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London and Middlesex Archaeological Society

149th ANNUAL REPORT OF COUNCIL FOR THE SUBSCRIPTION YEAR ENDING
30th SEPTEMBER 2004

Council met five times during the year. The 150th anniversary sub-committee has been working throughout
the year on the forthcoming celebrations and events for LAMAS members in 2005. Highlights include celebrity
lectures, a colour newsletter, and special features in Transactions and London Archaeologist.

Members of Council and others continued to represent the Society at meetings of the Standing Conference
on London Archaeology, the Southwark and Lambeth Archaeological Excavation Committee, the London
Archaeological Forum, and the Victoria County History (Middlesex).

Lecture meetings

Meetings on Wednesday evenings at the Museum of London continued to be organised by Cheryl Smith. The
season started in October 2003 with a presentation by Ken Welsh of Framework Archaeology on the multiperiod
archaeology of Heathrow. Other archaeological topics were Douglas Killock of Pre-Construct Archaeology on ‘A
religious precinct on the edge of Londinium’ — a major Roman site in Southwark (December); Phil Emery and
Kevin Wooldridge on ‘The archaeology of St Pancras burial ground’ (January 2004); and Melissa Melikian of AOC
on ‘4th-century “Bling Bling”” — a Roman Cemetery in Southwark. In November 2003 Dr Tony Trowles, Librarian
of Westminster Abbey, spoke on ‘A vast number of learned volumes’ — the history Westminster Abbey Library from
1560 to the present day; in March 2004 Dr Steven Brindle of English Heritage spoke on ‘Brunel, the Great Western
Railway and the making of Paddington Station, 1836-1855" — with special reference to the recently discovered
Brunel bridge across the canal; and in May Dr Heather Creaton of the Centre for Metropolitan History introduced
us to ‘“The inside story: diarists’ views of London’, based on largely unpublished diaries of Londoners.

At the AGM in February the President, Professor Clive Orton, gave his second Presidential Address, on ‘The
Third Radiocarbon Revolution’.

Publications and Newsletter

The Newsletter appeared three times under the editorship of Meriel Jeater, continuing to include a wide range of
reviews and short articles as well as news of the activities of our own and other societies. Transactions volume 53
appeared. Council continues to appreciate the hard work carried out by our Production Editor Lynn Pitts.

The Society’s website, ably managed by Francis Grew, continues to attract attention. There have been discussions
during the year about its future development.

Membership

Paid-up membership for the year was 662, compared with 659 last year and 651 for 2002. 51 new members joined
the society, including 24 by way of the Society’s website.

Archaeology Committee

The Archaeology Committee met four times during the year, in January, April, June, and October. Reports on
archaeological fieldwork and related matters were received from MoLAS, GLAAS, and SCOLA. The Committee
considered a number of issues, including the South Mimms archive and the future of the LAARC and GLAAS.

The Committee organised the 41st Annual Conference of London Archaeologists, which was held in the Museum
of London lecture theatre on Saturday 27th March 2004. Nearly 200 delegates witnessed the presentation of the
eighth Ralph Merrifield Award to Rosemary Yeaxlee for her long service to London’s archaeoclogy. Unfortunately,
Rosemary was unable to attend in person. Typically, she was leading a weekend outing to Caerleon, but her
good wishes and thanks were passed on to the Conference by the Chair, Harvey Sheldon. The morning session
continued with a round-up of recent archaeological work in the London area, including excavations at Blackwall,
Shadwell, Enfield, and Southwark. The afternoon session was devoted to the archaeology of the recent past, and
was addressed by Kieron Tyler, David Perrett, Gustav Milne (for Nigel Jefferies), and Chris Ellmers.



Local History Committee

The Committee held a total of five meetings, in October 2003 and January, March, June, and September 2004.

The Annual Conference on 15th November 2003 was on the subject of ‘Lunatick London’ and was well attended,
despite its rather unusual title. Delegates heard talks on ‘Medieval London hospitals’ by Christopher Thomas,
‘Care of the mentally ill in the 17th and 18th centuries’ by Sara Pennell, ‘Charles and Mary Lamb’ by Lionel
Lambourne, ‘The architecture and design of Victorian asylums’ by Dr Jeremy Taylor, and ‘Psychiatry and war’ by
Drs Michael Neve and Trevor Turner. The Conference concluded with two talks by members of Affiliated Local
History Societies: Robert Leon from Camden on St Luke’s, and Dr Oliver Natelson from Friern Barnet on Friern
Hospital.

The assistance of the Committee was sought over a proposed 20th Century Gallery at the Museum of London,
and a projected web site on the same topic. This seemed an ideal opportunity to promote the closer involvement
of Affiliated Societies both with LAMAS and each other. Societies were invited to a half-day Conference at LAARC
in March 2004, which included an interesting tour of the Collections. The project is on-going.

The Committee received 29 submissions for the Publications Award and met in September to create a short list
for final assessment by three independent judges.

Historic Buildings and Conservation Committee

The Historic Buildings and Conservation Committee have had ten meetings and looked at 123 planning
applications over the past year. 21 were from Kensington and Chelsea, 15 each from Westminster and Lambeth, 8
each from Camden and Tower Hamlets, 7 from Hounslow, 6 each from Haringey, Harrow and Bexley, and 5 from
the City. There were 3 cases from Islington and 1 or 2 each from 14 other London Boroughs.

We have responded to the pressures of Local Planning Authority deadlines by increasing the number and
frequency of our meetings, allowing for a faster response rate.

We have also dealt with extremely complex cases, Thameslink 2000 and the Kings Cross/St Pancras development
being the most difficult. These two have taken much of the Committee’s time because of the impact on so many
historic buildings across such a wide area. Other large proposals have included Farrell’s scheme for the Royal
Institution, the proposals for Smithfield Market, the Royal London Hospital redevelopment scheme, and the new
blocks planned around the Lots Road Power Station. We have also looked at the Ram Brewery in Wandsworth, and
Brixton Prison. In the West End, the Queens Theatre and the Crown Commissioner’s proposals for Regent Street
have also taken up much time. The Grade | Listed Ickenham Manor, East End Farm, Pinner and other timber
framed buildings in the outer Boroughs form a contrast to this work.

Numerous other projects have been considered across the Greater London area and detailed comments made to
Local Planning Authorities. The work continues and we look forward to the 150th Anniversary for which we shail
be organising a series of Central London walks examining some local historic buildings and some of the issues
considered by the Committee.

BY DIRECTION OF COUNCIL

John Clark Nikola Burdon
Chairman of Council Honorary Secretary
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WELCOME!

Welcome to Volume 55 of the Transactions, this
year commemorating the 150th anniversary
of the London and Middlesex Archaeological
Society.

Who could have imagined, on a blustery
winter’s evening in 1855, when a group of like-
minded individuals — mostly compiled of the
newly defined and rising middle class — sat down
at Crosby Hall, that 150 years later the Society
they formed that night would still be a strong
and vibrant one, with over 600 members and a
host of achievements behind it. We have selected
nine papers with which to celebrate this special
occasion, which reflect upon the past history of
the Society, yet also look ahead to future areas of
study, and even to future scholars.

John Clark, present Chairman of the LAMAS
Council in ‘So, What have you done for us lately?’
updates Cdr G Bridgmore Brown’s 1955 paper
on the history of the Society, highlighting the
events of the last 50 years. The early members of
the Society do indeed seem to have been a jolly
lot, and one that enjoyed sometimes extravagant
jaunts, significant enough to be reported in the
leading newspapers of the time. Eileen Bowlt,
in ‘Some early LAMAS meetings and outings’,
details these astonishing events; outings that
have fallen by the wayside in recent years but
which we are glad to see have made a comeback
in 2005 — perhaps not with the same grandeur,
but certainly with the same enthusiasm!

In many ways, the present Volume bears a great
deal of similarity to the first Transactions, reporting
on the archaeological finds and news of the day, as
Barney Sloane shares in ‘Archaeology in London:
annual round-up and news for 1855/6” — certainly
the thrill of archaeological discovery and even
some of the characters involved are recognisable
to the present day! The first Transactions were
also laden with colour plates, which must have
been an expensive commitment for the early

editors, but which we felt it was appropriate
to re-introduce for this special Volume. Peter
Guillery’s short note, ‘Police graffiti, New River
Head, Finsbury’, gives a charming snapshot of
the lives of the police constables patrolling the
beat in Victorian Clerkenwell. Clearly, instead of
carving their initials on brick walls, they should
have been reading their copies of the LAMAS
Transactions!

Looking over past members of LAMAS is almost
a roster of London’s leading archaeologists and
historians. Study of the past, however, is no recent
pursuit, as Robert Whytehead explains in ‘The
Lesse Set By’, where he looks at Robert Fabian’s
16th-century work on the location of Lundenwic,
which has only recently been confirmed as being
in the heart of Covent Garden.

From past scholars to future ones, we are very
pleased to publish papers from three present
doctoral students; David Lewis (we reproduce
here his MA dissertation in full), Jeremy Ashbee,
and Lisa Yeomans demonstrate the diversity
and depth of today’s, and tomorrow’s, leading
researchers.

We end with a very special paper indeed. In
1954 John Betjeman published his famous poem
Middlesex,in which he reminisced about the idyllic
past of the county, and how rapidly change had
been effected. Michael Hammerson has chosen
to illustrate this change, from rural tranquillity
to the hustle and bustle of the area well familiar
to us all, using his collection of 19th- and early
20th-century postcards and photographs. This
is a unique outing for these images, and one
cannot think of a more appropriate airing, as we
celebrate 150 years of LAMAS, and look forward
to 150 more.

Enjoy!

The Publication Committee



SO, WHAT HAVE YOU DONE FOR US

LATELY?

John Clark
Chairman of Council

1855-1955

For the Society’s Transactions in 1955 the then
Chairman of Council, Cdr G Bridgmore Brown,
wrote an account of the first 100 years of the
London and Middlesex Archaeological Society.
It falls to me, his successor, to bring the story up
to date.

Bridgmore Brown’s article is a workmanlike
piece, tracing the Society’s origins in the estab-
lishment of a provisional committee in July
1855 and the inaugural meeting in Crosby Hall
on 14 December that same year where it was
unanimously agreed ‘That a Society, to be called
the London and Middlesex Archaeological
Society, be now established’. Perhaps he could
have made more of the Society’s flamboyant
early activities: the excursions or ‘country
meetings’ described by Eileen Bowlt elsewhere
in these pages, when a train was hired for the
journey, and the meeting ended with the serving
of a ‘collation’ at a local hotel or suitable hall —
or in the absence of such a convenience in rural
Middlesex, on one occasion a large barn; or the
‘conversaziones’ held in City livery company
halls, with music (on one occasion provided by
a string band from the Royal Artillery) as well
as suitable displays of ‘various objects of art
and antiquity’. Perhaps he should have drawn
attention to the strictly limited social class from
which the first members of the Society came
— that middle-class ‘Victorian establishment’
discussed by Sally Brooks in her analysis of the
Society’s membership published in Transactions
36 (1985). He commented that the Society’s
annual subscription had been maintained at one
guinea (£1.05) ever since 1879 (it did not rise (to

two guineas) until 1958) without noting that this
— a fall in real terms — might have encouraged
a much wider membership. And perhaps he
might have noted in passing the whiff of scandal
that surrounded the extraordinary dilatoriness
of an early Honorary Secretary in paying into
the bank subscriptions he had received from
members, which resulted in a loss to the Society
of ‘as far as the Council could ascertain £59 2s
3d’ — no small sum in 1857.

Bridgmore Brown recognised that the fortunes
of the Society had fluctuated over the years, noting
the period in the early 1900s when membership
figures had fallen to little more than 100. He
himself had joined in 1912, and was one of only
two individual members whose membership
dated back to before the First World War. He
recalled ‘the halcyon days of cheap railway travel’
between the two World Wars when the Society
had once again organised full-day visits to places
outside the London area, and regretted that
even with the ending of the Second World War
‘the delay in restoring excursion facilities on the
railways made it impossible to resume summer
visits to distant objectives’ — but since 1948 visits
had been made by coach. Membership figures
had risen, he was pleased to report (although it
was 1950 before they had again reached a figure,
about 350, that approached the 395 reported in
1857) — at the time he wrote, membership stood
at nearly 500.

But changes in the Society and its activities
reflected much broader changes that had
taken place during the years 1855 to 1955. The
establishment of the Metropolitan Board of
Works, in the same year that LAMAS itself was
founded, was the first step towards London-wide
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government and to major public improvements
that were to entail both the destruction of historic
buildings and archaeological discoveries. During
the Society’s lifetime the first national legislation
had been introduced to protect ancient monu-
ments and buildings — a major concern of
LAMAS’s founders. The Royal Commission on
Historical Monuments had published its volumes
on London between 1924 and 1930 and on
Middlesex in 1937. The London County Council
had begun its Survey of London series in 1900. The
Victoria County Histories had been established,
although only one volume on London (in 1909)
and one on Middlesex (in 1911) had been pub-
lished. Local record offices and libraries had
become much more accessible for research. One
of the Society’s stated objectives, the foundation
of a museum, had been overtaken by events,
with the reopening on a sounder footing of
the Guildhall Museum in the 1870s, and the
foundation of the London Museum in 1912.
LAMAS had been joined in the London area by
other local historical and, later, archaeological
societies; its Affiliated Local Societies scheme
was established in 1954 and by 1955 included
16 societies (from the East London History
Group to the Watford and South-West Herts
Archaeological Society). Other societies had
been formed to campaign for the preservation
of ancient buildings, from the Society for the
Protection of Ancient Buildings in 1877 to the
Georgian Group in 1937. By the time Bridgmore
Brown wrote, the days when membership of
LAMAS was the only option for those in London
or Middlesex who had an interest in and concern
for the past of their city and county were long
gone.

1955-2005

But what of the broader picture in 19557 To
those interested in London’s archaeology the
first date in the 1950s that springs to mind
is probably not 1955 but 1954 — when the
discovery of the Temple of Mithras brought to
excited public attention the work of the Roman
and Mediaeval London Excavation Council on
London’s bombed sites. When that Council
was established in 1946, LAMAS was invited
— perhaps out of politeness — to nominate a
representative. (The Society did however make
a grant, of £10, to the expenses of RMLEC’s
work.) However, in 1950 the Society invited
W F Grimes, Director of both RMLEC and

the London Museum, to become President
— the first practising archaeologist to hold that
position since the brief tenure of General Pitt-
Rivers in the 1880s. It was Grimes who presided
over the 1955 centenary celebrations, which
included a special viewing of the finds from the
Temple of Mithras, on display for the first time in
the Guildhall Museum, reopened in ‘temporary’
quarters in the Royal Exchange.

For local historians 1955 is a significant
date for another reason — not mentioned by
Bridgmore Brown — the reinvigoration of the
Middlesex Victoria County History. The post-War
period had seen the establishment of national
bodies not just for archaeology — the Council
for British Archaeology — but for local history
— the Standing Conference for Local History.
The latter encouraged the setting up of county
committees, and the Middlesex Local History
Council was formed in 1951. It does not seem
to have been seen as a rival by LAMAS, although
when it eventually merged with LAMAS in 1965,
becoming the Society’s Local History Committee,
the marriage at first was not an entirely happy
one.

The Middlesex Local History Council took
the initiative in trying to revive the abortive
Middlesex Victoria County History, of which only
one volume had appeared in 1911. A successful
approach for funding to local councils led to the
establishment of the Middlesex VCH Council in
1955. Since then eleven volumes of painstaking
and invaluable research on the historic county
have been published. Although, as members
of LAMAS will know (our Society is still — as
successors of the Middlesex Local History Council
— represented on the Middlesex VCH Council),
there have lately been very serious financial
problems, there is still hope that the project
begun so well 50 years ago can be completed.

In 1959, LAMAS attempted to reach a new
audience by forming a Schools Section, with
membership open to schools, but not to individ-
ual schoolchildren, in the London area. With
changes both in the educational system and in
syllabuses this concept had limited success, but
was to lead to the later LAMAS Youth Section (or
Young LAMAS), which was very active for several
years in the 1980s and 1990s until, for various
practical reasons, it closed in 1995.

To those who wish to follow the progress of
archaeological investigation in London after
the Second World War, volumes of our Society’s
Transactions during the 1950s are disappointing.



It was only in 1960 that the first regular reports
‘contributed by staff of the Guildhall Museum’
(notably Peter Marsden) began to appear. But
an increased pace of archaeological discovery
and greater public interest can be seen in the
Society’s lecture programme, which in 1968
included speakers like Glyn Daniel, Sheppard
Frere and Rupert Bruce-Mitford.

The 1960s saw the establishment of the
Society’s special committees. The Historic
Buildings Preservation Committee (now Historic
Buildings and Conservation Committee) began
the still essential task of considering the impact
of planned developments on the built heritage
of London and responding with advice on
particular cases. The Archaeological Research
Committee organised its first annual conference
in 1964; the Local History Committee — the
now integrated Middlesex Local History
Council — soon followed suit. Held on Saturday
afternoons in the Livery Hall at Guildhall, these
events included tea (with dainty iced cakes). At
the archaeological conference of 1968, members
paid 5s (25p), non-members 7s 6d (37.5p) and
heard reports on excavations by Roy Canham,
Nick Farrant, Harvey Sheldon, John Kent and
Peter Marsden. (The price had risen to 75p
by 1976, the last year that the archaeological
conference was held at Guildhall.) 1967 saw the
first issue of the Society’s Newsletter (originally
News-letter) replacing an earlier Bulletin. From the
beginning this included notices of the activities of
our affiliated societies, still an essential element
of the Newsletier. But that LAMAS was no longer
alone in the field was emphasised in 1968 when a
new type of archaeological magazine for London,
the London Archaeologist, made its appearance
— thanks to the enthusiasm of Nick Farrant
(Fuentes) — and Londoners could find out about
recent and current excavations without joining a
society!

In many ways the Guildhall Museum’s
excavations at Baynard’s Castle in 1972 marked
a turning point, with wider recognition of
the special nature and problems of ‘rescue’
archaeology. Our Society contributed to the
first group of published surveys of London’s
archaeological knowledge and potential in its
first Special Paper The Archaeology of the London
Area: Current Knowledge and Problems in 1976,
alongside Rescue’s The Future of London’s Past
and the joint Museum of London/Department
of the Environment/Greater London Council
publication Time on Our Side? In 1975 the Society
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took a more active role as local units were
established or reconstituted to carry out rescue
excavations in London, with the formation of
the Inner London (North) Archaeological Unit
— the ‘(North)’ seems to have become optional.
This was managed by a committee of LAMAS
representatives together with representatives
of seven inner London boroughs which,
with the Department of the Environment,
provided funding. In the next few years the
unit investigated over a hundred sites, ranging
from Westminster Abbey to a sheet iron sentry
box at the West India Dock, as well as publishing
booklets on the archaeology of the boroughs
for which the unit was responsible. For the first
time the Society found itself in the position of
employing full-time archaeological staff. Only
the hard work of the then Honorary Treasurer,
Allan Tribe, made this possible. It was, I suspect,
with some relief that after long campaigning to
win central funding from the Greater London
Council (little did we know) we saw ‘our’
archaeological unit merge with others in the
Museum of London’s Department of Greater
London Archaeology in 1983.

LAMAS had long had informal links with staff of
the Guildhall Museum and the London Museum
— members of the museums’ staff served in a
personal capacity on the Society’s committees,
and Roy Canham and his successor Alison
Laws, the London Museum’s archaeologists,
had organised the annual archaeological
conferences. With the establishment of the
new Museum of London in 1976 these links
were formalised, by an advantageous agreement
made with the Museum’s Board of Governors
(although the suggestion that this made
the Society a wholly-owned subsidiary of the
Museum is one that should be strongly denied!).
The Society’s library and its meetings moved
from the Bishopsgate Institute, which had been
the Society’s headquarters since 1911, to the
new Museum of London building in London
Wall. The archaeological conference in 1977
was one of the first events to be held in the
Museum’s Lecture Theatre, and took the now
familiar form of a full-day meeting. The two
annual conferences remain a major feature of
our programme — the local history conference
in particular, with displays by our Affiliated
Societies, is very popular.

For some while after 1976, with myself as
Honorary Secretary and the late Hugh Chapman
as Honorary Archaeological Editor, much of the
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Society’s business centred on the Museum. Apart
from the annual archaeological conference, the
Society’s contribution to the growing pace of
archaeological work in the London area became
chiefly that of publication — particularly that
of the work funded by English Heritage (or
Department of the Environment) and other
public authorities, carried out by the Museum of
London’s Department of Urban Archaeology and
the local units. Reports appeared in Transactions
and in a greatly expanded series of Special Papers.
For a while members might receive two or even
three publications in a year: in 1979, Transactions
plus two volumes (these issued jointly with the
Surrey Archaeological Society) on excavations in
Southwark; in 1980, Transactions plus the Special
Paper on the Roman Riverside Wall, in 1988,
Transactions plus St Nicholas Shambles plus Surrey
Whitewares. The pace could not be maintained
by what remained an essentially amateur society.
Publication of Transactions began to lag behind,
eventually appearing four years in arrears. The
last Special Paper of that series was published in
1992, and the decision was taken to concentrate
on Transactions. The employment after 1992 of a
production editor, first Gillian Clegg and more
recently Lynn Pitts, took a major burden off the
honorary officers, and Transactions appeared
twice a year until the arrears were made up.

