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7 How London’s waterfront advanced jrom ine
first century AD 10 the present day: a simplified
north-south section across a 100m stravigraphic
sequence, with approximate dates.

of an archaeological rescue unit in London, with
waterfront excavation amajor priority (Biddle ez al
1973, 4.14). From 1973 to0 1983 knowledge of the
Roman ‘harbour was revolutionised when modern
excavation techniques were finally brought to bear
upon the waterfront. A full-time team of excava-
tors — oft;n with volunteer support — examined

twelve major sites in this important decade
Asa r;sult of all this work, it is now know.n that
%iamatx?n or e;(tension on the north bank of the

mes from the first to the fifteenth i

advanced the line of the waterf] g
southwards, soth 3 ST oo
not below t};e buiili;ﬁgzt(?nf ingoman fbouics
present-day water-

front, but partiafly
nqrn‘:-nl,,..l.l.)u m.ilns })_encath Thames Street. and

riverside wall AD 270

represented on the site. Such a record is more
detailed and more reliable — and therefore ulti-
mately more valuable — than the incomplete
drawings of sections cutat arbitrary points through
that sequence, which was all too often the best that
could be achieved working with earlier methodolo-
gies. Ideally, therefore, to excavate the London
waterfront, a long line of excayators shoJulEim‘ze
lined up on the present-day quayside and 'wwfi
should progress downwards and northwards unt!
the natural riverbank was reached. ! d

The procedure adopted in practice dlvergen
considerably from the ideal, since the eXCa’V"‘“On
programme was forced to keep pace with ap
unprecedented rate of redevelopment. 1t yvaS_ll%IV,
ban renewal rather than academiC desirability

. ioht be
which dictated where, when and what might

o R S A e prain s al'l‘

avAansratad
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work on the main sites considered in this book was
not, therefore, confined to the warm, dry summer
months, but was designed to fit in with the
demanding schedules of the development as a
whole. All the time available on site was spent in
carefully recording as much data as possible, the
detailed evaluation of which was left until all the
evidence collected was brought together during the
compilation of the archive reports. Over 6000
features were identified and individually described
on context-record sheets. Many were drawn at a
scale of 1:20 on plans related to the site grid, and
their absolute level in relation to Ordnance Datum
(see p. 79) was measured. Sections and elevations
were also drawn up, usually at a scale of 1 : 10 and
an extensive photographic record in both black and
white and colour was made. Thousands of
potsherds and other artefacts were recovered and
processed, together with over 300 environmental

AD 1250 AD 1350

AD 1980
River
RN

L Hainies

AD 1450
AD 1400

recorded on controlled excavations, then a wide
area can be covered at a fraction of the cost required
to mount the initial investigation. A happy combi-
nation of these approaches is found on the Miles
Lane site. The archaeological potential of the area
was demonstrated in 1920 when part of a major
Roman timber structure and a masonry buildi.ng
were observed during foundation preparation
(Lambert 1921). Fifty years later a contr_olled
archaeological excavation on the site estabhshf;d
the level, position and date of these features, while
the subsequent watching brief traced the Roman
waterfront structure for a breathtaking 6om west-
wards (Fig. 5). :

The Museum’s commitment to €xtensive wa=
terfront excavation has sampled the evidence of life
in several parts of the Roman, Saxon, and medieval
harbour from sites that would otherwise have been

destroyed forever without record. The principal
- A S A e A antharnicid e of




# Muadern strects and bridyes in London shown in
relation 1o the Foman forum and Clry wall, The

harbouy cxcavations were close 1o London Bridye:
se¢ 1, 9.

