHC, Vol.l.p.595.
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direct comparison, however, as only the land leased to Grant
and Garden had been put up for sale under the act. The

parts leased out to others, including land let directly to

Sir James Carnegle 1in 1739 and 1740 were not included in

the sale. In all the rental value of these lands was £1,932

in comparison to the £4,000 paid by Grant and Gardén,239

and although the exéct proportion in terms of size cannot be
determined, it can be seen that a fair,préportion was still
left in the hands of the company, . The old proprietors, -
fhsrt/qfé’had acquired the estates on unrealistically low rental
values, and given the fact that lower interest rates generally

would force up the price of estates, i.e. the estates here

were purchased at upset prices based on twenty times the annual

value and sold at upset prices of twenty-five times the value,
the old owners undoubtedly got a bargain and the company was
the loserf47(a%he ease with which the process was managed
enhances Murray's point tha£ there was still a great deal of
sympath? in Scotland for the old familie§4o and this seemed to
stretch right through the Scottish establishment.

In 1764, the company began the process of removing
Carnegie from the lands of Leuchars and Arnhall as the leases
for these properties had expired iIn 1758 and 1758. Carnegle

tried to resist,claiming he was a creditor of the company and

was thus holding on to the estates as security for his debt.

lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll

239 Vide supra p.348, table 5.2.

240 Murray, York .Buildings, p.l100.
241 SL CSP 89;1, York Bldgs, Co. v Carnegie 1764, Answers

for Co., 7 August 1764,

241(a)For example the Maule family paid £49,157.1834d.*to~recover

its property. Burke's Peerage, (1845) p.776.

241
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The company denied he was a creditor saying that he had
bought debts from Sir Archibald Grant concerning stores for
the mines at Strontian,242 the Implication being'that this
had been done solely to put pressure on the company., The
Company saild that Carnegile was able to make a lot of money
from the land and for that reason they were anxious to remove

him to be able to take his level of profit from the estax‘:aa's‘,.?"""3

in essence admitting that he was too good a tenant as he was
able to sub=let the land at high rents. In this respect

the company was acting as so many landlords in Scotland had
done before them and such.attitudes in effect worked agaihst
the spread of improvements before the middle of the eighteenth
century. In this case, the company eventually gained
repossession and sold Arnhall in 1779 to Sir David Carneglie

243(a)
who paid £7,300, which was above the upset price. Leuchars

was sold in 1782 when £31,850 was obtained. The estate was
divided into three lots. Mr. John Anstruther paid £3,800

for one lot and James Cheap of Wellfield £7,450 for another.

The largest parcel was purchased by Sir David Carnegie for

£20,600244 thus again a great deal of the land came back into

the hands of the forfeited families. However, the political
and social climate which had previously allowed the families
to acquire this land had changed and they now had to compete

with other purchasers in a more open market.

242 Ibid. Memo for Co., 1 October 1/764.
243 Ibid. Answers for Co., 7 August 1764. |
244 SL CSP 258;179, Report of Common. Agent, 12 August 1791.Appendix,,

243(a)sir pavid Carnegie was the son of Sir James Carnegie.
Burke's Landed Gentry,(18th Edition, 1972) Vol.3, p.897

L




359.

On the Panmure estate, the company had problems
concerning the barony of Belhelvie in Aberdeenshire. This was
the area originally =«. let to George Fordyce, merchant
of Aberdeen, for 15 years from Whitsunday 1721, the rent being
£500 per annum.245 According to the rental list, this was
renewed for 19 years to commence on the expiry of the orlgilnal
lease. Murray claims this new lease was for 14 years and had
been granted in 1728.246 It was later claimed by the company
that the lease was due to expire in 1750 which lends support

to Murray's assertion.247. During the early months of 1745,

a great deal of activity took place regarding the company;s
estates. As legal moves were afoot to prevent the company
issuing new leases, the governor, Thomas Pembroke, and an assistant
by the name of Harris, contrived to lssue new leases on behalf
of the company. David Fordyce, son of George and Professor
of Moral Philosophy in Aberdeen, who had inherited the 