In many ways the 1980s were to all appearances
a golden age for LAMAS. The Society’s visits
programme was flourishing, particularly through
the enthusiasm of Edward Biffin, who provided
copious historical notes to accompany each visit
and organised evermore ambitious excursions.
Trips lasting several days to the Welsh Marches,
to Hadrian’s Wall, to North Yorkshire were
followed in 1983 by one to Belgium. Edward
Biffin resigned in 1984, and although, thanks
to the efforts of Rupert and Natalia Morris, the
planned trip to Normandy in that year did take
place, nothing so ambitious has been arranged
since. Gradually attendances on the traditional
full-day coach trips began to fall off; some had
to be cancelled for lack of interest. The series
came to an end in 1993, and since then — until
the special series organised for this year of
2005 — only occasional one-off visits have been
organised. Evening lectures held at the Museum
of London have similarly sometimes attracted
very small audiences — there does seem to have
been a welcome upswing recently.

To judge by the membership figures included
in our Annual Reports the peak of the golden

age came in 1984, when membership apparently
stood at the extraordinary figure of 932.
However, it was admitted that many members
were in arrears with their subscription — some
by several years. Many who should have been
struck off long ago were still on the books — the
decision by Council to impose the Society’s
regulations more strictly led to a ‘loss’ of on-
paper members of about 130 over the next two
years. But a real fall was to follow. From the 1990s
to today membership has remained closer to 600
— although currently rising.

LAMAS’s golden age coincided with the last
flowering of publicly-funded rescue archaeology.
Changes were heralded when hard on the
agreement of the GLC to fund archaeology
centrally came the news that the GLC itself
was under threat. The Society was involved in
campaigns to ensure that following the proposed
abolition of the GLC there should be adequate
provision for London-wide archaeology, for the
Greater London Record Office, and indeed for
the funding of the Museum of London. Soon
the introduction of the PPG16 regime and
funding of archaeology by developers, together
with competitive tendering by independent
archaeological units, changed the archaeological
landscape totally. In 1992 LAMAS joined with
the Surrey Archaeological Society, the CBA,
and the Society of Antiquaries to form the
Standing Conference on London Archaeology
to represent the interests of London archaeology
and to lobby the many public bodies that now
were involved.

This is not the place to discuss either the
details or the effects of the current system. It has,
however, resulted in more archaeology requiring
publication. Even if it had been suggested,
LAMAS would not have had the resources to
revive the Special Paper series for this purpose.
Our Transactions is now just one of a number of
media available, alongside the monograph series
— not just those of the Museum of London
Archaeology Service but of other units working
in London — and the London Archaeologist. It has
never been so difficult to keep up to date with
archaeological activity in London. There is no
shortage of articles being offered for publication
by the archaeological units — these usually come
with full funding. It remains a concern that
papers on historical topics are not forthcoming,
and it is to be hoped that the historical content
of Transactions can be increased in future.

The years since 1990 have not been without



advances. In 1997, thanks to Francis Grew,
our website went live. In the same year the
Archaeological Research Committee (now
Archaeological Committee — since its brief is
far wider than research) introduced the Ralph
Merrifield Award, named in honour of our Past-
President, to reward contributions to the study
or popularisation of London archaeology. The
Local History Committee has since taken up the
idea of an annual award, by the introduction of a
prize for publications by local societies or society
members.

The Society’s finances are in a good state
— the work of our last Honorary Treasurer
Rupert Morris has put them on a firm footing.
A feature of the Society’s activities in recent
years has been the selective use of those funds to
support external bodies and projects that accord
with our objectives and our charitable status. In
1998, like many other groups and individuals,
LAMAS contributed towards the costs of the
establishment by the Museum of London of the
London Archaeological Archive and Research
Centre. Recognising the impracticability of
reviving our own ‘Young LAMAS’ organisation
we have made a grant towards the Young
Archaeologists Club, Central London Branch.
We have made grants towards publications
— on the Neolithic in South-East England, on
London tin-glazed wares, on London coinage
(not all yet published). And Council has now
decided to reserve funds to support research
projects undertaken by LAMAS members on the
archaeology or history of our area.

CONCLUSION

In 1955 the then Chairman looked back on
a century of fluctuating fortunes and huge
changes in the climate within which LAMAS
functioned; I look back similarly on 50 years
of fluctuating fortunes and climate changes
(although my own membership of LAMAS and
personal involvement goes back only to 1968!).
In the course of this short report I have named
a number of individuals — no slight is intended
to the work of so many others. The Society
has depended and continues to depend on
all its officers, its committees, and the unsung
contributions of its members at large — not
just their subscriptions (though they are vital!)
but their presence at our meetings and their
wholehearted support for our objectives and our
activities.
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When LAMAS was founded it was, except for
the national archaeological societies based in
London and the neighbouring county societies
in Surrey and Essex (and later, Kent), the sole
society with an interest in the archaeology and
local history of the London area. The original
constitution set out its interests:

the Ancient Arts and Monuments of the
Cities of London and Westminster, and
of the County of Middlesex: including
Primeval Antiquities; Architecture, Civil,
Ecclesiastical, and Military; Sculpture;
Works of Art in Metal and Wood; Paintings
on Walls, Wood, or Glass; Civil History and
Antiquities, comprising Manors, Manorial
Rights, Privileges and Customs; Heraldry
and Genealogy; Costume; Numismatics;
Ecclesiastical History and Endowments, and
Charitable Foundations, Records, and all
other matters usually comprised under the
head of Archaeology.

Now, for Londoners interested in any one or
more of these topics (or any embraced by that
useful catch-all at the end) there are dozens
of national, local, and regional societies, most
of them with publications and programmes of
lectures, visits, and social activities. There is
the CBA and its regional groups. The British
Association for Local History. Easily accessible
museums, libraries, and record offices. Evening
classes and opportunities for on-line study. Young
Archaeologists Clubs. The London Archaeologist
and Current Archaeology. Historical and archaeo-
logical magazines in the local newsagent. TV
programmes for the armchair-bound.

Does LAMAS still serve a useful purpose?

Our Victorian founders defined the Society’s
objectives (here abbreviated):

1.  To collect and publish the best possible
information...

2. To procure the careful observation and
preservation of antiquities discovered in
the progress of works...

3. To make, and to encourage individuals
and public bodies in making, researches
and excavations...

4. To oppose and prevent, so far as may
be practicable, any injuries with which
Monuments and Ancient Remains ... may
be threatened...

5. To found a Museum and Library...

6. To arrange periodical Meetings...

Well, in the words of the song, ‘we’re still here’
— and with changes in style and now recognising
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that we can do these things best in co-operation
with other bodies or by supporting directly
or indirectly the efforts of others, we can
still pursue these objectives. Where we have
perhaps enlarged on our ancestors’ objectives
is by recognising that we must extend our
message beyond the safe middle classes of the
‘Victorian establishment’. And perhaps like the
‘archaeological establishment’ in general we
have not yet identified quite how to do that.
Will the local Hackney kids who participate
so enthusiastically in activities at the monthly
Saturday meetings of the Young Archaeologists
Club at LAARC — or their counterparts at the
Rotherhithe YAC — join LAMAS when they grow
up? Or any similar traditional archaeological
society?

The next 50 years (indeed the next 10 years)
may show us.

Like most of us today, I lack that facility for
resounding if pompous phraseology that was to
Victorian taste, and can be found extensively in
the printed accounts of LAMAS’s early meetings
— taken from shorthand notes, so we can be
confident the words were actually spoken. So, as
our Society enters its next 50 years, I'll conclude
with remarks with which my predecessor the first
Chairman of Council, the Rev Thomas Hugo,
introduced the first ordinary meeting of the
Society in January 1856:

.. with consciousness of right motives and
a desire of doing good, prepared for any
fortune but hopeful of the better, we entrust
our bark to the winds and waves, and steer
for utility if not for fame.



ARCHAEOLOGY IN LONDON: ANNUAL
ROUND-UP AND NEWS FOR 1855/6

Barney Sloane

The London and Middlesex Archaeological
Society is 150 years old this year. While the
Society has always tried to look forward rather
than back (often difficult in the fields of history
and archaeology!), there is room, on occasion,
for a pause and ponder about where we have
come from and how we got to where we are now.
In this context, the less-visited sections of journals
and volumes, the ‘proceedings’ or ‘notes’ pages,
as well as the indexed and thus well-read articles,
often hide little-known gems provoking wonder,
amusement, and reflection; the 1850s were years
of no exception. This article therefore offers a
gentle trawl through the archaeological journals,
reports, and newspapers available at the time of
our founding.

Since the first provisional committee meeting
to discuss the establishment of the Society took
place in July 1855, and the first meeting of full
members in January 1856, I have drawn material
from both years. The results show at once (and
unsurprisingly) that so very much has changed,
and yet at the same time that some ‘current’ ideas
and research themes in London and Middlesex
archaeology have very long pedigrees indeed. The
summary comes in the form of a chronological
collation to show the range of interest in each
broad archaeological period, and a news board that
lifts up some of the less well-known archaeological
stories of the time. If the tone seems a little light-
hearted, it is not meant to detract from the
hugely valuable work of our past antiquaries both
in bringing to light lost wonders of the region’s
archaeology, and in making absolutely certain
that the climate was created, and has endured, for
us to have a Society and a Transactions of which we
can be very proud. They should be remembered
with very grateful affection.

THE DISCOVERIES
Prehistoric

Probably the most widely reported and presented
work was that of ] Akerman at the great round
barrow that formerly stood off Sandy Lane in
Teddington. Already damaged by road widening,
and threatened by further development in 1854,
the barrow, then measuring 96ft (29.3m) across
and 12ft 3in (3.7m) high, was subjected to what
we might call a classic work of rescue archaeology
in advance of development impact. Akerman and
his team cut to the centre of the barrow, recorded
a heap of calcined bones, and recovered a beaut-
iful, intact bronze ‘knife or dagger’ as well as
secondary burial evidence, worked flints and a
‘half-baked urn’. The event was marked by an
article in Archaeologia (36, 175-6), and the knife
was exhibited widely at the Society of Antiquaries,
LAMAS, and the Archaeological Association. It
formed the subject of a colour finds illustration
published in our Transactions (1, 140), with an
apology that the technology of the day did not allow
entirely accurate colour reproduction. For shame,
editor! We also learn that so much exhibiting could
take its toll on the artefacts: the knife was readily
disintegrating by the end of the year.

The Thames, long renowned as a source of fine
antiquities, in 1855 yielded up to the founder
and trustee of the London and Middlesex Arch-
aeological Society, the Reverend Thomas Hugo,
two fine ‘celts’ of black flint from Battersea, with
others from Blackfriars and Teddington (7Trans
London Middlesex Archaeol Soc 1, 133).

Roman

Naturally, the greatest area of interest shown by
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the new Society was in the City of London itself,
and the consideration of Roman discoveries
was of paramount importance, as shown by the
wide ranging study of the detail and context
of that remarkable mosaic discovered under
the former Excise Office between Old Broad
Street and Bishopsgate Street on 20 February
1854 (Archaeologia 36, 203-13). Accompanied
by a detailed plan and section which would
certainly serve for any report of today, the article,
by William Tite, attempted to link other mosaic
finds in order to prepare a street plan of the
Roman city, and then, by considering known
Roman extramural cemeteries and known dest-
inations of major regional roads, to establish
the true locations of principal gateways in the
Roman walls. We now know that his conclusions
(involving the assumption that the forum lay
under the Mansion House, and the need to ‘move’
Bishopsgate itself considerably south-eastward)
were wrong, but the research framework had
been set. The mosaic itself was carefully lifted in
its entirety and removed to the Crystal Palace at
Sydenham, intended for display in the exhibition.
As we shall see, this was not exactly a guarantee of
preservation for posterity!

Tite’s mosaic was a lucky one. In January 1856,
on the eve of his departure from London (see
below), Charles Roach Smith penned a short
article summarising recent Roman discoveries
in London (Trans London Middlesex Archaeol Soc
1, 31-4). In it he reveals that another mosaic of
‘great extent and good design’, exhibiting ‘busts
(of deities?)’ in roundels, had recently been
revealed in Paternoster Row, but laments that
the excavators for the sewer in which it appeared
had cut it to pieces, not permitting even the
crudest sketch to be made.

The article is interesting also for the light it
sheds on the mid-19th-century understanding of
the topography of the Roman city. Roach Smith
identifies the wealthiest district as being in the
vicinity of Bishopsgate Street and Leadenhall
Street, based on frequency and execution of
mosaics. He suggests Clements Lane as the site
of the basilica based on the find there of an
inscribed stone considered to spell PROVINCIA
BRITANNIAE. And he locates a temple to the
Deae Matres at Crutched Friars based on the
large stone panel illustrating them, found there.
Where, in this emerging civic structure, was
London’s theatre, for surely there must be one?
His answer lay in the critical examination of the
topography of the town just outside Newgate

— the precipitous descent from Green Arbour
Lane (opposite Newgate Prison) down to Seacoal
Lane was to his eye uncharacteristic of the general
slope of the Fleet Valley, and provided an obvious
candidate for the setting of banked seats and flat
stage. Alas, his theory remains just that.

No great distance to the south was one of
Roach Smith’s last published archaeological
observations in London before his retirement.
At the site of The Times newspaper’s offices at
Blackfriars, he recorded a length of the western
Roman city wall surmounted by later medieval
work (see below) (The Builder 1855, 221, 269).

Examples of other archaeological watching
briefs which took place at the time included
more Roman walls in Old Broad Street in 1854
and in October of that year Henry Sass reported
a considerable length of what he believed to
be Roman water piping. This lead conduit was
formed in 9ft lengths and had joints sealed with
lead strips. It apparently lay 4ft below the surface
of the street. Given the depth (some 12ft) of
Tite’s mosaic below Old Broad Street, it seems
improbable that this could have been Roman,
and it may instead represent an otherwise
unknown medieval (or even later) water system
(Proceedings at Evening Meetings of the London and
Middlesex and Surrey Archaeol Socs, 1860-63, 3-6).
In Abchurch Lane in 1855 (RCHM(E) 1928,
106); and at Mincing Lane in 1855, where chalk,
ragstone and brickearth in layers at a depth of
12ft to 20ft (3.7m to 6.1m) suggested dwellings
formed within cob walls (presumably an early
identification of clay and timber buildings) (Arch
Journ 13, 274).

The very large scale excavations along New
Cannon Street, between 1852 and 1854, revealed
considerable remains at a depth of 12ft (3.7m).
Roman walls of ragstone, chalk, and tile on
wooden piles, and 20ft (6.1m) of plain red
tessellated floor, and then another massive
Roman masonry wall 20ft from the frontage,
comprising masonry and layers of red and yellow
tile, were accompanied by much other Roman
‘work’, pottery, and a human skeleton. The latter
was considered to be Roman, lying east-west
accompanied by iron coffin nails 2-7in long.
The site was declared by Cuming to be a ‘villa’
and was, he said, comparable with one he had
seen recently at Little St Thomas Apostle (JBAA
10, 110, 191, 195-6; RCHM(E) 1928, 111).

Also noted at the latter site, and compared
with observations from 18th-century sewer
cuttings, was a great deposit of charred wood
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and ashes at a depth of 16ft (4.9m). Cuming,
admirably connecting disparate stratigraphic
observations, and anteceding many current
debates about large scale Roman city fires,
suggested, somewhat emotively, and ‘with a fair
show of probability that these ashes are the
debris of the City, sacked and destroyed by the
infuriated Britons in revenge for the outrage
offered to the brave queen of the Iceni — the
beautiful and ill-fated Boadicea’.

Cuming did not stop there with his remarkable
vision to set research agenda. Roman London,
he surmised, was a city only as far west as the
Walbrook valley. To the west of this line lay the
suburbs, composed in part of manufacturing
areas, but also containing the grand Roman villas
of which the Cannon Street remains was but one.
Perhaps recognising inevitable disappointment
that this proposal would raise in confident minds,
he noted: ‘It may be less honour to Londoners
that London was not the large Roman city it had
been supposed, but truth demanded that we
should not conceal that point’ (JBAA 10, 196).
Such heresy exercised at least one meeting of the
Society of Antiquaries too (Archaeologia 36, 211).
Setting aside the fact that he was as mistaken as
Tite about the city’s topography, the important
point is the nature of the approach. For no other
period of London’s archaeology was this kind of
thinking being published at the time, and the
idea of developing theories that he and others
could test against observed data was arguably
considerably ahead of its time for the capital.

Antiquities from the City and its environs were,
of course, also collected and displayed. Another
reference to the Deae Matres was unearthed in
Budge Row in 1855, in the form of a white marble
cornice just 15%in long by 4in high, carrying the
inscription: ‘to the mother goddesses, the district
restored [this shrine?] at its own expense’ (Proc
Soc Antiq London 4 (1856), 113). The ubiquitous
Reverend Hugo had obtained a statuette of
the young Hercules with the Nemean Lion,
found at the junction of Cannon Street with St
Paul’s churchyard (Arck Journ 12, 286), while
the bronze of an archer discovered in Queen
Street, Cheapside, in 1842 was still considered
current enough for exhibition and display to
the new Society (Trans London Middlesex Archaeol
Soc 1, 133; see also RCHM(E) 1928, 46). Slightly
lower down on the ‘Wow!’ factor scale were
three Roman lamps, and bits of Roman horse
furniture from Queen Street (Trans London
Middlesex Archaeol Soc 1, 134). Further afield,

the Chairman of another brand new county
archaeological society, Leicester (antedating
LAMAS by just a handful of months, and many
happy returns to them indeed!), exhibited three
bronze Roman coins, from the Fleet Ditch at the
bottom of Holborn Hill. We are told one of these
coins bore the name LICINIUS and the image of a
fortress (Leics Archaeol Soc Trans 1, 34).

Moving outward from the City, in Bow, the dis-
covery of a Roman stone coffin, accompanied
by a vase, an urn, and a patera, may (sort of)
represent the earliest enactment of the Burial
Act (of 1853): the finder being unsure as to how
to proceed in the matter of the human remains,
a member of the local constabulary was quickly
summoned to provide formal direction. His solid
and practical advice was to reinter the bonesin a
nearby gravel pit, advice which was immediately
followed: the skeleton was apparently ‘huddled
into a hamper’(!) and duly disposed of (Trans
London Middlesex Archaeol Soc 1, 193). From a
site not too far from Bow, in Ratcliff Highway,
discovered in 1852, Thomas Hugo provided for
exhibition and publication a beautiful example
of a Roman fibula brooch (Trans London Middle-
sex Archaeol Soc 1, 22; [BAA 10, 88) (Fig 1).

Perhaps, in comparison with other displayed
antiquities, pride of place for least unique arte-
fact should go to the single (and as far as is
reported, unremarkable) Roman brick from
the city wall, proudly exhibited to the Society by
Henry Ely (Trans London Middlesex Archaeol Soc 1,
146). One wonders how long the gathering was
engaged by this object.

Saxon

The Saxon period, ever ephemeral and myster-
ious in London, was represented only by
Reverend Hugo’s exhibition of Merovingian
gold coins from the Thames (unhappily not
well located) and a lovely lead Saxon fibula
‘brooch’ in fine enough a condition to merit
an illustration and the disconcerting descriptor
‘nearly new’! A Saxon cross was claimed from
the site of Christ Church, Newgate Street, but no
more information was provided (7Trans London
Middlesex Archaeol Soc 1, 123, 143, 146).