The study aren
The patiern of waterfront development presented
here not only contributes substantially 1o the cirly
hilstory of London, but alse provides one of the
imost detaited wadics of a provinetal Roman hiar-
bour complex yer complled, Like most major

b archacological studies, 1t is not e reaull of

Just onie prestigions ezcavation, buy the bringing
Logether of Information (rom several siios e
ined dina variely of ways over many years, e
prudy aveq diseussed fn this ook megpires 270m
catib=went wid syer gom nortisgouth, cenred on
the prevert-day abigment of London Bridge, qud
extending botl north and south of Uhigmies Street

Al

(Vig, ). 11 s principally concerned with the work
g_’m .lhv:c; M’llU?i Lane, Pudding Iane and Peninsular
ivk‘rusw, wtes recorded between 1979 and 1982,
_ftl(#,f‘lfvi;iégh the resulty of sites investigated from
11.; 154 ,lu,j'ﬂ. Magnug House, Billingsgate Build-
1y and Seal House are also considered, as are
mere recont excavations such as thoge at Billings-
gate Lorry Park,
ARt ¥ f T 3 /| o ’
. 'p"'.“_ plecemenl. chronology of archacological
nwu;mau.nm it shiown or Vg g where the sites are
;t‘ Zlmiwluul in lh«; order in which controlled exciya-
e :1)];35‘”%[ /\l'limu;ghy thiy particular area aceounts
il]lt‘;bl: {/ 1§ per centof the City waterfront, it merits
ooy whudy since i ean b shown (o lie gy the
u,ulrt of the ancieny harboyy, o e
13 Chapler 2, 46 intero e i 2
activity ’.’L‘W%éx«”mgliug(;;]nu{;i,nm of the Roman
unmarised, 1 ls sugpested Uit U:v.vutulrum 4
pans tie period (rom gy firs 10 l‘)l"d d}.{ omat
Aby and evidence for ghig dm-{jm ;lc [:“h SEILEy
Chapter 3 Luter chaptery examine. diseunsd in
I Bhpecly of Ifig

| .

M’)ﬁul'ﬁ.cm @
—

-

i
!

L
Rt

9 Recent archacological excavations in the study
area of London’s Roman harbour nimbered in the
order in which worle commenced, reflecting the
haphagard progresy of redevelopment.

v 8t Magnus Flouse 2 Billingsgate Buildings
3 Seal House 4 Miles Lane 5 Peninsular House
6 Pudding Lane 7 Billingsgace Lorry Park.
Lone shows norihers exieny of mid=first-cenoury
whwer ab high vide, T'he nanural river bank and the
carliast harbour works were discovered 10om
novth of the present=day. Thares.

structural, environmental and finds apalysis in
greater detail, while implications for the study of
ondon as a whole are congidered in the final
chapter.

The relatively modest size of the warchouses
and of the quayside cormmereial zone itself, the
natare of the traffic handled in the barbour, the
type of eraft it could have accommodated and the
pattern of waterfront development are all evaluat~
ed, necessitating a critical reappraisal of the role of
this Roman port. ;
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Regis House

9 Recent archaeological excavations in the study
area of London’s Roman harbour numbered in the
order in which work commenced, reflecting the
haphazard progress of redevelopment.

I St Magnus House 2 Billingsgate Buildings

3 Seal House 4 Miles Lane 5 Peninsular House
6 Pudding Lane 7 Billingsgate Lorry Park.
Tone shows northern extent of mid-first-century

river at high tide. The natural river bank and the

earliest harbour works were discovered 100m
north of the present-day Thames.

structural, environmental and finds analysis in
greater detail, while implications for the study of
London as a whole are considered in the final
chapter.

The relatively modest size of the warehouses
and of the quayside commercial zone itself, the
nature of the traffic handled in the harbour, the
type of craft it could have accommodated and the
pattern of waterfront development are all evaluat-

ed, necessitating a critical reappraisal of the role of
this Roman port.
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svas all thar survived of the uppes- of the uniform size of timber used and in the
refl, regular spacing of the braces, The little
that did survive was sufficient 1o show that itwasa
relatively sophisticated structure and that its prin-
cipal elements were presumzbly prefabricated,
v since it Kiad 1 be erecied on 2n open foreshore
1o between gides,
The other two structures showed marked
ities in form, most npotzbly in the align-
e nosth w2l of the western quay, 45 well
2 sizes of timber used. The spacing and
s apticulating with each tier also
£ which refiect the vagied lengths
timbers forming the south wall, €
d 1 b braced a1 least 1 its ,
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orksclearly imphi
occupied territory such a
centu > %
signed and organised the project. Such schemes
were very labour intensive, but whether the man
powet was provided by the military directly, or by
civilian labourers or slaves under military supc;rvi~
sion is a matter for speculation, Suffice it to say that
the handling of massive timbers and the erection of
the waterfront structures on a tidal foreshore