Medieval

Medieval archaeology in contrast was well
represented and religious life was, perhaps
unsurprisingly, at the top of the archaeological
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Roman bronze Fibula, actual size, found in Rateliff Highway,
October 27, 1852,

In the possession of the Rev. Thomas Hugo. ;

Fig 1. Hugo's Ratcliff Roman brooch (image enlarged here)

agenda. The study of extant antiquities was of
obvious importance, with our Society publishing
articles on St Helen’s Bishopsgate, and work on
monumental brasses in the region in its first
volume. Religious architectural fragments were
also of interest. During late 1854-56, stonework
derived from Blackfriars, St John Clerkenwell
(Fig 2), Greyfriars, and St Stephen’s chapel
Westminster was exhibited (Illustrated London
News June 1855; Trans London Middlesex Archaeol
Soc 1, 121, 133; Proc Soc Antig London 3, 248).
Westminster was ripe for antiquarian pickings
following the fire that had gutted the palace
in 1838, and the massive rebuilding project
still under way in 1855, and the accounts of
further medieval antiquities give wonderful (and

sobering) details of how they were acquired
(Trans London Middlesex Archaeol Soc 1, 143). An
entire medieval painted panel deriving from the
palace’s Painted Chamber was purchased in a
cellar on the palace site from workmen using
the proceeds to ‘buy liquor’. At the same time,
Tudor painted glass could be obtained from
Henry VII’s chapel by paying boys to clamber
up the exterior water pipes and tease quarries
out! To set academic curiosity at ease in the
abbey itself, the stone step between the shrine of
Edward the Confessor and Henry V’s tomb was
broken out to free the previously obscured end
of a worn medieval grave slab. What was revealed
is really quite beautiful and formed the very first
colour plate published by LAMAS. It was (so it is
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Fig 2. Architectural fragments from St John Clerkenwell (Illustrated London News)

believed) the memorial of the one time Earl of
Pembroke, son of William of Valence, and it was
inlaid with an extraordinary rich glass mosaic.
Whether this can in any way be tied to the
fabulous Cosmati pavement not a million miles
distant from the slab’s location is something I
am not able to tell, although the dates of the
completion of the pavement (finished 1268)
and John de Valence’s death (January 1277) are
suggestive (Fig 3).

~ Sharp-eyed antiquarians were also interested
in artefacts. Hugo had obtained a beautiful 14th-
century ivory triptych piece from the Minories,
site of the Franciscan nunnery of St Clare, while
the members of LAMAS were invited to examine
a sample of the shroud cloth from the body of a
knight whose grave had been discovered during
repairs to the Temple (Trans London Middlesex
Archaeol Soc 1, 120, 133). Medieval pilgrim badges
were recovered from the Thames: three lead
badges from London, one showing the Virgin and
child, one a bishop, and one an initial “T” with
Christ crucified, were displayed by Hugo (Proc Soc
Antiq London 3, 144, 250). The carved figure of
an ecclesiastic in slate was found by Mr Gibbs at
White Row, Whitechapel (JBAA 10, 190).

Secular medieval life was not ignored however.
The medieval defences set atop the western
Roman city wall (see above) comprised massive
?Norman or Early English work and a later
passage or window from the medieval Dominican
friary which took in the site following the western
city defence extension in the later 13th century.
A detailed study of Crosby Hall was included
in the first volume of LAMAS Transactions, and
the foundations of the great mansion known
as Tower Royal (originally a 13th-century wine-
merchant’s mansion, later that of high nobility)
were uncovered during excavations along New
Cannon Street (/BAA 10, 191). Another London
inn, the Abbot of Waltham’s house near St Mary-
at-Hill, was the subject of a historical study in
Archaeologia (36, 400-17). A fourth great house,
Gerrard’s (or Gisor’s) Hall, about 200m west of
the Tower Royal, and dating back to the 12th
century, was also affected by the New Cannon
Street road scheme. Its crypt, built ¢1290,
was carefully dismantled in 1852 in advance
of the building of the new street itself. Like
Tite’s mosaic, it had been crated and shipped
to Sydenham as a gift to the Crystal Palace
Company, for future display. There it languished
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Fig 3. ‘Iinlaid’ graveslab from Westminster Abbey

unreconstructed before being crushed up in
the year of the foundation of LAMAS for road
metalling and foundation material for the
engine house there (Daily News, 17 December
1855). Its wasteful fate considerably focused
energies to found our Society.

Secular finds were also considered. Sidney
Smirke reported on the removal of some
‘modern’ ashlar to restore the old masonry at
Westminster Hall: within cavities in the wall he
was surprised to see an immense quantity of small
bones and other detritus which he supposed had
been dragged in by mice and rats living off the
leavings of great feasts. Among this detritus was
a fine decorated medieval leather knife sheath
(Trans London Middlesex Archaeol Soc 1, 119).
Hugo recovered l4th-century horse furniture
from the Fleet Ditch (Proc Soc Antiq London
3, 136) during the extensive reorganisation
of the valley of the River Fleet to permit the
construction of Farringdon Road, the railway,
and the Fleet Sewer. Works here were 1o go on
for more than a decade, and stretched from
Clerkenwell down to the City waterfront.

Post-medieval

Little of post-medieval date was reported
upon at this time, although there were some
notable exceptions. Hugo proved himself an
archacologist unrestricted by period or fashion,
reporting the excavation of a Russo-Greek
triptych from a grave in the churchyard of Christ-
church Spitalfields  (Trans London Middlesex
Archaeol Soc 1, 133 Arch Journ 12, 186-7), and
reminded members of the Royal Archaeological
Institute of a discovery of a remarkable silver
reliquary tfound suspended by a chain of silver
from the neck of a skeleton in St Dunstan Fleet
Street in 1831. W Pcttit-Griffith presented some
Tudor terracotta picces from buildings in St

John Clerkenwell, and a piece of plaster ceiling

ornament from nearby Berkeley House (7Trans
London Middlesex Archaeol Soc 1, 133). Meanwhile,
stone cannon balls had been recovered from the
moat of the Tower of London, and an armorial
set of helmet and gauntlets from West Drayton
church, Middlesex (Trans London Middlesex Arch-
aeol Soc 1, 143-4).
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The Transactions of the Leicester Archaeo-
logical Society held a report of a singular post-
medieval London Thames find: at Waterloo
Bridge was found a plate of copper, 1%in square,
engraved on one side with the words ‘John
Wheatley Citizen and Poultirer of London’ and
on the other with an image of John himself,
smoking a pipe at the door to his emporium (Leics
Archaeol Soc Trans 1, 34). The date of this curio is
not clear — perhaps readers could shed light on
Wheatley for a future Transaction?

The final substantial structure is one reported
only in the newspapers of the day, specific-
ally the Ilustrated London News, and can
only be surmised as being post-medieval
— it may indeed be earlier in origin. The
report actually dates from 14 October
1854 (361-2), but readers will forgive
the slight digression. On the corner of
Old Fish Street and Lambeth Hill stood
a house, apparently built in 1668, with
extensive cellarage. During the cleaning
out of these cellars a vaulted two-celled
chamber was revealed. The inner, smaller,
cell had at its head a ‘raised seat’ canopied
in part, and stone recesses to either side
suggestive of cupboards or aumbries.
One of these contained a ‘marble trough’
which the correspondent considered to be
a baptismal font for infants. The vaults of
both cells were ‘curiously groined’ and the
whole was richly decorated with polished
marine shells, fragments of antique glass,
pieces of quartz and calcareous spar,
formed into patterns or devices. The
overall view of the outer, larger chamber
is given (Fig 4). Was this, as the reporter
surmised, a secret Catholic chapel of some
kind, or is there some other explanation
— again, readers might wish to air their
views to the Editor?

NOTES AND NEWS

Archaeology has never been a stranger
to controversy, and 1855 and 1856 were
no exceptions. Obviously, the most im-
portant news was the founding of our
Saciety, and the society archives, available
at the London Metropolitan Archive in
Clerkenwell (Acc/2899/03/), contain a
remarkable scrap book of early newspaper
articles relating to the genesis and early
meetings. Maev Kennedy’s fascinating

public lecture in June of this year (2005)
provided a wonderful account of some of the
people, customs, and places associated with this
first year. The origin of the society was, as the
Gerrard’s Hall fiasco exemplified, essentially
to help protect and preserve the antiquities
of London from wanton destruction without
record or consideration.

Individually, some remarkable antiquarians
had already been fighting a lone battle in this
regard, and there are none so celebrated as
Roach Smith. Active for over twenty years in the

CHAMBER OLD T, PAULS,

Fig 4. Old Fish Street ‘chapel’ (Illustrated London News)
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City, from his premises in Lothbury and then
Finsbury Circus, he had collected a renowned
museum of antiquities covering every period
of occupation of the City. Wishing to ensure
that the collection, well known by antiquarians
throughout Britain and the Continent, and
visited on at least one occasion by royalty in the
person of Prince Albert, should enter public
hands rather than be dispersed, Smith had
entered into negotiations with the Corporation
of London. The City authorities refused to take
on the collection, as did the British Museum,
following subsequent approaches to them. Roach
Smith had valued his expenses in gathering the
collection at some £300 but it would appear
that officers in the Antiquities Department of
the Government considered the worth to be far
lower. The issue became a cause célébre, and in
July 1855 petitions were submitted to the House
of Commons, and a memo to the Treasury,
signed by influentials of the day. On 3 May 1856,
the Illustrated London News (from which this brief
extract is drawn) was able finally to publish an
announcement that following pressure from the
Antiquities Department to the British Museum, a
sum of £2000 had been agreed for the purchase,
lamenting in summation that ‘it is much to be
regretted that the directors of our national estab-
lishments should appreciate so little whatever
is really national’! Roach Smith retired from
London that year, but his collection survives to
this day (for a fine potted biography of Roach
Smith see Hobley in London Archaeologist vol 2 pt
13 (1975), 328-33).

Members of our Society also had their trials
and tribulations at this time. Our Reverend
Thomas Hugo was in 1855 very active in the
British Archaeological Association, and held
office on their council. In an alarming and
embarrassing affair, he had brought forward
accusations of a terrible sort against the Assoc-
iation’s Treasurer of the day, apparently relating
to the misappropriation of funds at a certain
excavation. An Extraordinary General Meeting
was convened to consider a motion to remove
Hugo from office. Factions developed and a
considerable debate ensued, but the members
decided outright that the hapless Hugo was guilty
of impugning the name of the Treasurer and he
was ejected from the Association forthwith (JBAA
10, 88). It may have been a reporter friend of
one of the anti-Hugo camp who quite viciously
reported in The Athenaeum in October 1858, on

the failure of the arranged hosts of a LAMAS
outing to Enfield to appear, that ‘the unhappy
excursionists found themselves floundering in
the antiquarian shallows of the Reverend Thomas
Hugo’! What irony it would be if Hugo’s forced
expulsion from the BAA (no matter whether
deserved or not) had catalysed his will to establish
our own LAMAS?

One penultimate piece of news is not (as far as
I am aware) London-related, but deserves wider
circulation in the light of the current Treasure Act
and the associated very positive agreement made
by DCMS to support the Portable Antiquities
Scheme from this year onward. It is tucked away
in the Archaeological Journal (12 (1855), 200), so 1
think it worthy to quote in full: :

A few weeks since, as a servant was chopping
wood, the log of wood which had served for
a chopping board for several years suddenly
split and out flew fifty guineas of the reigns
of Charles II and James II. These were at
once sent to the Lords of the Treasury,
who, having allowed the British Museum to
select such as were required for the national
collection, sent back to the proprietor the
remnant and also the amount paid by the
Museum for the selected pieces. It is hoped
and believed that the liberality displayed
by the Lords of the Treasury upon this
and other occasions will be a means of
preserving from destruction many objects of
interest and value.

I could not possibly speculate on what the view of
the DCMS (or indeed of the current Chancellor)
would be on a request to return to this Treasury-
led approach, but would very much like to think
that in this particular case the largesse shown by
Her Majesty’s Government found its way in turn
down to the lowly woodcutter! Fifty is such a
nice, round number, is it not?

AND FINALLY...

Subscription to LAMAS in 1855 was 10/-, or 50p
in current parlance. Using the fabulously crude
estimate of 2.5% inflation over the last 150 years,
that would according to my calculations equal
a sum of £20.30. Members should not panic,
as Council have no immediate intent to raise it
to this dizzying height, but it does demonstrate
what a fantastic bargain membership is in the
21st century! Many, many happy returns!!



SOME EARLY LAMAS MEETINGS AND

OUTINGS

Eileen M Bowlt

SUMMARY

In 2005, LAMAS proclaims its interests as ‘Archaeology,
Historic Buildings and Local History’. To celebrate the
150th anniversary of LAMAS’s inauguration, a pro-
gramme of three types of walks has been organised. One
dealing with archaeological matters, along the river from
Westminster; three to look at buildings of historic and
architectural interest within the Cities of London and
Westminster; and four called ‘Exploring Middlesex’ to
Ruislip, Harmondsworth, Uxbridge, and Twickenham,
covering local history. This short paper shows that the 2005
trips were loosely based wpon similar ones undertaken in the
1850s, 60s and 70s and points to the social and physical
changes that have occurred in the past 150 years within
the LAMAS membership and at the sites visited and notes
changed attitudes towards archaeological matters.

INAUGURATION

The inaugural meeting of the London and
Middlesex Archaeological Society was held at
Crosby Hall (on its original site in Bishopsgate)
(Fig 1) on 14 December 1855, as the result of
the work of a Provisional Committee set up the
previous July. George Bish Webb, Honorary
Secretary of the recently founded Surrey Arch-
aeological Society and the Rev Thomas Hugo,
Vicar of St Botolph’s, Bishopsgate (Fig 2), were the
leaders in the formation of the new county society
and other committee members were mainly drawn
from Hugo’s friends in the Society of Antiquaries.
The Marquis of Salisbury agreed to be Patron and
Lord Londesborough, President, and it was at the
latter’s suggestion that ‘London’ was inserted into
the title. The Lord Mayor and several Aldermen
were appointed Vice-Presidents to ensure a close
connection with the Corporation.
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Fig 1. Crosby Hall, Bishopsgate Street, scene of the inaug-
ural meeting of the London and Middlesex Archaeological
Society on 14 December 1855 (From Walford’s ‘Old and
New London’)
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Fig 2. St Botolph’s, Bishopsgate Street where the Rev Thomas Hugo was vicar 1852-8 (From Walford’s ‘Old and New
London’)

The objects of the Society were all embracing,
‘to collect, record and publish information on
the Topography, Ancient Arts and Monuments
of the Cities of London and Westminster and the
county of Middlesex’; to preserve ‘antiquities
discovered in the progress of works, such as
Excavations for Railways, Foundations of Build-
ings etc’; to prevent injury to monuments
and ancient buildings and to collect accurate
drawings and descriptions of them; and to
found a museum for the reception of works and
objects of archaeological interest connected with
London and Middlesex.!

To fulfil these designs, periodical meetings
were to be held in the Cities of London and
Westminster and soon after its foundation the
Society started making excursions to various
locations in the county. Meetings were also
held where communications could be read
and antiquities exhibited by members and
their friends. The appointment of an Honorary
Photographer, Professor Philip H Delamotte,

in March 1856 was a practical step towards
recording the changing scene. The last official
photographer was H E Chiosso from 1933-62.

At first there was no particular meeting place
for the General Meetings (as opposed to Council
Meetings). They were held in places where a
Society member either worked or had influence.
The first two were held in Crosby Hall and the
third in the French Gallery, Pall Mall.

MEMBERS AND THEIR COLLECTIONS

Many of the members did indeed have collect-
ions from which objects could be brought to
meetings for exhibition and discussion. Sally
Brooks has shown that the membership (191 in
1855, rising to 395 in 1857) was drawn mainly
from the male middle classes, with about 40%
having a professional qualification, among
whom was a scattering of clergy with antiquarian
interests, who played a particularly large part in
the life of the Society.? A high proportion were



members of other societies, such as the Society
of Antiquaries, as well as LAMAS and many wrote
papers on their special subjects, some of which
were published in Transactions, the first part of
which was issued in June 1856.

The Rev Thomas Hugo was the first chairman
and an indefatigable writer of papers on a wide
range of subjects and places within London and
Middlesex, from the buildings of the Ward of
Bishopsgate at the eastern end of the City to
Moorhall at the western extremity of the county.
The Rev Charles Boutell, Rector of Norwood,
Surrey, served on the Council and presented a
copy of his work on monumental brasses to the
Society at the first meeting. He was also an expert
on heraldry and his work in that field is still
valued by students. In some ways he was a rather
strange man. He became Secretary and later left
the Society, having apparently misappropriated
£56 15s of the Society’s funds. He went on to do
something similar at the Surrey Archaeological
Society. Charles Roach Smith, who had been
collecting artefacts ever since finding a Roman
coin in his shop till in the 1820s and who is
especially famous for his identification of two
portions of the Julius Classicianus monument
(now in the British Museum), had been on the
Provisional Committee and later became an
honorary member.

Joint Evening Meetings were established by
the councils of LAMAS and the Surrey Archaeo-
logical Society in August 1860, to allow members
to immediately communicate archaeological
discoveries and exhibit artefacts. On Tuesday,
18 September 1860, for instance, Barsett Smith
Esq FGS exhibited a deed dated 16 June 1635,
relating to the Evelyn family, a lead pipe from
Old Broad Street, Roman pottery from Ivy Lane
and St Paul’s Churchyard, a massive egg-shaped
watch ¢.1600s, and (wo soapstone Chinese
snuff bottles. There was also an account of a
subterranean chamber in the grounds of 12
Canonbury Place; a coffin with a female skeleton
at The Angel, Pentonville Road; a stone coffin
at Ironmongers’ Hall, Fenchurch Street; some
16th-century silver seals, a grant of arms to the
Hare family and two miniatures of the Hare
family.? Objects of all kinds — 17th-century
engravings of London, stone crosses found in
Newgate Street, genealogical notes, for example
— were donated to LAMAS on a regular basis.*
By 1860, the Society had rooms at St Mildred’s
Court, Poultry, but there were many moves
and presumably the donated items went with
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them. The library and stock was moved to the
Bishopsgate Institute in 1910.5

Some members displayed their collections at
home. George Harris, LL.D, FSA, of the Middle
Temple, built a new house on an ancient site at
Islipps, Northolt, which was ready for occupation
in 1866. The extract from his diary for 9 June
1869 runs:

Today we had a large out-of-doors party of
the Council of the London and Middlesex
Archaeological Society, whom I invited to
explore the objects of interest in this neigh-
bourhood, and to partake of a cold collation
on the lawn afterwards. Everything went off
capitally, and the whole thing was a great
success. In the dining-rcom I had out for
inspection my Rembrandts, the engravings
of London and Middlesex, etchings and
foreign sketches; in the study my autographs,
manuscripts and rare books; and in the
breakfastroom hung up my diagrams ...

The following June almost an exact replica of
this event was held, but with the Council of the
Anthropological Society, of which he became
vice-president, as guests.

George Harris was typical of the LAMAS
membership of the period. He was a professional
gentleman, with sufficient means to indulge his
wide interests. Although mainly tending to the
historical, George Harris had a scientific bent as
well and was joint founder of the Psychological
Society in 1875. He also had influence. The
Historical Documents Commission was set up
as a result of a deputation to Palmerston, which
he headed in 1859. He was a keen collector of
antiquities, which he was anxious to display
to those likely to appreciate them. He was
connected with several learned societies and had
the confidence to lay his considered ideas before
his peers. He read a paper on ‘The Ancient
Britons’ to The Historical Society in London on
12 February 1876. It was the first of a series on
‘Domestic Everyday Life, Manners and Customs
in this Country from the Earliest Period to the
End of the Last Century’. According to his diary
the paper, which was illustrated with diagrams,
was well received and ‘a good discussion
followed’. He laid extracts of some other work
before Professor Huxley, who considered that
the questions raised were so large that he would
have to set them aside until he was at leisure to
look at them carefully.” He seems to have treated
Harris seriously. He might best be described as a
gifted amateur.
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It may be difficult for us to assess the quality of
his ideas, but his thoughts on the preservation of
ancient buildings strike oddly on modern ears.
Writing to Matthew Bloxam, author of Principles
of Gothic Architecture, in 1875, he asks ‘is there
likely to be anything done about the rebuilding
of the parish church, and are you disposed to
give a plan for it? What say you to preserving
the tower and adding a Norman church to it?
I should like to have the design by you, and
would in that case do what I could to organise
a committee in London to raise subscriptions’.®
The church in question can hardly be St Mary’s,
Northolt, as there was no tower there, only a bell
turret added to the medieval chancel in the 16th
century.

HISTORIC BUILDINGS

At the first Council meeting there was a report
by the Rev Charles Boutell on the mutilated
condition of some ancient statues at the western
end of Westminster Hall and the loss of others
during cleaning.? The chairman agreed to make
representations to Sir Charles Barry who was
supervising the slow rebuilding of the Palace
of Westminster after the 1834 fire. A letter was
sent in January 1856. The Society had begun its
efforts at the preservation of ancient buildings.
(The Society for the Protection of Ancient
Buildings was not founded until 1877.)

The recording of London buildings was
becoming essential in the 1850s as much of the
late medieval and Tudor built heritage was fast
being torn down as sewers, railways, and wide
roads were being planned and built. The Rev
Thomas Hugo who lived in Bishopsgate Street
was aware that many of the timberframed
buildings in that corner of the City would soon
disappear. He read a paper to the Society on 18
February 1857 at the Gallery of British Artists,
Suffolk Street, called an ‘Itinerary of the Ward
of Bishopsgate’, describing in detail the houses
in all the streets and alleys. His purpose was to
‘preserve the remembrance of edifices which the
crowbar and the shovel are daily annihilating’.19
It is not clear whether he had also led a group
around the ward, but he had obviously worked
out an itinerary for himself. When the paper
appeared in Transactions,'! it was embellished
with many engravings of the decorative and
architectural details of such buildings as Sir Paul
Pindar’s house (Fig 3), parts of which are now in
the V&A.

Fig 3. A view of Sir Paul Pindar’s house when it was an
inn (From Walford’s ‘Old and New London’)

MEETING CUM OUTINGS
(LOCAL HISTORY)

The early outings were in fact General Meetings
and Annual General Meetings held at various
venues of historic interest. They were usually
held on weekdays and occupied most of the
day, a reflection on the fairly leisured life style
of many members. The costs covering transport
and either tea or dinner were in the order of 6
shillings, again perhaps reflecting the social and
financial standing of the members. Subscriptions
had begun at 10 shillings per annum, but had
risen to one guinea, plus a 10 shillings entry
fee. In January 1856 local Honorary Secretaries
were appointed for the principal towns in the
county, perhaps with the object of arousing local
interest and facilitating such meetings. Mr P
Thompson offered to be local secretary for Stoke
Newington.

The meetings were not for the faint hearted
as they usually involved the reading of several
learned papers, followed by a sometimes stren-



uous examination of the site, leavened by a
collation of some kind at the end.

The first AGM was held on Thursday, 27 July
1856 at the Architectural Museum, Cannon Row,
Westminster!2 where Lord Robert Grosvenor was
in the chair. The company then proceeded to
the Abbey where George Gilbert Scott Esq (the
eminent architect knighted in 1872) addressed
the members on the architectural peculiarities
of the structure and the Rev Charles Boutell, MA
described the most important and interesting
of the monuments. ‘Every part of the Abbey,
from crypt to triforium, was successively visited;
and some of the party, including several fair
archaeologists, followed their conductors to the
very roof of the edifice.’13 By a special favour
the party had entered the Abbey through the
great West doors, which had been opened for
the first time since Queen Victoria’s coronation!
In the evening the party reassembled at the
Architectural Museum to hear a paper on ‘Regal
Heraldic Badges’, read by Dr Bell, and one on
earlier structures at Westminster by the Rev
Thomas Hugo.!*

Four years later on Thursday, 25 October 1860
members went there again and were treated to
four papers — on the library, ancient bindings in
the library, an ancient organ, and discoveries in
the Treasury. An inspection of the Abbey church
followed with a paper on ‘The Monuments as a
Museum of Sculpture’ and one on the Order of
the Bath at the Henry VII chapel. After afternoon
service the architecture and decoration of the
Chapter House (Fig 4) was described, followed
by a visit to the Jerusalem Chamber, where the
Rev Thomas Hugo obliged with another paper.
After this marathon a welcome dinner followed
at The King’s Arms Hotel in New Palace Yard,
where George Gilbert Scott took the chair,
supported by the Dean of Westminster and ‘a
numerous party’. The cost on this occasion was 4
shillings for tickets in advance or 7 shillings and
6 pence on the day.!”

On 21 July 1857 between 700 and 800 people
attended a meeting at the Tower of London on
a Tuesday. There must have been many ‘friends’
present as the membership stood at only 395 at
this time. Perhaps the greater number of them
were members’ wives. The Society admitted
women from the start, but there were rarely
more than eight or nine in the early years. Even
5o newspaper accounts of meetings mention that
the ladies were occasionally more numerous
than the men.!® The Rev Thomas Hugo read
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his paper on ‘The History and Topography of
the Tower’. Then the company was divided into
ten groups, each in the charge of a warder who
conducted them to various parts of the Tower,
where a member of Council was waiting to act
as guide. Mr F W Fairhurst was stationed at the
Horse Armoury, Mr Alfred White at the Chapel
of St John, the Rev Thomas Hugo in the Council
Chamber, Mr Charles Baily at the Beauchamp
Tower, Mr Deputy Lott at the Wakefield Tower,
Professor Tennant and Mr Garrard at the Jewel
Tower, the Rev Henry Christmas at Traitors’
Gate, and the Rev Charles Boutell at St Peter ad
Vincula. The write-up in Transactions mentioned
that ‘each had to tell his story ten times over’.!”

When venturing further afield the Society
organised trips by special train. In October 1857,
again on a weekday, ‘members accompanied by
several hundred guests’, went to Hampton Court,
where, once again, the Rev Thomas Hugo began
the day’s activities by giving a lecture in the
Great Hall and ‘afterwards conducted the party
to every part of the palace where anything was
seen worthy of notice’. ‘The Society having thus
brought its labours to a close the Rev Chairman
informed the meeting that the Committee
while catering to the best of their ability for
the intellectual had not forgotten the physical
man, but had entered into an arrangement with
the proprictor of the Prince of Wales Hotel to
provide dinner at 5 o’clock, an announcement
that was most cordially received. The party
returned to London by special train’.!8

Another special train started from Paddington
on the 9 August 1864, stopping at Hayes,
Harlington, Cranford, and Heston. In each place
the church was examined and at Harlington the
stained glass in the Rectory staircase as well. Mr
Alfred White spoke about the monuments at
Harlington and Cranford, where the rector also
produced the parish registers. Mr W H Black
explained the sepulchral monuments at Heston
and Hayes. The Rev Thomas Hugo as usual made
his mark by reading a memoir on Moorhall,
Harefield, which had been visited three years
earlier. ‘The company then adjourned to the
new schoolroom kindly lent for the purpose by
the rector, where ample justice was done to a
handsome collation which terminated the day’s
proceedings.’!?

General meetings held in more rural parts of
Middlesex were often arranged in conjunction
with local clergymen, who lent schoolrooms
and sometimes their houses as a venue for
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Fig 4. The Chapter House at Westminster Abbey before its restoration: George Gilbert Scott had discovered the floor to
be composed of parchment documents trodden into a mass (From Walford'’s ‘Old and New London’)

the reading of the necessary papers and were
clearly organised by LAMAS members (usually
Council members) who had connections with
the locality. The vicar of Enfield, Rev John
Moore Heath, was away from home in 1858,
but graciously permitted members to use the
vicarage, where his collection of the works of
early Netherlandish and German masters in oil
paintings was displayed. John Gough Nichols
read a paper on Richard Gough, director of the
Society of Antiquaries, who had been a resident
of Enfield in the 18th century. The Rev Thomas
Hugo and Mr John Tuff also contributed papers

on the principle historic sites and antiquities
of the neighbourhood. Visits were made to the
church, the grammar school, and the palace.

At Bedfont church, visited in the course of a
trip from Staines to Laleham church, Littleton
church, Littleton House, and the church and
Lord Knyvett’s Free School at Stanwell, the
party were lucky enough to sce wall paintings
just discovered during works to enlarge the
building.

So far as the places which LAMAS revisited
in 2005 are concerned, Ruislip, Uxbridge,
and Harmondsworth were included in longer
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Fig 5. St Margaret’s Church and the Market Hall, Uxbridge, visited by LAMAS members on Friday, 23 August 1861

itineraries, sometimes so long that one can
scarcely credit that so much was accomplished
in one day. Members assembled at noon on
Friday, 23 August 1861 at the Market Room in
Uxbridge, where the Rev G Parker Price, vicar of
St Margaret’s, Uxbridge (Fig 5), took the chair
and later read a paper on the Uxbridge Treaty of
1844. Mr CJ Shoppee, who had been responsible
in part for the restoration of St Margaret’s,
showed some antiquities and curiosities from
the neighbourhood, including 17th-century
trade tokens. He was an architect and surveyor,
living in Doughty Street at this time, but he had
been born in Uxbridge where his father was a
builder. Other papers were by George Eves on
the antiquities of Uxbridge and Mr W Durrant
Cooper FSA on some former inhabitants of
the town, and Mr Woodbridge exhibited the
Uxbridge Panorama dated ¢.1800. Mr Eves was
another architect and surveyor and lived in
Uxbridge until his death in 1892. Mr Woodbridge
was a member of a family of solicitors (still in
existence) who lived in an 18th-century house
in Uxbridge High Street. Visits were paid to St
Margaret’s and to the Treaty House.

The party then went in carriages to Denham
Church, and thence to Harefield, inspecting
Moorhall en route (Fig 6). The Rev C T Weatherly
talked about the manor and church of Harefield
and there was a paper on the armour in the
church by Mr C T Baily. The group then moved
on to Ruislip church to hear a paper on the
monuments there by Alfred White of West
Drayton. A call at Swakeleys in Ickenham was
unproductive as there was no one to show them
around, so the whole party returned to Uxbridge
to have dinner at the Market Hall.

Harmondsworth and West Drayton were visited
together on 4 September 1872. The church and
Great Barn at Harmondsworth (Fig 7) were viewed
and papers read by A White and A Hartshorne.

Twickenham does not seem to have featured
among the visits.

THEN AND NOW

This year, 2005, the outings concentrated on one
place at a time, rather than a long itinerary. One
wonders how cursory some of the visits must have
been. This year the Market Hall, St Margaret’s
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Fig 6. Moorhall, Harefield, photographed in 1911. These buildings were owned by the Knights Hospitallers of St John of
Jerusalem until the Reformation. The 13th-century flint hall on the left became a barn and the hall house on the right, dating
in part from the early 14th century, became a farmhouse. The house was burnt down in 1922 and the barn was demolished

by order of the local authority in 1961.

and the Treaty House featured on the Uxbridge
trip. The Panorama and the 17th-century
trade tokens were displayed in the library, but
there was no time to visit Denham, Moorhall,
Harefield, Ruislip, and Swakeleys as well.

One reason for this change is that our
predecessors concentrated their studies upon
‘important’ buildings and ‘notable’ inhabitants
of the various neighbourhoods and had less
interest in early economies and ways of life than
we have. Although there was a great desire to
see artefacts, little attempt was made to place
them in context. With recent developments
in both archaeology and local history, there is
now much more to appreciate about the market
town of Uxbridge than was then realised. Much
has been lost there in the way of timber-framed

buildings, but much has been discovered by
archaeologists. ‘Digs’ between the River Colne
and the Canal and behind the High Street in
recent years have revealed important prehistoric
sites, including the nationally important Three
Ways Wharf Upper Palaeolithic site, and the
medieval layout of the burgage holdings. Many
of the timberframed buildings in Cross Street
and in the alleys off the High Street were not
in good condition in Victorian times, had never
been of high status, and were little more than
slums in 1861 and therefore did not catch the
attention of antiquarians.

Similiarly with Ruislip the historically import-
ant buildings at Manor Farm, such as the Great
Barn (dendrochronological date 1293), and
the earthworks now scheduled as an ancient
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Fig 7. The Great Barn at Harmondsworth (now under threat from the third runway at Heathrow) as it was in the 1880s.
It was built for Winchester College in 1424—-6. LAMAS has written to the relevant authorities protesting about the likely

destruction of this part of our heritage

monument, were part of a working farm until
1932 and simply not considered as worthy of
note. Ruislip Woods in 1861 contributed to
the income of many poor households, where
the women and children were employed in the
making of bundles of kindlewood and the men
worked at coppicing the hornbeam and making
bundles of pea and bean sticks. Gamekeepers
controlled the woodlands for the production
of game birds for the sporting estates based on
Eastcote House and Haydon Hall, so there was
no easy public access. The embankment of the
‘Park for woodland animals’ mentioned in the
Domesday Book was therefore ignored at that
time. Not so in 2005, when LAMAS members
did indeed go to the church, which is still worth
a visit, but spent even more time looking at the
structure of the Great Barn and other buildings.
After a lunch break (the party had to find their
own collation) members went through Park
Wood to see the Domesday Park embankment.
However, the larger, but younger Great Barn at

Harmondsworth, did get attention even in 1872.

The membership of LAMAS has also changed.
The membership is larger now than it ever was in
the 19th century — 690 members on the register
in April 2005.20 Male and female numbers are
more equal, but males are still predominant.
The figures for single members are 305 men
and 180 women. There are 45 joint members (90
people), but they do not split into half male, half
female. There are also 26 ‘doctors’ and one ‘rev’
of unknown sex, and 133 corporate members
(including affiliated local societies) 21

Members tend to live further out from the
centre of London than was the case in the 1850s,
a trend that was noticeable in the later 19th
century. Sally Brooks found that in 1857 just over
10% of members had an address outside the
London postal districts, but the percentage had
risen to ¢.27% in 1906.%2

Although early Transactions were filled with a
diversity of papers, they were actually written by
a fairly small active group, who mostly served on
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Council and organised the outings as well. The
growth of archaeology as a profession and the
close association of LAMAS with the Museum
of London have meant that recent Transactions
contain papers based on scientific method and
mostly written by professionals. In that area of
LAMAS’s interests at least the day of the gifted
amateur seems to be over. The proliferation of
societies devoted to the study of local history
all over the Cities of London and Westminster
and the former county of Middlesex has led to
those studies mainly being published outside
Transactions.

Nevertheless LAMAS continues to act as an
umbrella organisation and provides a forum
for both archaeologists and local historians with
its annual conferences. The Rev Thomas Hugo
would surely have loved to preside over them
and to have contributed a paper or two!
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‘THE LESSE SET BY’: AN EARLY
REFERENCE TO THE SITE OF MIDDLE

SAXON LONDON?

Robert L Whytehead

And, in the ende of the same yere, a grete
parte of the cytie of London was wasted
with fyre; but howe it began myne auctour
myndeth nat. But ye shal understande that,
at this day, the cytie of London had moste
howsynge and buyldynge from Ludgate
towarde Westmester; and lytell or none
where the chefe or herte of ye cytie is nowe,
except, in dyvers places, was howsynge,
but they stode without ordre; so ye many
townes & cities, as Caunterbury, Yorke, and
other dyvers in Englande passed London
in buyldynge at those dayes, as I have seen
or knowen by an olde boke sometime in
ye Guyldehall of London, named Domys
daye: but after the conquest it encreaced,
and shortly after passed and excelled all the
other.

Entry for AD 982, from Robert Fabian’s Chronicle,
first published by Pynson in 1516, of his authority
he also comments:

Theyse [a list of Portreeves], of olde tyme,
with the lawys & customys than used within
this cytie, were regestryd in a boke called
the Domysday, in Saxon tunge than used:
but in later dayes, when the sayd lawes
and customes alteryd and chaunged, & for
consideracion also that the sayd boke was
of small hande, & sore defaced, it was the
lesse set by, so that it was enbesylyd, or loste;
(Prologue to Part 2)!

This tantalising reference to the site of Saxon
London has caused historians considerable
difficulties in interpretation ever since, though
often repeated. Although we can now show
from archaeological evidence that Fabian was
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in essence correct about the location of the
Middle Saxon city, by appending his statement
to an episode in AD 982, some 100 years after
Alfred is said to have restored the walled area, he
presented great problems in its resolution.

For historians and archaeologists studying
Saxon London the few documentary references
to it, coupled for many years with a paucity of
archaeological evidence, left much open to
conjecture. There was a natural assumption that
the Saxon town would have been established
within the protection of the City walls (eg Page
1929; Fades 1966). Those historians keen to
champion the rights and freedoms of the City
of London even felt the need to demonstrate
continuity of occupation from the Roman period
to the present day (Loftie 1892), although others
considered a break in occupation from the
mid-bth century to the later 6th century to be
acceptable (Besant 1908, 142-3).

The few key primary documentary sources
for Middle Saxon London appear to refer to a
thriving town, one where in AD 604 Augustine
might appoint a bishop, and which could expel
him in AD 617. Many of the sources in the 7th
and 8th centuries refer to trade, exemption from
tolls, and the mention of regulation of trade
through a ‘wic-reeve’ for the men of Kent in the
Laws of Hlothere and Eadric (AD 673/685); as
well as Bede’s oft-quoted description of London
as ‘an emporium for many nations who come to it
by land and sea’ (written c.AD 730, in reference
to the events of AD 604). More dramatic were the
three disastrous fires, in AD 764, 798, and 801,
and the Danish attacks of AD 842, 851, 871-2,
and 886 (for summary of documentary sources,
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including coins: Cowie in Malcolm & Bowsher
2003, 198-201).

Yet archaeological finds from the walled area, or
outside it, were sparse, and few were attributable
to the Middle Saxon period. Vulliamy commented
that ‘the archaeological evidence of a peaceful
occupation of the site of London during the early
Saxon period is pitifully meagre, while some of
the objects mentioned above were not found
within the walls of the City’ (Vulliamy 1930, 233).
In Wheeler’s view ‘archaeologically the culture
of sub-Roman Britain ... is largely negative in
character; i.e. on non-Saxon sites known to
have been occupied in the 5th or 6th centuries,
little that can be regarded as distinctive of those
centuries has come to light’; but he counted
some thirteen relics of the period AD 400-850
within the City west of the Walbrook, and three
to the east (Wheeler 1935, 104). Merrifield’s
later summation of the archaeological evidence
from the City, with the redating of earlier finds,
however, left little hope of finding the Saxon
emporium there (Merrifield 1983, 236-68). An
extensive search of the basement of the Museum
of London caused Vince to posit the location of
Middle Saxon London, on the basis of some 17
findspots, admitting that ‘the total quantity of
finds ... discovered to date is very small’, and a
Iack of stray finds of sceattas such as were made
at the site of Hamwic (Saxon Southampton), yet
contrasting these with the few finds from the
City and the absence of coins there. He also
drew on the ‘Aldwych’ placename (Vince 1983;
1984). Biddle developed this theme, reassessing
the documentary evidence in light of the finds
evidence (Biddle 1984). Thus the scene was
set for the first excavations of Lundenwic, some
500 years after its location was apparently first
described.

Robert Fabian was born in London, date
unknown, to John and Agnes Fabian (a John
Fabyan of Coggeshall, Essexleftawill dated 1477).
He became a member of the Drapers’ Company,
and was an Alderman for Farringdon Without,
and Sheriff of London 1493, but resigned as
Alderman in 1502, pleading poverty, to avoid the
cost of the mayoralty. He may have then retired
to his mansion, Halstedys, at Therdon Gernon in
Essex, to complete his Chronicle; he died there
on 28 February 1513. He left a detailed will, his
beneficiaries being his wife Elizabeth (who bore
him 16 children) and five surviving children,
four sons and a daughter.?

As an Alderman of the City of London Fabian

would have had privileged access to the records
of the Corporation, that apparently included
a ‘Domysdaye’ book; and also possibly other
sources that may not have come down to us,
such as: ‘an olde regestre within the churche
of Paulis of London, wherin is conteyned many
thynges concernynge the firste foundacion of
that churche, with certain olde cronicles of
this lande...” (Ellis 1811, 111). Fabian is said to
have been fluent in French and Latin, and for
the First Part of his Chronicle drew largely on
existing manuscript Chronicles, of the histories
of both England and France, including the Anglo-
Saxon Chronicle. The Second Part commences
in the reign of Richard I, from which time he
can list the Aldermen of London for each year,
and tie his history to that of the government of
London.?

Fabian’s first work, that he termed ‘The
Concordance of Chronicles’, was completed
in manuscript in 1485, although he appears
to have made further additions up to 1512.
Fabian’s Chronicle was the first to be printed
— by Richard Pynson in 1516, who used the 1485
manuscript, and called it ‘The New Chronicles
of England and France’ (Kingsford 1908, 306);
further editions followed — in 1533, with
additions to 1508, printed by William Rastell; a
third, much edited, edition in 1542, published
by Reynes, Bonham et al; and in 1559 a restored
edition, continued to that date, by Kingston
(Ellis 1811, preface; Flenley 1911, 38—40).

Subsequent Chronicles drew heavily on their
predecessors, not least Fabian’s editions, thus
John Stow, in his Annales or A Generall Chronicle of
England, reproduced Fabian’s entry for AD 982,
and the fact that most buildings stood between
Ludgate and Westminster, without comment
(Stow 1631-2, 86). In his Survey of London Stow
noted that Fabian had access to a Domesday
for London (Kingsford 1908, II, 147); but in
his Chronicle he also compared William I's ‘Roll
of Winton’ (Wilton), named Domesday, with
another ‘Such a role and very like, did King
Aelfred once let forth, in which he taxed all the
land of England’ (Stow 1631-2, 118).

John Norden in his Speculum Britanniae
repeated Fabian’s entry for AD 982, and implied
that the reference to a lack of housing in the
walled city was the result of the fire destruction
(Norden 1723, 28). He also mentioned an
‘Ancient high way to High Barnet from Porte
Poole, now Gray’s Inn, through a lane east
of Pancras Church called “Longwich Lane™
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(Norden 1723, 15). Maitland, too, paraphrased
Fabian, only referring to the ‘Greatest part of
the buildings being without Ludgate’ and not
‘towards Westminster’. He was anxious to prove
that London at that date had not slipped in size
of population in comparison to other towns, and
pointed to the number of moneyers allotted to
the City under Athelstan, being twice that of
any town, including Winchester (Maitland 1775,
34).