would have required considerable organisation,
even though two of the struciures were neither  ir

elegantly desfgned nor expertly erected,

The Roman waterfront structures contrast no-
riceably with their medieval counterparts, Of some
wenty cxamples of twelfth~ to fifteenth-century
rlverfront revetments regorded in London, all
were of much slighter construction, ravely fncor-
porating individual timbers of the prodigious size
found in the first-century Structures. Neverthe~
lens, the medieval reverments were ng effective s
the Roman but were more economical in their use
of timber, often utilising wood from trees cighty
yeard old or less when felled, The base of the Gi1o
revermant erected In the mid=fourteenth century
nenr Urig Lane wag stiil operative almost a century
later, for exsmple (Milne and Milne 1982), In
additlon, the erection of the medieval revetments
couwtd bave been aecomplished by mueh smuller
reams than would have been required o Inaemll the
Romim stractures,

~ Superficially, the lmited range and poor quality
of the Roman Jolnery exhilbited tn these construes
tong seema to sy mare about the eonditions undey
which they were bullt thun whout the generul
wtandard of contemporary carpentry, Neverthes
ek, at lenst one obuervation of wider significance
Tor the atudy of Ramon jolnery ean be made, plven
there must buve been at lenst some connection
betwesn practices used on the waterivont aned those
fovnd in contemporury bulldings on cry land. All
the bruces In the three frst=century siructires

cungtelered In thin ehapier and {n the pler<buse

40 Noman voaterfront Steweewrey from London,

Piivspsconturys W landing stage anel b quay naar

Pulding Lanes © sections of tha A0 70 quay rigar
Milas Lang, Seeondseanmmyy . o pariial
roconstretton of Crstom Flouse quay. Thivds
oty @ partial reconstruction of quay f
St Mugrus House sita, : ;

ry, the army would resumably have éfe;"

Mstom.
 (Figs, qod, e)
L join, which
b

in Britain it is d ge
in techniques i ry dnthe evidence
alone, However, a
: ined wells provides an
parallel, for itshows that in
second cy such structures k
joints to form the eorners, but by thelate second o
carly third centusy moresophisticated doveril and
bridled . joints. became the standard response
(Wilmott 1982, 26~50; figs. 19~21). In other
words, o second-century change from the use of
simple lap=foints to folnts such as dovetails which
require mere careful marking out occurs in two
quite distiner classes of thnberwork, wells and
waterfront structures, This change may therefore
e sympromatic of & more general development,

Thmber supply: British oaks and the cedars
of Lebanon o
The Romans are known to have Imported timber
supplies over large distances (Melggs 1080), but
her hat the niajorily of the
wood used for the London waterfront develop-
mient was anything other than Brideh, sinee it wis
all owle, Mueh of Lt was et from tall, siralphis
griined 200-300=yeur-old tregs of the rype that
would have grown in dense woodland, Neverthe-
e, there 15 no evidence of eeonamy or care in the
Romun use of timber, Biulks between d=7m loig
were common, while some were almort om.
length and most of the logs liagl &imply been
aquareds Tn some Instances, only one major struc:
pural timber hod been cut from each tree, e wastelul
" pritetlee: which contrasts notieeably with' later
medleval teehnigues. for exnmple, o sudy of the
thirteenth-century roof of the Wlackirinrs Priory at
Gloueestee hasshown that foue safters, two collars,
oue sole plecesand one igisaor brioe ware cuk fpom
y ningle oak (Ruckharmar al 1974 Ao
The wayteful e of pimitier on the Roman
warterfront seems (o fmply that large areas within
pelutively easy reagh of London were govored with
dense woodlingd, Dr Huneon has caleulated that ic
| Romu fory of four aeres Internul
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