Lambert, who, in his fourvolume History
published in 1808, avowedly ‘omitted nothing
interesting in the expensive works of Stowe,
Strype, and Maitland’, presented a traditional
chronicle of events and included Fabian’s
reference to the location of London in AD 982
(Lambert 1806, 30). More critical was Mackay
(1838), who followed Fabian’s account (after
Stow) and commented: ‘Stowe, in narrating this
event, gives a brief description of London as it
then existed, which is rather curious’ (Mackay
1838, 15). Wheatley (1904), too, found it a
‘remarkable statement’ (Wheatley 1904, 10); but
neither knew what to make of it.

Colonel Prideaux (1898) made a further
contribution to understanding the location of
Saxon London. He stated that, south of Great
Queen Street ‘the district in former times was
generally co-extensive with the area of what was
perhaps the oldest suburb of London, the village
of Ealdwic or Aldwic, known later as Aldewych,
and of which, so late as the days of the Stuarts,
some vestiges remained in Oldwich Close, an
open space which lay to the south of Lincoln’s
Inn Fields. This village in the tenth century was
largely colonised by the Danes, after whom the
neighbouring church of St Clement was named.
The high road of the village, which connected it
with the Hospital of St Giles was known as the Via
de Aldwych, and is represented by the modern
Drury Lane, with the exception of the south
east extremity, which led to the Holy Well of St
Clement, and the name of which still survives in
Wych Street’ (Prideaux 1898, 81; no sources are
cited). Further to this, Gomme suggested that
there may be significance in the archaic practice
of paying manorial dues at the site of a stone
cross which stood in the Strand opposite where
Somerset House is now, and that the Strand was
also the location for the Maypole (Gomme 1912,
99-102). In addition Sir W Besant is quoted
in An Encyclopedia of London to the effect that
there was once an ‘Aldewych Cross’ of stone at
the north-east end of Drury Lane; it stated that

Oldwych Close was later known as White Hart
Close (Kent 1987, 6).

The first entire book devoted to London before
the Conquest, by W R Lethaby (1902), took a
topographical approach to the subject. He too
found Fabian’s location of London ‘curious’, and
rationalised it as referring for its authority to the
Domesday of 1087, when he believed there was a
suburb to the west of the City, around St Clement
Dane’s church, given support by FitzStephen’s
statement that ‘the Palace of Westminster was
joined to the city by a populous suburb’ (his
italics). He goes on: “The early existence of this
suburb would explain satisfactorily the name of
Westminster, and possibly its origin’ (Lethaby
1902, 112-13).

Subsequent writers reinforced the idea of a
Danish suburb around their church, Gordon
quoted Fabian and stated: ‘that the Danes had
a settlement here is incontestable’ (Gordon
1903, 49). Besant referred to ‘memories of
Danish settlement around St Clement Danes’
(Besant 1908, 194). Gomme, keen to promote
the independence of London, believed that
the Danish settlement lay outside the City walls,
unlike, as he pointed out, Rochester or Dublin,
through the strength of its citizens derived from
‘the power of Roman London’, that kept both
Anglo-Saxon kings and Danes at bay (Gomme
1914, 126-9). He asserted that for the Danes
‘Aldwych stood for them as London, was in fact
their London’ (Gomme 1914, 113). He it was
who suggested the name ‘Aldwych’ when that
road was constructed (Kent 1937, 6).4

What references we have are to the church of
the Danes: astory of the time of Edward Confessor
that Siward killed Tosti, Earl of Huntingdon, and
his men who were buried near London, in a field
where a memorial church was constructed; in the
Chertsey Register, that Danes who had attacked
Chertsey Abbey were subsequently slain ‘at the
place which is called the church of the Danes’;
the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle account of Harold I's
body being reburied at the church (Vince 1990,
63); and possibly an event in the Jomsvikinga
Saga when Danes who had gathered unarmed
for a church service were massacred (Lethaby
1902, 113-14). The street by St Clement Danes
church was called ‘Dencheman’s Street’ in the
13th century, but this need refer only to the
church and not necessarily a suburb (Wheeler
1927, 15-17).

Wheeler sought a division within the walled
city: ‘the new Saxon town of St Paul’s and the
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old Roman city (shall we say) of St Peter’s lay
side-by-side, essentially distinct from each other,
with the Walbrook between them’ (Wheeler
1934, 301; Myres 1934; Wheeler 1934). Wheeler
relied heavily on William Page’s study of early
London, the only London history he appears
to have consulted, and one that considered
very little outside the City walls (Page 1929).5
Nevertheless he interpreted four loomweights,
a round bottomed pot, and an Ipswich Ware
rimsherd with stamped decoration, from the
Savoy, as probably derived from a sunken-floored
hut, and stated that: ‘On general grounds it is
unlikely that the Savoy hut stood alone. We may
suppose that the riverside strip of gravel which
later bore a string of palaces between the City
and Westminster was already occupied by groups
of huts or houses in Saxon times’ (Wheeler 1935,
141). The idea of farmsteads adjacent to the
City was reinforced by the EPNS Middlesex that
rendered the variants on Aldwych, from Vetus
vicus (1199) to Adwych (1551) as ‘The old dairy
farm’ (Gover et al 1942, 166).

Ivimey described Fabian’s statement as ‘re-
markable information’: ‘A glimpse of the actual
appearance of London in 981 ... though what
the sources of his information were so long
after the event is not quite clear ... Perhaps — if
this is not all merely so much nonsense — the
“houseinge towards Westminstre” refers to the
Danish setdement at Aldwych and the Saxon
village of Charing’. He speculated what the state
of the City would have been at that time, and
what traces of Roman London ‘had survived
the unhandy and uncivic Saxons’ (Ivimey 1937,
38-9). In the same year An Encyclopedia of London
developed the concept of a Danish suburb,
stating that Alfred the Great, having wrested
London from the Danes, ‘allotted territory
for their occupation outside the Gity’ (Kent
19387, 6). It cited Fleetwood, recorder to Lord
Burghley: ‘who may have had some authority,
now vanished, said that when the Danes were
driven out of England, those who had married
English women were ordered by Alfred the Great
to dwell between the Isle of Thorney and Caer
Lud (Ludgate) and there erected a place of
devotion called “Ecclesia Clementis Danorum™’
(Strype 1720, vol 4, 113).

Post-World War II, excavations in the City
initially raised hopes that Middle Saxon London
might yet be found there. Grimes’s description
of ‘hut-pits’ at Cannon Street, Bucklersbury,
and Addle Street demonstrated what careful

excavation might reveal. Comparisons were
drawn with sunken-featured buildings at Sutton
Courtenay (Oxon) and Bourton-on-the-Water
(Glos), but the huts at Cannon Street at least
had to be dated to the Late Saxon period, as the
others have been subsequently (Grimes 1968,
153-60). Grimes asserted that the absence of
evidence for what he called ‘the “lost” centuries’,
the b5th—6th centuries AD, was ‘one of the
outstanding negative results of the Excavation
Council’s work over more than sixteen years’.
This ‘appeared to corroborate the view that
London was indeed largely unoccupied’, and
raised a ‘puzzling contradiction that it
embodies with the situation in London ... as
implied by the records’. He speculated ‘that the
area of early Saxon occupation was much less
extensive than has been thought’ (Grimes 1968,
153-4).

Dolley’s study of coin hoards from the London
area showed that those from the City are dated
to the reign of Alfred or later; however he saw
the earlier coin hoards, including three from the
immediate vicinity of the City in the Strand area,
as part of a string of hoards along the Thames
(Dolley 1960, 41-3). He pointed to the apparent
distinction in Anglo-Saxon London ‘as a wic as
well as a burh, a place of commerce as well as a
military stronghold’ (ibid, 45, with n 53, 50).

Green’s discovery of a Middle Saxon sunken
building and subsequent timber hall in White-
hall was added to the number of apparent
farms of that date identified along the Thames
(Green 1963, 1004-7). Haslam pointed to the
similarities between the Saxon ceramics found at
the Whitehall site and those found, redeposited,
at Arundel House on the Strand. He suggested
that from these finds, together with those from
the Savoy and Whitehall: ‘A pattern emerges...
indecisive in its details, of a series of settlements
or farms situated at intervals along the dry ridge
forming the north bank of the river between
the City and Westminster’ (Haslam 1975,
221-2). Hurst’s review of the evidence, in the
light of recent research on the Continent and
at Winchester, posited a cathedral and royal
complex ‘around which were clustered scattered
thanes’ establishments’, probably in the vicinity
of St Paul’s. “That settlement was by no means
confined to the area of the Roman city is shown
by the finding of Saxon farms at Arundel House,
the Savoy and Whitehall which suggests a widely
scattered settlement along the Thames with
suitable access to the River’. He also pointed
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to the comparative archaeological evidence
from the two excavated large urban centres at
Hamwih and Ipswich, centres of trade with the
Continent, and the potential of the unexcavated
site at Fordwich. He did not believe, on the
basis of existing archaeological evidence, that
London became a fully urban centre until the
10th century (Hurst 1976).

Biddle drew attention to the significance of
the —wic place-name ending, both in England
and on the Continent, in light of the excavations
at Hamwih. In particular he pointed to those
that lay outside Roman walled places, on the
coast or beside rivers, and appear to have
been undefended, but related to some other
settlement inland, such as Hamwih to Winchester,
and Fordwich to Canterbury (Biddle 1976, 114-
16). However in the cases of London and York he
believed that the Roman walled areas would have
protected the later trading towns, despite what
he called the ‘current poverty of archaeological
evidence relating to seventh-, eight- and ninth-
century London’ which was ‘negligible’ (ibid,
116).

Biddle’s and Vince’s reassessments of the evi-
dence for the location of Middle Saxon London
in 1984, followed by excavations from 1985, have
gone some way to clarifying Fabian’s cryptic
comments that earlier historians grappled with.

What can we make of Fabian’s account in the
light of current knowledge? His description
of ‘the city of London’ having most housing
between Ludgate and Westminster would fit with
what can be discerned from the archaeological
evidence, principally from the Covent Garden
area, for a town that reached its greatest extent
in the mid- to late 8th century (Blackmore 1997,
127). Occupation evidence has been found from
the National Gallery in the west to the Temple
in the east, from Shorts Gardens in the north to
below the Strand, and Whitehall, to the south.
The paucity of excavated evidence for occupation
in the City at this period would reflect the lack of
housing ‘little or none ... stood without order’,
although documentary evidence would suggest
a Royal palace and chapel, possibly aldermens’
residences (Vince 1990, 50-7), and of course St
Paul’s, and other churches (Vince 1990, 58-76).
The lack of order described in that settlement
may be an implied contrast with the systematic
layout of Lundenwic now apparent from the
Royal Opera House excavations (Malcolm &
Bowsher 2003, 145-8).

There is the difficulty of Fabian’s entry being

ascribed to AD 982. It is believed from the
excavated evidence that the trading city along
the Strand had been severely reduced by the
late 9th century, as a result of Danish attacks,
the surviving populace possibly taking advantage
of the ‘restoration’ of the walled area by Alfred.
There is little sign of occupation, at least from
the excavations in the Covent Garden area,
into the late 9th century, let alone the 10th
(Malcolm & Bowsher 2003, 141-3; Leary et al
2004, 144-5), although Alfred’s intervention
in London may not have been as welcome as
partisan contemporary accounts suggest, and the
resettlement of the walled area may have taken
some time to achieve (Dyson 1990, 99-110).

Perhaps Fabian does characterise the City in AD
982, after a disastrous fire, which only a Danish
‘suburb’ escaped. Little excavation of surviving
Saxon levels has taken place near St Clement
Danes, but distinctive ‘Danish’ artefacts have
not yet been identified to support the idea of a
substantial Danish suburb around the church.
Nor has evidence for a disastrous fire of that
date been found within the City walls, although
fire damage is apparent in the Royal Opera
House excavations (Malcolm & Bowsher 2003,
156) that can be associated with the 8th-century
documentary evidence. To what extent a Danish
suburb might have grown up around St Clement
Danes, from what date, and in what political
context is uncertain. Tatton-Brown favoured
an early 1lth-century foundation date for St
Clement Danes, in Cnut’s reign, in what might
have been an open market area for the Middle
Saxon town (Tatton-Brown 1986, 25). Brooke
and Keir associate St Bride (Fleet Street) and
St Clement of the Danes, suggesting they served
the area ‘over which settlement was spreading
fastest in the Viking period, in the late tenth and
eleventh centuries’ (Brooke & Keir 1975, 140).

Could Fabian have appended his statement to
too late an entry for a fire of London, and should
he instead have related it earlier in his Chronicle,
in respect of one of the later 8th-century fires?
Just as it seems probable that Bede’s description
of London as an emporium would better relate
to London at the time he was writing in AD 730,
than as early as the events of AD 604 which he was
recounting.

Fabian’s authority for his statement, reference
to a lost Saxon Domesday, is intriguing. Could
this have been the Alfredian Domesday survey
to which Stow refers? If so, of course, it must
describe London some one hundred vyears
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before Fabian’s Chronicle entry. Studies of the
Norman Domesday show that it must have been
based on pre-existing surveys for assessment of
geld (Harvey 1971, 753~73), including those of
monastic estates (Clarke 1985, 55). The practice
of recording estates, with origins in the Late
Roman Empire, seems to have revived in the
9th century on the Continent, possibly due to
the influence of Charlemagne (Perceval 1985,
13-16). Could Alfred have been inspired to
compile such a survey through his connections
with Charlemagne? From his description,
Fabian’s source appears more like a ‘doom’, that
is a collection of laws (such as those of Hlothere
and Eadric mentioned above, or the Ordinances
of Athelstan’s reign AD 924-940 (Vince 1990,
104-5)). It is, however, difficult to know what
topographical information such a source might
have contained.

In retrospect, Fabian’s Chronicle entry might
have helped resolve the ‘enigma’ (Cowie &
Whytehead 1988, 75) of Middle Saxon London
rather sooner than it was, and points to the
potential value of combining both primary and
secondary historical material with archaeological
evidence.
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NOTES

1 These excerpts are taken from Henry Ellis (ed) Robert

Fabyan — the New Chronicles of England and France (1811):
entry for AD 982, 202; Prologue, 293. This is based on
the 1559 version with added editorial comment.

2 Biographical details from Ellis op cit (note 1), who
also reproduces Fabian’s will (preface 3-13).

3 Fabian’s authorship is assessed by: C L Kingsford
(ed) Chronicles of London (1905), thus: ‘Robert Fabyan
was but one of the last in a long line, and built only
a little that was new on the foundations which others
had laid’ (v), but: ‘the first place must be given to
Robert Fabyan to whose labours all knowledge of the
Chronicles was for three centuries chiefly due’ (xxvi);
A H Thomas & I D Thornley (eds) The Great Chronicle of
London (1938), who consider the possibility of another
author, as the original manuscript was unnamed, and
that Fabian was dependent (as others) on a lost ‘Main
City Chronicle’.

4 Sir Laurence Gomme was Clerk to the London
County Council.

5 Page was General Editor of the ‘Victoria Histories
of the Counties of England’, and did devote one
chapter to the Sokes surrounding the City.
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THE TOWER OF LONDON AND THE
JEWISH EXPULSION OF 1290

Jeremy Ashbee

SUMMARY

A closer look at the accounts of Ralph of Sandwich,
Constable of the Tower of London, for the year 1290
reveals the involvement of the Tower in the expulsion of the
Jews from England in that year. The Jews had to pay the
Constable a toll before embarking for France.

The historical relationship between the Jews
and the Tower of London is often portrayed in
completely negative terms, with the Jews herded
in their hundreds into the ‘dungeons’ under
the White Tower, and thence taken out either
to forced conversion or to summary execution.!
Modern scholarship, by contrast, is revealing
that this relationship was in fact a very mixed
one.? Episodes of mass-imprisonment did occur,
as in the confinement of 600 and execution of
269 Jews between 1278 and 1279, and earlier
in the century, in connection with allegations of
ritual murder, such as the death of ‘Little Saint
Hugh’ of Lincoln,* but, for much of the period
of Jewish settlement, the Tower was equally
involved with the Jews’ protection and welfare.
As royal ‘property’, the Jews of London were
entrusted to the authority of the Keeper or
Constable of the Tower. There are numerous
documented instances in which the Jews and
their chattels were taken into protective custody
within the fortress;® on one occasion, during
the 1267 London uprising led by Gilbert de
Clare and the ‘Disinherited’, the Jews were
even recruited by the papal legate Ottobuono
to assist in the defence of the Tower, in the
event, successfully.6 The Constable of the Tower
also held his own judicial sessions for the Jewry
inside the fortress, and maintained an officer,
the Serjeant of the Jewry, responsible for the

35

regulation of all activities, Jewish and Christian,
within the district, located well away from the
Tower, in which Jews predominantly lived.”
Relations between the Jews and the Tower have
also left a more tangible legacy in the moat, the
outer curtain wall, and the building now known
as ‘Traitors’ Gate’, their construction funded in
part by a ‘tallage’ (tax) on the Jews during the
1270s.8

The medieval documentation for the Tower
of London in the National Archive (Public
Record Office) at Kew is likely to deter all but
the unwary and the obsessive. Hundreds of
rolls, many legible only under ultra-violet light,
written in abbreviated Latin or idiosyncratic
old French and in a variety of hands, they
encompass a huge range of activities. Documents
include inventories of contents (from weaponry
to prisoners), writs ordering works to be
carried out, documents of the Mint and Royal
Wardrobe, and, most voluminous, accounts of
officials working at the Tower, declaring their
income and expenses to be refunded. Most of
these accounts are formulaic and repetitive, and
a cursory scan can easily leave the small details
unnoticed.

Such a document is E101 4/25, unpromisingly
labelled as an account of the income and expenses
of Ralph of Sandwich, Constable of the Tower of
London, running from July 1289 to September
1301. At the very end of the manuscript are
several useful entries about building works in
the fortress, mentioning repairs to the king’s and
queen’s chambers, the kitchen and bakehouse, a
stable next to the Great Tower (now the White
Tower), the drawbridge outside Pycardesgate (the
present Middle Tower), and Ralph’s expenses in
maintaining Welsh prisoners. The bulk of the
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document is at first sight much less interesting,
concerned with Ralph’s income during the
period, and the entries for most years talk about
the same things: tolls levied on merchant vessels
in the Thames, revenue from the sale of brick-
earth from the Tower’s moat to the tilers of
London, and paltry rents from three ‘old and
unsound’ cottages in East Smithfield. In the
middle of these accounts, easily missed, is the
following entry:

Idem reddit compotum de xxiii li et vi s receptis
de consuetudine predicta tempore transfrettationis
Judeorum predicto anno xviii videlicet pro trans-
Srettatione m ccc xxxv Judeorum de Londoniis
usque Whitsand de quolibet Judeo iiii d. Et de cxxvi
pauperibus Judeis de quolibet ii d.

The same (Ralph) declares receipt of 23
pounds and 6 shillings by the said custom
at the time of the crossing of the Jews in
the same year 18, namely for the crossing
of 1,335 Jews from London to Wissant, each
Jew paying 4 pence, and additionally from
126 poor Jews, each paying 2 pence.?

The 18th year of the reign of King Edward I
(1272-1807), the year of Ralph of Sandwich’s
receiving this sum of money, was 1290, and
the ‘crossing of the Jews’ refers to the well-
documented event of that year, in which the
entire community of Jews was ordered to
quit the territory of the English King and go
into perpetual exile. The expulsion has been
extensively analysed by modern historians.
The reasons for Edward I's decision continue
to arouse debate, invoking political, economic,
and financial arguments on the one hand,
and hardening cultural and religious attitudes
on the other.!% The historical record is clear
that in the decades immediately before the
expulsion, the Jewish communities were in-
creasingly hard-pressed, subject to crippling
taxation, their lives regulated by ever more
restrictive legislation, and, most dramatically,
their numbers reduced by episodes of mass-
arrest and hanging, connected with accusations
of coin-clipping!! and non-payment of taxes.
It has been estimated that by 1290 the total
population of Jews in England may have
numbered as few as 2000. With a few notorious
exceptions, such as the stranding of Jews on a
sandbank at Queenborough, the departure of
the Jewish population took place in an orderly
manner and without incident.!?

Hitherto it has generally been believed that

the Tower of London played little part in the
expulsion. This account, on the other hand,
shows that the Constable of the Tower took an
important supervisory role in the embarkation
and departure of a large number. He clearly
regarded the embarkation and departure of
several shiploads of Jews in the same terms as
many other classes of traffic on the Thames, as a
fit subject for the extraction of a toll, just like the
herring-boats from Yarmouth, the various vessels
of Londoners and ‘outsiders’, and the pilgrims
making for Santiago, whose toll-payments to
the Constable are documented in this and
many other accounts. Like a modern traveller
paying ‘airport tax’, 1,461 Jews, 126 of them
impoverished by recent events and only able to
pay half the toll, secured the permission of the
Constable of the Tower before embarkation.
These formalities concluded, they crossed
from London to the north coast of France, into
whose existing Jewish communities they all but
disappeared.!?

It may be coincidental, but is nonetheless a
resonant point of historical circularity, that the
most famous monument of the revived post-
Cromwellian Jewish community, Bevis Marks
Synagogue, first opened in 1701, should stand
so close to the Tower of London, the fortress
which witnessed the forced departure of that
community’s medieval predecessors.
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‘FOR THE POOR TO DRINK AND THE
RICH TO DRESS THEIR MEAT’: THE
FIRST LONDON WATER CONDUIT

David Lewis

SUMMARY

This paper traces the history of London’s first piped water
supply that operated for at least four hundred years from
¢.1260. The London water supply system or ‘conduit’
was a complex and expensive piece of infrastructure
— construction costs were probably equivalent to those
of a cathedral — yet it has undeservedly been omitted
Sfrom many accounts of the urban history of the city. This
paper contends that an appreciation of medieval water
transportation technology not only demonstrates the true
scale of the enterprise that concetved of the London conduit
in the first instance, but also explains the subsequent
difficulties in building and developing the system.

Although there are few documentary sources on which to
construct a comprehensive account of the medieval London
conduit, the recent excavation of a small section of the
original pipe-work (Paternoster Square, 2001 ) has provided
important new evidence on how the system was built, its
capacity, and the likely reasons for the incorporation of
ever more yemote sources of supply. The development of the
system is tracked from a single public fountain in the City
(Cheapside) in the 13th century, to a network of elaborate
Jountains by the 15th century that used only the forces of
gravity to transport waler (eventually) more than 6km
through underground pipes, from springs near the modern
site of Paddington Station to the fountain heads. Although
the physical remains of London’s first water conduit are
now almost entirely lost, this paper seeks to reappraise this
important part of the medieval City and to vediscover why
the conduit was the subject of such celebration at the time,
aitracting financial donations from the City’s wealthiest
medieval merchants.

In his book on the history of water supply in
England, Norman Smith notes that ‘before
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1600 London had made little attempt to pipe
or channel water supplies from clean sources
outside the City’ (Smith 1975, 96). Whilst this
opinion is at the very least contentious, it reflects
the fact that most narratives on the history of
medieval London pay scant attention to the
availability of clean water; a surprising omission
considering the fundamental importance of
water for many facets of life. In mitigation
perhaps it might be contended that as the City is
located on the Thames — and a number of other
river systems — water would have been readily
available. Moreover, given the maritime climate
of the British Isles and the geological basin
that forms London’s underlying rock strata,
rainwater would have filled the many City wells
that are known to have existed. The supply of
water should therefore have been the least of the
problems facing the medieval City authorities.
Whilst it is undoubtedly true that there was
no shortage of water, the real issue was not
availability, but purity. As early as the mid-13th
century many of the London water sources
were becoming heavily polluted, and the City
authorities perceived that they needed to take
action to provide clean water; well and river
water might have been suitable for washing, but
were rapidly becoming unsuitable for personal
consumption. The pressure of population growth,
including industrial activity within the City, was
poisoning the local environment. Although
the exact date is unclear, probably by 1260
the City had built, at considerable expense, an
underground piped water system that brought
spring water from about 5km to the west of the
City, a system known as the London conduit or
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later the Great Conduit. The system used only
the forces of gravity to move water through the
pipes that ascended Ludgate Hill — apparently
contradicting the forces of nature — to reach
an elaborate conduit fountain at the eastern
end of Cheapside. Although the development
of the system was tentative at first, it was
gradually extended, so that by the 15th century
it represented a significant distribution network
that stretched from Fleet Street to Gracechurch
Street (Schofield & Vince 1994, 52). Regrettably,
this early public utility, incorporating a complex
of water filtering devices, pipes and cisterns,
was largely destroyed in the Great Fire or in the
subsequent reordering of the City infrastructure.
In addition, and probably at the same time, it
seems that the primary records of the system, most
likely consisting of wardens’ accounts, journals,
and plans, were comprehensively destroyed.
Although the London conduit was probably
the first purely urban water system in England,
the paucity of either direct documentary or
archaeological evidence has consigned it to a
minor footnote in the history of the City. It is
not known, for example, who designed and
built the system, although undoubtedly the
application of complex hydraulic technology
within an established city environment would
have required considerable expertise.

Evidence of the London conduit however is
not entirely lost. Most significantly, the recent
archaeological discoveries of the undercroft of
Great Conduit house or fountain (1994) and
a section of the conduit pipe (2001) allow the
London conduit to be reassessed and compared
to other conduit water systems that are better
preserved and even, in some cases, documented
(Birch et al forthcoming; Rowsome 2000, 61).
The relatively few documentary references to the
conduit that have survived, such as the City letter
books, property deeds, and wills, add further
detail, together providing sufficient information
to piece together the likely history of the system.

From a review of the available source material
and considering the likely existing knowledge
of conduit technology, the construction of
the London conduit was an extremely bold
project. There could have been little certainty
at the outset that the system would work,
although its construction consumed large
quantities of raw materials (particularly lead
and timber) and required a substantial labour
force, of both skilled and unskilled workers. It
represented a considerable financial risk. The

fact that it subsequently operated for three
hundred years until the Great Fire represents
a major achievement that should be ranked
in importance beside the building of London
Bridge or the Guildhall. Clearly it deserves to be
better understood.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE LONDON
CONDUIT

The availability of drinking water from springs
and streams was one of the principal reasons
why the Romans decided to site London on the
terraces above the marshy north bank of the
Thames. Geologically, London sits on a basin of
chalk approximately 200m thick, with a northern
rim coming to the surface at the Chilterns and
a southern rim at the North Downs. Overlaying
this deposit of chalk are relatively thin beds of
tertiary sands and pebbles, which themselves are
overlaid first with a thick layer of London clay
and then with a clay and sand mixture known
as Bagshot sand. The water-bearing strata for
London are found in the tertiary deposits and
where these levels are exposed or cut, fresh water
springs form. The dissection of these levels in the
London basin by the Thames accounts for the
number of fresh water springs found close to its
banks, such as the St Clements well spring near
Fleet Street. The cutting action of the Thames
is not consistent however, and particularly in
the area occupied by the western part of the
City, the number of natural springs is limited.
With the growth in the population of London
from the 11th century and the parallel increase
in demand for fresh water, there was an ever
mounting pressure to access new convenient
sources of water.

At first this demand was met through digging
wells, but for these to be certain of reaching
the tertiary levels that held pure, filtered water
they would need to be, in most cases, greater
than 16m deep. These wells were thus known as
‘deep wells’. To be sure of only containing pure
water, these wells would additionally require an
interior lining of stone to prevent the ingress of
surface and ground water that could be polluted
with soakage from stables and cess pits, decaying
matter from burial grounds, and the residue
from water intensive industries such as tanning
and metal working (Foord 1910, 250). Inevitably
such wells were expensive to construct and were
consequently infrequently built. Amore common
type of City well was the insubstantial ‘shallow
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well’; this appeared to provide clear water, in
exactly the same way as a deep well, but with the
significant advantage of being both quick and
cheap to build. One 13th-century description
notes their rudimentary construction: that the
well wall bracings consisted of knocked-through
wine barrels stacked one on another ‘five or six
barrels deep’, making the well perhaps 6m deep
in total (Keene 2001, 173). With insufficient
depth to reach clean water, no protection from
contaminated surface water, and the minimum
filtering of ground water from other levels, the
water in such wells was inevitably impure. ‘Shallow
well’ water might have been clear and possibly
palatable but it was poisonous, and at worst could
have brought ‘death in the cup’ (Foord 1910,
250). The impurity of City water was dramatically
underlined in the 1860s when it was noted that
once mains drainage was installed, the City wells
comprehensively dried up (Church 1877, 16).
The water contained in these wells, from the
Middle Ages onward, was nothing more than what
we would now classify as drain water.

The connection between clean water and
health was appreciated by London citizens,
Stow notes that citizens were ‘forced to seeke
sweete waters abroad” — City water was known
not to be wholesome (Stow 1908, 1, 16). For
direct consumption or for the preparation of
food the preference was for water obtained from
unpolluted sources such as spring water from
Clerkenwell, Skinner’s well, or one of the other
perpetual springs close to the City. But as water
is heavy to carry — a typical three-gallon wooden
pipe would have weighed approximately 301b
— the personal transport of water from these
sources must have been at best inconvenient,
and at worst rendered pure water inaccessible
for many households. The temptation to use an
impure, but more convenient source, such as a
‘shallow well” shared between tenements, must
have prevailed in many cases. As an alternative,
water could be purchased from one of the City
water-bearers who made a trade of supplying
Thames river water from horse drawn delivery
wagons. Presumably such water was considered
of better quality than simple well water, although
the purity was entirely dependent upon which
part of the river the water was taken from.
Thames water could be variously polluted, with
sea salt, due to the tidal action of the river,
or contaminated by the poisonous water of
the Fleet and Walbrook tributaries that were
effectively open drains running through the

City. Equally river bank water was rendered
unfit for consumption by mixing with ground-
water and other floating debris (Riley 1868,
223). Clean Thames water could be taken from
a central section of the river on an ebb tide,
but as this part of the river was also subject to
dangerous currents, some skill was required
in correctly collecting the water. There could
be no guarantees, however, that a water-bearer
had necessarily taken the trouble to ensure a
pure supply. In recognition of the hazards of
collecting water, and in an attempt to control the
quality of the water-bearers’ product, the water-
bearers became the object of ‘craft’ designation,
with their charges being standardised by the City
authorities in 1350 (Keene 2001, 169).

It would have been impossible to ensure
that Thames water (however it was collected)
was consistently of any better quality than well
water, as fundamentally London rivers served
a conflicting dual purpose. They were both a
source of water for consumption and also the
primary means of waste disposal for the City
— this duality becoming increasingly untenable
as the City population expanded in the 13th
century (Keene 2001, 162). One solution might
have been to simply specify the use of water
resources: Worcester, for example, regulated
that waste had to be thrown into the River Severn
downstream from the town, allowing clean water
to be taken from the river upstream. However,
such a solution was not viable in London because
of the city’s size and the potential difficulty of
enforcement (Holt 2000, 97).

The concern to obtain clean — and preferably
‘sweet’ — water was not limited to the demand for
drinking water, as plain water was only regularly
consumed by the poor. Good quality water was
also needed to brew ale — the drink consumed
by the majority of the City’s population. Whilst
ale was (mostly) rendered safe to drink through
a production process that required malted
grains to be boiled with water, poor quality
water would produce inferior tasting ale. Where
ale was brewed for commercial purposes the
importance of ‘taste’ and a finished product that
would readily sell could be appreciated. But the
concern for taste would not have been restricted
to commercial brewers; ale was widely brewed
and consumed domestically, being a major part
of the medieval diet. A household of five people,
for example, could require one-and-a-quarter
gallons per day or eight-and-a-quarter gallons
per week (Bennett 1996, 17-19). Barbara Harvey
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notes that 19% of the energy in a monk’s diet
at Westminster Abbey was supplied through the
consumption of ale, compared to ¢.5% from this
source in the general population today (Harvey
1993, 58).

Clearly the pressures of a growing London
population (possibly ¢.80,000 by 1300) and in-
dustrial expansion were contaminating water
sources, and some action was necessary to ensure
public access to pure supplies. Uniquely amongst
English cities in the 13th century, the London
government turned to technology to create a
new source of piped water within the City.

WATER TRANSPORTATION TECHNOLOGY

The diversion of naturally occurring water
sources to centres of population was not a new
technology; since the 12th century the monastic
communities in England had used either stone
lined open trenches or closed lead pipes to
obtain a supply of running water within their
domestic buildings. Of the two methods of
transporting water, stone lined trenches had the
advantage of being technically unsophisticated,
but the disadvantage of being expensive and
potentially difficult to construct. They depended
on having both a conveniently situated and
geographically aligned source and destination
point, given that water would only flow along a
trench if there was a downward slope between the
two points. Without the construction of expensive
aqueducts to overcome river valleys or other
geographic features, stone lined trenches were
in most cases not a viable means of transporting
water over substantial distances. The Romans,
who are associated most with this method of
water transportation, were only able to construct
their urban water systems with an army of slave
labour, a resource unavailable to medieval urban
government. Occasionally medieval trench con-
duits were built, but in these cases the diversion
of water was over a relatively short distance and in
a location where geography allowed a trench to
be constructed without the requirement to build
water tunnels or aqueducts. Exceptionally, there
are also examples of a trench system being used
in conjunction with a piped supply, such as at St
Mary Spital, London (Thomas et al 1997, 43).
Closed lead pipes or ‘conduit’ systems on the
other hand were considerably more flexible;
the source could be several miles from the
destination and the underground pipe could
rise and fall as the local topography required

—— the pressure within the pipe providing the
energy to make water flow uphill, if necessary.
The critical requirement for these systems to
work was the creation and preservation of ‘head’
water pressure within the system, by tapping a
source spring that was at an elevation above that
of both the intermediate pipe and the destination
fountain. Typically water would be collected at
a source spring (or springs) into a receipt tank
(or head cistern) that provided both a reservoir
against intermittent supply from the spring(s)
and also a source of consistent pressure within
the pipe. The greater the difference in height
between the source and the destination, the
greater the head pressure within the pipe and
thus the greater the volume of water that could be
transported. The disadvantage with lead conduits,
however, was that they entailed the resolution of
a range of construction issues that did not apply
in open trench conduits, and, in addition, post-
construction they required a considerable amount
of continuous maintenance. Take for example
the lead pipes. The pipes had to be perfectly
sealed to preserve pressure within the system;
any imperfection in manufacture or subsequent
damage could result in local flooding and a
complete loss of water at the destination fountain.
Not only was the production of perfectly sealed
pipes difficult, but the buried pipes could be
accidentally damaged by inadvertent excavation,
excessive surface pressure from urban traffic, or
frost damage in the winter. These dangers could
be minimised by burying the pipe in a deep
trench, but if the pipe needed to be accessed for
maintenance work, a deep trench would incur
excessive location and re-excavation costs. A
balancing of opposing technical issues was not
limited to the pipes, a range of other operational
aspects of the system also required careful
balancing. Without the correct resolution of
these issues, lead pipe conduits would either
perform poorly, or not at all.

The manufacture of robust water pipes was
the initial technical difficulty in implementing
a conduit system. Although some early conduits
in towns outside London used earthenware and
wooden pipes, all the contemporary descriptions
of the first London conduit indicate that the
pipes were made of lead. This metal was chosen
because it is very malleable and has a relatively
low melting point, a necessary condition if the
joints between the sections of pipe were to be
sealed with molten metal as the pipe was laid.
The method of making lead pipes was first to cast
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a flat sheet of lead on a sand-bed approximately
4m by 22cm, in a similar method to making lead
roofing sheets. Next, the partly cooled sheet
would be pressed around a circular wooden
mandrel, forming a tube with a pearshaped
oval cross-section. Finally the upper seam joint
would be sealed by either casting additional
metal along the seam or soldering between the
two sides of the formed sheet (Homer 1991,
64; Hodge 2002, 313-15). The casting method
was used for the Waltham Abbey conduit pipes
(built in 1220-22) and is described in British
Library Harley ms 391 (Skelton & Harvey 1986,
66). The manuscript describes how this involved
packing the pipe with sand and then building
a clay mould along the horizontal seam into
which molten metal was poured. The finished
pipe would have a distinctive ridge along the
seam joint. As this production process required a
number of additional steps to simply soldering the
joint, it would have been a slower, and therefore
more expensive, method of pipe production.
Although cast joints appear on the earlier conduit
systems, there is no clear evidence that there was
necessarily a switch to soldered joints at a later
period (Magnusson 2001, 67-9).

Making conduit pipes was deemed to be an
especially skilled task. The plumbers ordinances
of 1365 state that working ‘a clove of lead
for gutters or roofs of houses take only one
halfpenny, for working a clove of lead for

belfries and conduit pipes, one penny’ (Waldo
1923, 22-3). The section of London conduit
pipe excavated at Paternoster Square in 2001
appears to have been produced with a cast joint,
as there is a clear ridge of metal on the upper
surface of the pipe that seems to indicate the use
of a clay mould. The almost circular appearance
of this pipe, compared to the likely pear-shaped
cross-section when it was originally fabricated,
probably resulted from the internal pressures
when it was in use (Hodge 2002, 311). Lead
pipes would have been placed in the ground
with the seam joint uppermost, to facilitate
repairs, if and when they were necessary. The
1350 London conduit warden accounts covering
two years record ‘one fozer (fodder) of lead
for repairs, 8 marks 12 pence’. This is almost a
ton of lead, a considerable quantity for simple
maintenance of the system, suggesting that
repairs to leaking joints were made by pouring
substantial quantities of molten lead onto the
leaking section in the hope of reinforcing the
pipe by the quantity of metal used. There is no

mention of lead-tin solder in these accounts
(Riley 1868, 264-6). The installation in 1447 of
conduit pipes to provide a Westminster ‘town’
water supply as an extension of the Palace of
Westminster system used soldered pipes, as the
clerk of the King’s works sold 461b of solder for
the project (Magnusson 2001, 68). Recording
repairs to the Aldermanbury conduit in 1585/
86, the Chamberlain’s accounts refer to money
paid to John Martin (plumber) for ‘burnt
pipes’ (soldered pipes) and solder ‘at 56/- the
hundred’ (Masters 1984, 78). It would also seem
that the flat sheet of lead used to make conduit
pipes was, in some cases, shaped rather than
being formed around a mandrel. The 1588 grant
of arms to the Plumbers Company states ‘on a
chevron sable towe soodring irons in saultor with
a cutting knife and a shaver argent’. The cutting
knife was sufficiently important an instrument in
the plumber craft that it was included on their
arms. The text notes that ‘a cutting knife is a tool
for shaving and making pipes hollow’ (Waldo
1923, 14).

The London plumbers were located in Candle-
wick Street, which ‘for many years past had been
let to men of the trade’ (Homer 1991, 65). In
1371 the smoke from their furnaces was deemed
a danger to the local population and they were
enjoined to maintain sufficiently high chimneys
(Riley 1868, 355). Presumably the plumbers
would have been engaged in maintaining the
lead roof of St Paul’s and in making conduit
pipes, in a similar arrangement to that of the
plumbers who built the Exeter Cathedral conduit
(Magnusson 2001, 74). The plumbers’ premises
would have been relatively substantial to
accommodate not only the furnaces but also the
casting tables and workshops required to form
the finished pipes. Lead sheets had to be cast
indoors in order to carefully control the cooling
process, otherwise the castings had a tendency to
crack whilst being formed and were then useless
for making sealed pipes (Rodwell 1981, 116).
The typical dimensions of a medieval water pipe
would be between 2cm and 10cm in diameter.
The pipes excavated at Paternoster Square were
well within the typical range of medieval water
pipes and their location is reported as:

The pipe was laid ¢.2m below contemporary
ground level, parallel to the south side of
Paternoster Row. Survived in two truncated
sections measuring three metres and four
metres in length respectively. The lead was
between 4mm and 6mm in thickness, and



44 David Lewis

the pipe had a diameter of 95mm. Recorded
at the west end at 12.26 mod and at the east
end at 12.22 mod. (Birch et al forthcoming)

Although there appears to be no standardisation
of pipe dimensions between different conduits,
presumably within a single system the dimensions
of the pipes were fixed, to aid both construction
and repair.

Sections of pipe would be transported to the
installation site and joined either by simple butt
joints or by flaring one pipe end and inserting
the next pipe (male/female joints). The joints
between sections would then be sealed by wiping
molten metal across the joint. The use of molten
metal to provide the seal would have required a
mobile furnace to be built close to the installation
site and the construction of an elementary
mould around the pipe joint, probably in the
base of the protective trench, to guide the flow
of the molten metal. Clearly the construction of
the conduit pipe would have been a slow process
as the furnace and its fuel was moved from site
to site. Of the possible methods of joining pipes,
simple butt joints may have been less demanding
to make, but they were weak and ideally needed
additional protection. Pipes could be encased
within a further stone or brick housing, but such
arrangements added further expense and were
omitted where either finance was tight or it was
considered that the pipe was safe from damage.
The Dover conduit, for example, was constructed
with butt joints protected in a stone lined
conduit channel one foot square (McPherson
& Amos 1931, 170). Whereas the Windsor Castle
conduit was buried unprotected in land outside
the castle, only being given a brick ‘paving’ once
it entered the busy upper ward of the castle,
close to the distribution fountain (Tighe &
Davis 1858, I, 602). A common improvement
to medieval conduit systems was the subsequent
installation of a protective housing for the
pipe, to reduce the incidence of maintenance
and consequently improve the reliability of
the supply. The Exeter conduit was relaid in a
stone lined channel in the mid-14th century to
protect the pipe, with the new channel being
wide enough to gain access for repairs (Holt
2000, 92-3). If the pipe was not to be provided
with a housing throughout its length, then
typically critical components would be provided
with some protection. The London Greyfriars
conduit trench incorporated a marble stone, to
mark both the position of underground taps and

to afford some protection (Norman 1899, 259).
Flared joints between sections of pipe may have
been stronger and thus required less protection,
but they suffered from the disadvantage of not
producing a smooth interior surface to the pipe.
This would have made cleaning more difficult and
probably also encouraged the development of
additional internal deposits that could eventually
create a blockage (Hodge 2002, 98).

Conduit pipes thus incorporated two joints
— a horizontal seam joint along the pipe and an
end joint between pipe sections. The seam joint
would have been subject to the greatest internal
pressure from the operation of the pipe, whilst
the joint between sections, although under less
stress, was potentially weak as it had to be made
in situ (Hodge 2002, 314~15). Of the two joints,
it would appear that the quality of the joint
between sections was the most critical in ensuring
that the conduit system remained ‘closed’ and
therefore operated effectively. It is not known
how the London conduit pipes were joined or
if other external protection was provided when
the pipe was first installed. Unfortunately, the
pipes excavated at Paternoster Square did not
include a joint between two sections of pipe,
although one piece was approximately 4m long
and it might have been anticipated that such a
substantial section would have had at least one
joint. A possible explanation might relate to the
common practice of recovering (valuable) ‘old’
pipes to reuse the lead for other purposes. When
the pipe was removed it is likely to have been
crudely pulled from the soil fracturing it at the
weak joint between pipe sections, resulting in
only complete pipe sections remaining buried
and unrecovered — perhaps locked in place
because of other obstructions built on top of
the pipe. The recently excavated pipe therefore
represented a section that for some reason could
not be recovered and was simply left in the
ground, after the pipe sections on either side
had been extracted.

Clearly, a calculation had to be made between
casting longer pipes that would have been heavy
and difficult to transport intact to the installation
point without damaging the seam joint, and
shorter pipes that would have been easier to
transport but required more joints between
sections. It seems that the conduit builders
preferred longer pipes, on average 3—-4m long
(Magnusson 2001, 70).

The standard method of construction was to
lay the pipe from the source to the destination,
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so that a check could be made as the pipe was
laid that the water continued to flow. Although
the pipe did not have to continuocusly slope
downwards, if possible, the trench followed a
downward path, to avoid any sudden change
in gradient that might give rise to maintenance
difficulties when the pipe was in use. As already
noted, the depth of the trench in which the pipe
was buried was a further important consideration
to avoid freezing in the winter or mechanical
damage from, for example, passing heavy carts.
Too deep a trench, however, would subject the
pipe to pressure from the weight of soil above,
leading to potential fracture. The London
Greyfriars conduit, built in 1432, seems to have
been buried in a 1-1.5m trench that provided
a satisfactory combination of protection from
damage and reasonable accessibility (Norman
1899, 259, 265). The pipe was said ‘in the depth
of winter never to fail’, yet the succession of
cocks that were used to close the system for
maintenance were accessible from ground level.
However, this system passed mostly through open
fields with little likelihood of surface mechanical
damage and could therefore safely operate with
a shallow trench. The London conduit passed
along busy urban streets, probably at a depth
of 2m (Birch et al forthcoming). Stow refers to
the poor quality of the road between the City
and Westminster (Fleet Street/Strand), ‘being
very ruinous and the pavement broken, to the
hurt and mischiefe of the subjects’ (Stow 1908,
I, 265). It is likely that the conduit pipe laid
under this road suffered from surface pressure
which, combined with the increased internal
pressure in the pipe from the gradient towards
the Fleet river, would account for the persistent
complaints of leaking conduit pipes in the
locality. Certainly, later London conduits, such
as the conduit built in 1535 at Aldgate (known
as the Dalston conduit), buried the pipe much
deeper, at depths between 2.6 and 6m (Foord
1910, 269).

Although a conduit pipe could simply be
buried unprotected, normally the trench was
crudely lined with either stone or clay which
would serve a double function — stability
whilst the pipes were joined and a rudimentary
foundation once the pipe was buried. The
conduit pipes found at Paternoster Square
were described as being laid in a foundation
of clay and this would fit with the construction
techniques in other conduit systems (Birch et
al forthcoming; Magnusson 2001, 83). A clay

lining, however, was likely to be of mixed benefit.
It would certainly have held the pipe in position
as molten metal was poured to join sections of
pipe, but, if the clay subsequently hardened, it
could assist in fracturing the pipe. There are no
references in the London letter books to the
construction techniques used in the London
conduit and equally the one set of surviving
warden’s accounts for 1350 makes no mention of
stones or tiles purchased to line the trench or lay
over the conduit pipe for protection. However,
16th-century London Chamberlain accounts do
mention stones purchased to ‘pave over the pipe
that leads from Ludgate to Old Bailey’, including
gravel, presumably used to line the trench;
this indicates that at least part of the pipe was
provided with better protection at a later date
(Masters 1984, 77). It seems that the London
conduit, at least initially, was of relatively basic
construction, presumably to minimise cost on
what was a highly speculative venture.

Although the principles of conduit technology
would at first sight appear to be quite
straightforward, the practical execution of a
system required an experienced conduit builder,
who understood the difficulties of converting
theory into practice. Each conduit site had
different local geography and construction
must have involved a good deal of trial and
error. Where records have survived of early
conduit systems, the architect of the system is
often mentioned, such as Master Lawrence of
Stratford, who built the Waltham Abbey conduit
(Magnusson 2001, 65). The concentration of
the first systems within monastic communities
is probably explained by the requirement of
these institutions for large quantities of running
water, particularly under the Benedictine rule
governing personal hygiene. This demand was
exacerbated by the regulation of monastic life
that resulted in ‘peak period’ consumption
between offices. To meet this requirement the
monasteries invested in water transport, storage,
and distribution systems, which were initially
based on Roman designs found in the revived
stone buildings used as early monastic institutions
(Magnusson 2001, 6). In addition, it appears that
the monasteries took a longer term view of the
substantial investment required to implement
new water systems, certainly in comparison to
temporal authorities, further concentrating
the initial development of water technology in
these institutions (Holt 2000, 88). The closely
connected continental monastic communities
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disseminated their knowledge of water systems
through their network of related houses, and
thus the first conduit systems came to England
through the monasteries. Personal connections
between institutions accounted for their further
development (Magnusson 2001, 20). The Lich-
field Cathedral conduit, for example, can be
traced to Walter Durden who was appointed
bishop in 1166, having previously been prior of
Christ Church Canterbury, where he initiated
the installation of a conduit, completed under
Prior Wilbert in 1167 (Holt 2000, 91). Some of
the early civic water supplies resulted from these
monastic systems, such as at Westminster, Exeter,
and Canterbury, where a pipe was extended

Water filters
(Spurgels)

outside the monastic buildings for public use
or, alternatively, where the overflow from an
internal fountain was used as a basic civic supply
(Brown et al 1963, 1, 550).

Despite the difficulties in building conduit
systems, they provided the significant advantage
of flexibility over other means of transporting
water in both the path of the pipe and the
location of the distribution fountain. The
Christ Church Canterbury plans (Fig 1) show
this exact scheme, with the water moving from
the source to a network of distribution points
within the monastic buildings — some of these
clearly requiring the water to move ‘uphill’.
Also clearly visible on the Canterbury plan are

Pergatorium

Distribution fountamn

Fig 1. Christ Church Canterbury, conduit plan, 1153-61 (Trinity College Cambridge, ms R. 17.1, fols
284v-285r) (By permission of the Master and Fellows of Trinity College, Cambridge)
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the succession of water filtering devices, known
as ‘spurgels’, located between the source and
the first distribution point; mostly located in
field settings. As conduit water was collected
from field springs, it generally contained a
substantial quantity of suspended matter, such
as fine grit or sand, that had to be removed both

for the purity of the water and to prevent its
accumulation within the pipe, leading to pipe
blockage. The first level of filtration was a simple
mesh covering the source pipe that removed any
larger pieces of debris. The plan of the Waltham
Abbey conduit clearly shows this feature (Fig 2).
Finer suspended matter would then be removed

Water filters

Fig 2. Waltham Abbey conduit plan (Harley ms 391, Co 6r) (By permission of the British Library)
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through a succession of sealed separation tanks
or ‘spurgels’.

Spurgels operated by allowing unfiltered water
to enter a tank through a pipe set approximately
in the centre of one side of the tank. As the tank
filled, ‘cleaned’ water would be drawn from a
pipe set at the top of the opposite side of the
tank; any suspended debris falling to the bottom
(Fig 3). The tank was cleaned by draining off
the collected sediment through a tap in the
base; these are clearly visible on the Canterbury
and Waltham Abbey conduit plans, marked as
purgatorium. A succession of spurgels could be
linked together to increase the effectiveness of
the cleaning process. The cleaning tanks were
referred to under a number of different names
in medieval documents, such as expurgatorium,
spurgellum, suspiral, or separall — although often
called spurgels (Magnusson 2001, 85). Despite
filtering water through several spurgels, some
sediment could still enter the pipe and over
time create a blockage, particularly if the water
pressure was low. Any sediment needed to be

removed by regular maintenance and cleaning
of the pipes. In addition, the water would deposit
dissolved calcium salts, known as ‘sinter’, inside
the pipe, especially if the water was ‘hard’,
also potentially accumulating and creating a
blockage. A layer of sinter, however, did have
some beneficial effect, as it provided protection
against the leaching of poisonous lead into the
water, but excessive accumulations had to be
removed. It seems that the method of cleaning
the pipes was to scour them with the aid of a
heavy gauge wire, access to the pipe normally
being gained at the spurgel. A reference is made
in the 16th-century London Chamberlain’s
accounts to ‘seventy-seven feet of great wire’
delivered to the conduit head by John Frenche,
girdler, and a payment to William Palmer of £4
Is 10d, for ‘scouring the City’s latten squirts’
(cleaning the conduit taps) (Masters 1984, 27).
A further maintenance requirement was the
promptrepair of any leaks to the pipe or spurgels,
as the operation of the system depended on the
careful preservation of water pressure within

Water —»
in

Purging valve
! Pergatorium ~~ \

Water
out

Debris collects in
base

Fig 3. Schematic operation of a medieval conduit walter filter or spurgel
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the pipe. Leaks could most obviously be caused
by damage to the pipe from external forces,
such as physical movement of the soil or other
mechanical damage. Perhaps less obviously,
excessive water pressure within the pipe could
also give rise to pipe failure. The water pressure
in closed pipe systems varies over the length
of the pipe, being at a maximum where the
difference in elevation of the pipe from the
source is at its greatest. Typically this would
occur in sections of pipe that passed through
a valley floor. Excessive internal pressure could
give rise to premature failure of joints between
sections of pipe or substantial leaks from
areas of minor damage to the pipe. Low lying
sections of conduit pipe could therefore require
disproportionate amounts of maintenance. To
guard against this problem the designers of
conduit systems turned to a secondary feature
of the ‘spurgel’ separation tank. Spurgels have
the effect of dissipating water pressure due to
their dimensions, and by inserting additional
spurgels in a low lying section of pipe the
internal pressure can be reduced, creating an
artificial new ‘head’ within the system. In Fig 4,
the pressure in the pipe between System A and B
is halved by inserting an intermediate tank.

The medieval designers of the London
conduit were well aware of this aspect of conduit
technology, as in 1388 the City ordered that a
conduit ‘penthouse’ be built in Fleet Street.
This was the section of lowest elevation of the
London conduit and therefore the part most
likely to suffer pressure leakage (Appendix 1).
The objective of the additional ‘penthouse’
was to avoid the regular inundations of local

A

Source

Source

properties from burst conduit pipes ‘in order
that it might be seen whether the damage could
by such means be averted’ (CLBH, 503). The
word ‘penthouse’ is Riley’s translation of the
Latin word aventum, a term that implies some
function of venting the pipe — an operation
that it was believed a spurgel performed (Riley
1868, 503). The concept of water pressure is a
modern notion. To the medieval mind a pipe
failed because of excessive quantities of trapped
and compressed air within the pipe that needed
to be released and spurgels were thought to
provide this venting function (Hope 1902, 301).
Presumably the belief that compressed gasses
were the source of pipe failure arose from the
observation that air bubbles could be seen rising
from falling water and that these needed to be
dissipated, as they would have been if the water
was not trapped within the pipe.

The design of the Charterhouse conduit,
installed in 1430, provides an interesting case
study of how spurgels were used for pressure
regulation. This conduit had a drop of 21m
over the course of a 1.2km pipe and included
a succession of eleven spurgels. This can be
compared to the London conduit that originally
contained only three spurgels (two in the
original design and an additional one added
at Fleet Bridge) in a drop of 15m over a 4.8km
pipe. The insertion of spurgels into the system
was therefore a further feature of conduit
design that required the balancing of opposing
requirements. A greater number of spurgels
would allow the water to be better filtered and
avoid the potential problem of debris being
deposited in the inaccessible underground pipe,

Fall from head

source, 5 metres
Destination

Fall from head source

(intermediate tank), 2.5
Destination metres

Fig 4. Schematic diagram to show the reduction in pipe pressure, by inserting an intermediate tank
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but, on the other hand, the greater the number
of spurgels, the lower the pressure in the system.
A lower pressure system would deliver less water
and be less capable of successfully crossing
steep river valleys. It could be deduced from
the apparent design of the London conduit,
with the limited number of spurgels, that the
preservation of pressure took precedence over
the requirement to filter the water, probably
because of the unknown forces required to
lift water from the Fleet valley to Cheapside.
Whether this would have represented a risky
decision would in part depend on the soil sur-
rounding the field springs, as inevitably some of
this soil would be carried by the water and would
need to be removed. Very fine, light, or sandy
soil would require more filtering than other
types. If insufficient spurgels were included in
the London system, the conduit risked failure
from blocked pipes. The incorrect balancing of
filtering versus preservation of pressure appears
to have been the problem with the extremely
expensive Windsor Castle conduit (costing over
£3,000 in 1552-59) which operated for little over
fifty years, being reported as ‘broken’ as early
as 1609. It operated in an area of very fine soil,
but only incorporated three spurgels, the water
pressure being preserved to power an elaborate
fountain inside the castle (Hope 1917, I, 290).
The criteria for selection of the appropriate
springs to feed a conduit system therefore had
to include a combination of elevation above the
intended site of the distribution fountain, year-
round productivity, and the absence of suspended
matter in the spring water or, alternatively,
sufficient additional elevation to allow it to be
removed. It would seem that there were few
potentially useful spring sites to feed the London
conduit.

Perhaps the most critical issue in constructing
the London conduit was the location of the
source spring at Tyburn, to the west of the
City. This site would require a conduit pipe
4.8km long to connect to a conduit house in
Cheapside, probably longer than any other
English system. It would have been unknown at
the outset whether such a pipe could be made
and installed, whilst remaining perfectly sealed.
Monastic systems generally had a short run
from source to destination, involving fewer pipe
sections and consequently less loss of pressure
from leaks at the temperamental joints between
sections. The Canterbury and Charterhouse
systems, for example, ran for less than 1.5km.

It would have been difficult to predict the
effective pressure within a long pipe, such as the
London conduit, and ultimately whether there
was sufficient pressure to transport the water over
the intended route. The existing experience of
building monastic conduits, where these were
built in an urban setting, had only installed pipes
under streets that sustained the pressures of a
much lower population density than London.
Moreover, monastic conduit systems could often
be optimised by avoiding difficult topographic
features such as river valleys or steep inclines
by routing the pipes through open fields. The
pipe for the London conduit had to follow the
existing street pattern — there was no flexibility
to avoid such difficult features as the Fleet
Valley. Clearly there were significant differences
between the installation of a monastic system
and the London conduit that would stretch the
existing knowledge and experience of conduit
building.

Despite the practical problems, conduit systems
had been successfully installed in a number of
continental European cities, in some cases initially
sharing resources with the monastic communities
or in other cases reviving systems originally
developed by the Romans. Early systems were
installed in Essen (1039-58), Magdeburg (1125-
60), Paris (before 1119), and Salzburg (1136)
(Magnusson 2001, 6). Whilst the motivation
for installing a conduit system in London was
most likely the improvement of City health,
particularly for the poor, there must also have
been some pressure on the City authorities to
demonstrate the status of London by emulating
continental developments. Although there are
no surviving plans of the London conduit, the
plans of the Canterbury (1153-67), Waltham
Abbey (1220-22), and London Charterhouse
(1430) conduits give an indication of how the
London conduit might have worked.

The grant of land to the City for a conduit
source was made by Gilbert de Sanford in
1236, and the first reference to the, presumably
operating, conduit in Cheapside was made in
1261. From these dates it would seem that the
system took approximately twenty-five years to
plan and build (CCR ii, 38). The conduit head
at Tyburn (opposite the modern Bond Street
tube station) probably gathered water from
several very close springs, that together made a
sufficient supply, into a collection reservoir tank
or cistern. The original grant states ‘...all those
springs and waters arising from those springs
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which they have made to unite into one place’
(CLBA, 14). The cistern fed a single lead pipe
that was laid, for the most part underground,
to the conduit head in Cheapside. The exact
course of the pipe is unknown, but four sections
of pipe have subsequently been found and
these give an indication of the likely route. Two
sections were found in Fleet Street (1743) and
St Clement’s church (1765) during building
work, and a further two sections close to the
northern boundary wall of St Paul’s Cathedral
in Paternoster Square (2001) (Foord 1910, 266).
The conduit warden accounts refer to mending
the pipe between the Mews (Charing Cross)
and the mill in the field (Windmill Street),
suggesting a course of the pipe to the north of
the modern day Strand. The pipe is assumed to
have initially followed the course of the Tyburn
valley, south towards the Thames, as using
the valley would have provided a ready made
gradient for the pipe and have saved the cost of
digging new trenches. On reaching the brow of a
hill known as ‘James head’ (St James’s), the pipe
entered an inspection tank or ‘spurgel’. The
pipe then turned sharply east, following a path
beneath the road to the King’s mews at Charing
Cross, where there was a further spurgel, and
then north of present day Strand and Fleet
Street to the Fleet valley (Morley Davies 1910,
47). The Fleet would have been crossed at Fleet
Bridge, as there are references in the letter
books in 1350 to ‘mending the spurgail broken
at Flete bridge 6s.3% d., for mending the pipes
there 6s.8%4d.’ (Riley 1868, 265). The pipe would
then have ascended Ludgate Hill and passed
around the precinct of St Paul’s to Cheapside.
The conduit ‘house’ was located outside the
church of St Mary Colechurch, at the extreme
eastern end of Cheapside, on land close to the
birthplace of Thomas Becket. The technical
design of the conduit head or fountain, apart
from its elaborate decoration, was likely to have
been an elevated lead cistern that received water
from the conduit pipe and in turn delivered
water through brass or latten taps at street level.
Users would fill portable vessels from these taps,
with a stone basin beneath to collect any spilled
or wasted water. The water collected in the stone
basin could also be used by those without access
to the taps. '

The volume of water passing through the
conduit is thought to have been relatively
insubstantial, Keene has suggested that it was
only sufficient to support 45 households or

about 1% of the City population in 1350 (Keene
2001, 178). However, calculations based on
the dimensions of a section of pipe excavated
at Paternoster Square would indicate that the
pressure at the Cheapside conduit head would be
¢.20 psi or equivalent to a delivery of 1.25 gallons
per second, given the location of the source
spring, the likely elevation of Cheapside in the
mid-14th century, and assuming the conduit pipe
was entirely ‘closed’. Engineering calculations
would, therefore, indicate that the problem with
the London conduit was not insufficient water
pressure, but excess (Appendix 1). There would
have been some difficulty in containing the
pressure within the pipe, especially in the spurgel
at Fleet Bridge. The assumption that a2 medieval
pipe, especially one almost 5km long, could be
completely ‘closed’, is certainly unrealistic, but
even assuming that 20% of the pressure was lost
at the point of highest pressure in the system,
the Fleet valley, the water pressure at Cheapside
would still have been ¢.13.4 psi or equivalent
to a delivery of 0.84 gallons per second (Fig
5). This volume of water is significantly more
than was required to support 45 households,
especially given the relatively restricted use of
fresh water. As the contemporary records imply
that there was a shortage of water at the conduit
head, there must have been some other factors
accounting for the poor quantities delivered.
This could have been either that the Tyburn
source did not provide a sufficiently regular
supply; that the pipe was partially blocked in
places and did not run freely; or that the pipes
leaked significantly more than 20%; or possibly
a combination of all these factors. Whatever the
cause, there appeared to be an excess of demand
over supply.

Despite the apparent deficiency in water
supply, the conduit buildings played a special
role in civic and royal pageants when the
City reaffirmed its loyalty to the monarch.
The conduit head was elaborately decorated,
becoming one of the regular stopping points
of the celebrations — running with wine in
1273 for the coronation of Edward I and being
decorated for the passing procession of Henry
V on his return from Agincourt in 1415 (Foord
1910, 253, 259). Although there are several
references in the City record to the conduit
‘flowing with wine’, it is uncertain how this was
achieved. There is no indication on the monastic
plans of a ‘master tap’ to close the system at the
source, allowing wine to be poured into the
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conduit in substitution for water. Simply closing
the pipe at the conduit head would have caused
extreme pressure elsewhere in the system. The
most likely means of stopping the flow would
have been to entirely divert the Tyburn source,
emptying the system of water and, having closed
the pipe between Cheapside and the Fleet valley
so that the wine did not flow backwards down the
pipe, simply pour wine into the top cistern of the
conduit building. Wine would then issue from
the taps below, appearing to make the entire
conduit ‘flow with wine’.

The attitude of the City to public infrastructure
projects, such as the conduit, was that they
should ‘live of their own’, be self-financing and
managed by dedicated officials (Tucker 1995,
244). Conduit wardens, elected by householders
in the vicinity of the conduit, were responsible
for the maintenance of the conduit, regulation
of the conduit head, and the collection of any
fees for the use of conduit water (Keene 2001,
176). The London conduit wardens appear to

have also had some function with regard to
maintaining the pipes, as their names indicate
they were drawn from the non-ferrous metal
trade, such as William le Latoner (1325), Geofery
de Gedelstone (1325), Thomas le Peautrer
(1333-35), Robert le Foundour (1350, 1352-
53), and Arnold le Peautrer (1353) (Magnusson
2001, 119; CLBC, 11). Unfortunately, other than
the 1350 accounts that were presented by a
warden who was subsequently judged dishonest
and are therefore recorded in the City letter
books, no other conduit accounts survive to
confirm this arrangement.

The undercroft of the conduit head in West
Cheap was accidentally discovered in 1994
under the current road junction of Poultry and
Cheapside, close to the Tesco supermarket (Birch
et al forthcoming). Although a full excavation was
notcarried out, asignificantamount of additional
information was gathered on the building. The
internal dimensions are 1.6m high, 2m wide, and
6.5m long. Curiously the walls on three sides are
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2m thick, compared to an expected thickness
of approximately 1m for a building of these
dimensions. Possibly the additional structural
strength was thought necessary to support the
various lead cisterns that were enclosed within
the building; it perhaps also points to a degree
of over-engineering, reflecting the uncertainty
of the required tolerances in a conduit building
project that was itself at the margins of existing
knowledge. An unusual feature of the excavated
remains was evidence of water damage within
the undercroft. The excavation team speculated
that the undercroft also acted as some form of
reservoir in addition to the cistern above road
level. However, if this was the case, there must
also have been some mechanism to raise the
water from the undercroft to the above ground
cistern. There was no evidence of such a device.
The street level at the time the building was in
use could be accurately estimated as 14m above
sea-level.

The conduit seems to have operated effectively,
albeit that the volume of water was insufficient.
Complaints recorded in the letter books refer to
wasting the conduit water or its inappropriate
use for industrial purposes, underlining the
problems of supply (CLBF, 200; Riley 1868,
77-8). Unsurprisingly, one of the industrial
uses for conduit water specifically mentioned,
and apparently a cause of local friction, was the
commercial production ofale and beer, near Saint
Paul’'s Cathedral — the producers competing
with the local inhabitants for access to the water
(Bennett 1996, 20). The first attempt to improve
the level of water supply was made in 1355, when
additional springs close to the existing Tyburn
source were connected to the head cistern. This
would have had a potentially double effect.
Firstly, by increasing the head pressure, more
water would have flowed through the existing
pipes and secondly, by increasing the rate of
flow, any underground blockages in the pipe
would have been cleared, making the pipes more
efficient. It seems that the 1355 improvements
did increase the supply of water, as an additional
destination fountain was tentatively approved
in 1390 for the ‘substantial men of Farringdon’
(CLBH, 521). Such an extension would not have
been contemplated if the supplies to the existing
conduit head were still considered inadequate.
By the close of the 14th century, therefore, the
London conduit system consisted of a number
of enclosed springs in the vicinity of the original
Tyburn source, a single lead pipe, laid mostly

underground from Tyburn to Cheapside, with
an extension to Farringdon made close to the
church of St Michael le Quern, and an elaborate,
castellated conduit fountain at the eastern end
of Cheapside.

LLAW AND FINANCE

The legal issues associated with the construction
of a conduit system can be analysed into three
parts; firstly, obtaining property rights over the
source spring and permission to construct a
collection cistern; secondly, permission to lay
pipes between the source and destination either
from private landlords or from the King (if the
pipe was laid beneath the King’s highway); and
finally, property rights to construct a conduit
house to distribute the water to the public.

The 1236 grant by Gilbert de Stanford of
the lands at Tyburn allowed springs on the site
to be enclosed and a collection cistern built.
The construction of a cistern would have taken
relatively little space and presumably the rest of
the land at Tyburn could continue to be used
as it had been previously, provided that the
springs were not contaminated or otherwise
compromised. Clearly, once the collection cistern
had been built to gather water from a group of
adjacent springs, it was important that the same
springs were not diverted for another purpose,
leaving insufficient water for the conduit to
operate. This concern was specifically mentioned
with regard to the 1420 extension of the London
conduit, that was planned to enclose springs
also used by the Westminster Abbey water
conduit. The Abbot had the right, by charter,
to disconnect the London conduit if it proved
detrimental to the Westminster supply.

The wording of the grant by Gilbert de Stanford
implies that royal permission to build the conduit
had been obtained, as a clause states (referring
to the king) ‘for his honour and reverence’ that
the conduit should be built ‘for the common
benefit of the City and citizens of London’
(CLBA, 14). The charter, however, appears to
be deliberately vague about the likely course
of the conduit pipe and the arrangements for
collecting water, presumably to give a free hand
to those building the system. Equally the 1355
extension to the Tyburn source to incorporate
additional springs on the same site, granted by
Alice Chobham, was similarly vague — ‘to have a
plot of land twenty-four feet square for a spring,
wherever they might choose’ (CLBG, 210).
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The right to lay the pipes under private
property would have required a documented way-
leave from the property owner, whereas the right
to lay pipes under the highway required a royal
licence that would normally have been recorded
in the national record. Royal grants would be
subject to an option to order an inquisition
‘ad quod damnum’ to determine if there was
likely to be any damage to royal interests by
granting permission to construct a conduit. It
seems, however, that not all royal authorisations
were recorded, as there is no grant for the
construction of the London conduit. The grant
for the Chester conduit provided a considerable
degree of latitude ‘to open and pierce and
reclose the said land, the City wall and the
highways where necessary’ — presumably, as
in the construction of the collection cistern, to
give the conduit builders some flexibility in their
work (CPR (1272-81), 165).

Once the pipe had been laid, there was always
the danger that new buildings would encroach
on the site of the conduit pipe, rendering
subsequent maintenance of the pipe —orindeed,
its replacement — either difficult or impossible.
This point was specifically mentioned in the 1443
grant for the extension of the London conduit,
‘whereas both our land of Mews and others’, over
and under which the water pipes are situated,
are lately enclosed by walls and other edifices,
so that the Mayor, Alderman and Citizens cannot
examine or repair them without much trouble
and difficulty...” (CPR (1441-46), 198).

Land for building the conduit fountain on
Cheapside was donated by the City in ¢.1240.
There had been an earlier plan to construct a
basilica on this site, dedicated to the birthplace
of Thomas Becket, but this plan had not come
to fruition and a much smaller scale church
was built instead, leaving a vacant plot for the
conduit house (Keene 2001, 178). The location
of the conduit house, with its flowing water, had
obvious religious symbolism, enhanced by the
association with Saint Thomas.

Maintenance income

The financial arrangements to pay for the main-
tenance of the London conduit can at best be
described as haphazard. It seems that no serious
consideration was given to the requirement
to establish a source of funds for this work.
Whether this was the result of ignorance — that
the conduit once built would operate without

substantial additional expense — or design —
that water charges were assumed to be sufficient
to cover maintenance costs — is not known. One
financing scheme after another was tried, found
to be inadequate, and replaced. The result was
that a system, which probably operated below
expectation from the start, slowly deteriorated
during the 14th century, albeit that the source
springs were enhanced in 1355. Repairs to the
system were carried out as and when the funds
became available; if there were insufficient
resources, then the conduit was allowed to
decay. By the early 15th century, it was reported
‘whereas the fountain heads and conduits
serving the City ... diminish and dry-up’ (CPR
(1441-46), 198). The inadequacy of routine
maintenance eventually threatened the system
with complete collapse.

In striking contrast to London Bridge,
the other major piece of City infrastructure,
the conduit had virtually no fixed source of
income, although they had economic features in
common — namely, the requirement for a high
level of continuous expensive maintenance,
to be funded through the collection of a large
volume of relatively insignificant usage charges.
London Bridge was endowed with a substantial
portfolio of London properties, donated by
citizens wishing to be associated with the cult of
Saint Thomas, to whom the Bridge chapel was
dedicated. Bridges were often seen as objects of
pious offering, but this does not appear to have
applied to the conduit, notwithstanding the fact
that the poor were seen as major beneficiaries of
clean water and that such associations normally
elicited giving (Webb 2000, 230). The location
of the conduit head, outside the birthplace of
Saint Thomas, also appears not to have gathered
many bequests, although the possibility of such
a source of income was surely contemplated.
The substantial value of properties attached to
the Bridge did result in the rather unexpected
outcome that the Bridge wardens were almost
as much involved with managing and exploiting
the landed endowment as they were with
maintaining the fabric of the Bridge (Harding
& Wright 1995, 11). Rental income from Bridge
properties located near St Paul’s accounted
for at least three-quarters of the Bridge’s total
revenue of £796 per annum between 1404 and
1537, whilst the income from crossing charges at
2d per cart and 1d per ship passing under the
Bridge amounted to only £7 in 1420 (Harding &
Wright 1995, 17). If the Bridge wardens had only
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to rely on the insecure usage charges to fund the
repairs, then the Bridge would soon have fallen
into disrepair, as they were simply inadequate.

The conduit wardens, like the Bridge wardens,
were also responsible for substantial repair costs,
but were expected to maintain the system with
usage charges and a small number of relatively
low value endowments established in the late
14th century. The majority of water charges
were levied on brewers, fishmongers, and cooks
who took conduit water in connection with
their businesses. The difficulty with relying
on variable usage charges was that they varied
in an exact contrary pattern to the incidence
of maintenance expense. When the system
failed and needed substantial repair, income
to meet the repair costs declined because of a
reduction in the available water on which to levy
charges. The concept of building a reserve or
contingency fund within conduit finances to pay
for exceptional costs appears not to have been
considered. In the one set of surviving conduit
warden’s accounts, for 1350, although a surplus
was declared, it was not allocated to a reserve to
meet repair costs in later years but appears to
have been available for distribution. In common
with other public works, the accounts for the
conduit were prepared on a simple cash receipt
and payment basis.

The first reference to conduit finances occurs
in 1310, when the conduit warden, William
Hardy, was enjoined not to sell water on pain
of losing his freedom (CLBD, 237). The clear
intention was that conduit water was supposed to
be supplied without charge and that there had
been some attempt, presumably by the conduit
warden, to profit from water sale. This policy was
changed in 1312, when the cooks, brewers, and
fishmongers were granted an ‘easement’ to use
conduit water in exchange for an unspecified fee;
the money was to be used to repair and maintain
the conduit (CLBD, 107). The next reference in
1333-35 notes that £6 18d had been received by
the conduit wardens for tankard ‘quitrent’, with
the implication that, whilst the water from the
conduitwas free, the use of tankards to transport
the water incurred a charge (CLBD, 237). By
1350 when the conduit warden’s accounts are
recorded in the letter books, two years revenue
from tankard quitrents amounted to £11 15s 4d.

Despite these charges, it was thought necessary
about this time to implement a new revenue
stream to support the maintenance costs;
properties in the vicinity of the conduit head in

Cheapside and Poultry were charged half a mark
per year as a fixed fee (Riley 1868, 264-5). This
source of income appears, however, to have been
either judged inequitable, as those who used the
conduit waters lived outside the vicinity of the
conduit head, or uncollectable, as a meticulous
list of those who had not paid was kept by the
wardens. There is no further reference to this
method of collecting revenue.

The next solution to the problem of matching
conduit income and expenditure was to lease
out the entire conduit pipe for twenty marks
a year for ten years from 1367, with the lessee
enjoying ‘the profits and advantages’ above
ground. This presumably included routine
maintenance tasks such as cleaning the conduit
heads, with the lessors (the City) retaining the
repair costs of the underground pipe, ‘provided
the Sheriff, Aldermen and commonalty could
take water without charge, as old accustomed’
(CLBG, 223). It seems this scheme also failed
to solve the financial problems of the conduit,
as it was not renewed after the initial term
expired. The underground repair costs must
have been greater than the twenty marks lease
income received by the City and the conduit was
therefore taken back into public control at the
end of the lease.

The next reported solution, in 1378, was an
attempt to increase revenue through voluntary
donations. The City tried to persuade the ‘good
men of each ward to make a free gift according
to their wealth and zeal for the City’ to support
the cost of the conduit. Where such moral
pressure was insufficient to raise funds from
those who were thought capable of paying, an
assessment was to be made against those who
‘maliciously refused’ (CLBH, 116). In addition,
perhaps recognising the real problem, it was
noted that an inquiry was to be held to achieve
some better method of raising money for the
conduit. The exact result of the inquiry is not
known, but in the following year each resident
of the City wards was asked to supply one day’s
free labour during a five week period between
16 May and 21 June, to work on the City conduit
and ditches (CLBH, 127-8). Presumably the
idea was the reverse of the 1378 ‘solution’, that
if revenue could not be increased, perhaps costs
could be reduced, by substituting free labour for
paid. Labour costs, based on the 16th-century
Chamberlain’s accounts, represented the only
substantial element of cost that was not related
to raw materials, such as lead and timber, and
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therefore seeking to reduce this element of the
conduit’s maintenance costs would seem to be
a reasonable means of achieving some saving
(Masters 1984, 78). Again, the exact outcome
of this experiment is not known, although it
seems not to have resolved the problem, as there
are further references to the pressing need for
maintenance expenditure. In 1383 the rooms
and walls over Cripplegate were reported as
being ‘ruinous and infirm’ but could only be
repaired if there was any surplus ‘over and above
reasonable outlay on the conduit’ (CLBH, 477).
The conduit was to receive preferential access to
City’s resources.

The lack of conduit warden accounts makes
it difficult to draw any definitive conclusions on
the effectiveness of the financial administration
of the conduit. Accounts for public utilities were
normally rendered following the end of the
responsible warden’s term of office and were
not necessarily produced annually (Harding
& Wright 1995, 10). It seems that in the late
14th century the urgent need for more funds
to support the conduit was partly met from
bequests. An examination of the wills proved in
the Court of Husting shows that of nine bequests
made to the conduit between 1259 and 1499, five
were made in the period 1380-1400 (McEwan
2000, 38). The repeated changes in gathering
revenue, the call in 1879 for free labour to
work on the conduit, and the later reliance
on bequests and other donations suggest that
the conduit was not covering its costs (CLBH,
127-8). The City records specifically note that
modifications to the conduit were to be at the
cost of the local inhabitants, as if the conduit
wardens had no available reserves or surplus
funds (CLBH, 326).

In 1415 there is reference to a different
charging mechanism — the collection of
additional revenue from ‘industrial’ users of
the conduit. Brewers were to ‘rent’ the upper
pipe of the conduit, for both malting and
brewing, with the lower tap (ie the waste water)
being allowed for the ‘common people’ without
charge (CLBI, 617). After 1420 the conduit was
subject to substantial renovation and presumably
the issue of maintenance expenditure was then
less pressing and this would account for the
silence on this topic in the letter books, until
the 1470s. It would appear that later in the 15th
century routine conduit maintenance costs were
being paid by the City authorities, as there is
reference in the City journal to a fourth part of

the fifteenth being collected in 1471, a further
fifteenth in 1472, and a quarter of a fifteenth in
1475, for ‘the repair’ of the conduit (Journ. 8, fo
23,27,101).

CONSTRUCTION FINANCE

The total cost of constructing the first conduit
is not recorded, but it would probably have
been ¢.£1,900, based on the known costs for the
conduit extension in 1442 (Appendix 2). The
major part of the capital construction cost must
have been raised from pious donations, possibly,
as with London Bridge, associating the donor
with the cult of Saint Thomas (Barron 2004,
256). The contribution of £100 recorded from
the merchants of Amiens, Corby, and Nele in
Picardy for a licence to offload and warehouse
woad within the City, represented a relatively
small drop in the financial ocean of the overall
project (Keene & Harding 1987, 612). This is the
only reference to the construction costs of the
first conduit in the letter books.

The finance and control of the London
water conduit changed significantly in the 15th
century, switching from a mixture of City and
private funds to, almost exclusively, wealthy
merchants, most of whom were at some time
either aldermen, sheriffs, or mayors of London.
This change begs two questions: why was there
a switch from public funds to private donation
and why was the provision of water selected as a
worthy project for charitable giving?

The answer to the first question is complex.
The Cheapside conduit head was a very symbolic
building; itdemonstrated the modernity of the City
in the application of technology and the generous
provision made for the poor; its importance was
acknowledged in City pageants. Early 15th-
century London was a boom town that had made a
number of leading merchants extremely wealthy.
Key amongst these were perhaps Whittington
(Mercer), Estfield (Mercer), and Eyre (Draper).
These merchants wished to leave their mark
on the City, both as an act of piety and as a
gesture of civic pride. Estfield, in particular, is
associated with the development of the London
conduit, although there is no obvious reason
why he selected ‘water’ as a suitable vehicle
for donation, other than the obvious religious
associations and the benefits clean water
brought to public health. Perhaps, in the often
mixed motivations of 15th-century public giving,
it was the position of the conduit on Cheapside,
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located immediately outside the Mercer’s Hall,
an area in which many mercers lived, that would
act as a visual reminder to his business associates
for post-mortem prayer. Undoubtedly Estfield
would have seen the daily competition for water
at the conduit taps and he must have decided
that an improvement to the City water supply
would be a worthwhile act of charity. Estfield
appears to have become increasingly involved
with water-related projects during the early years
of the 15th century, eventually becoming directly
involved in financing the expansion of the
conduit — paying in 1443 for new source springs,
located in Paddington, to be incorporated into
the system. He left bequests in his will in 1446 for
the completion of a new conduit to the church
of St Mary Aldermanbury, where he was to be
buried. His executors subsequently built the new
conduit by 1471 (Cal Wills 11, 509-11).

By the 15th century it seems that the City
understood the necessity for sound finances
to support public works. The ‘new work’ of
the Guildhall, in 1413, demonstrated the new
thinking, as it was funded by a collection of
‘pious alms of citizens and helping hands of
divers generous and benevolent persons’ and a
further hundred marks of the City’s profits from
London Bridge (Riley 1868, 589). Significantly,
public funds were used to supplement private
donation. The City did not commission new civic
amenities until a means of financial support had
been agreed.

EXPANSION OF THE CONDUIT SYSTEM

The early 15th-century conduit system, although
increased in capacity in 1355 through the
addition of new source springs at Tyburn, was
almost two hundred years old by 1440 and would
surely have appeared to be a very tired piece of
City infrastructure. The cumulative effects of
inadequate maintenance, probably resulting in
silted and leaking pipes, would have significantly
reduced the flow of water through the conduit.
The inadequacy of supply was leading to disputes
between tradesmen and ordinary consumers as
each group competed for access to the water; in
1415 some of these disagreements were recorded
in the letter books (CLBI, 617). The convenience
of the conduit had stimulated its own demand
and whilst increasing numbers of people wanted
access to the water, at the same time the supply
diminished and became more unreliable. The
system was in need of a complete overhaul.

The difficulty with increasing the supply
through the existing conduit pipe was that the
source at Tyburn had already been fully exploited
and the option of simply linking in more springs
in the immediate vicinity of the head cistern was
not available. In addition, the existing pipe was
in need of substantial repair that would require
its excavation, recasting, and relaying. The
system needed to be completely renewed. At this
point it is not known wh