
R O M A N  L O N D O N  B R I D G E  
I DO NOT wish to prolong this discussion to the boredom 
of your readers, but must point out that Mr.Dawson has 
misunderstood my comments on Mr. Bceby's site. I have 
never thought that the early gravel surface there had any- 
thing to do with Stane Street, which I suggested could have 
terminated as a road farther south, its line possibly being 
continued over this site as a pile structure forming the ap- 
proach to the bridge. The gravel surface was clearly a hard 
beside the river and might have given access to an early 
pontoon bridge, but not at that level to a pile bridge. On 
this interpretation, the three large post-holes could have 
supported the hypothetical pile bridge, constructed after 
the hard, but before the laying out of Stane Street-an 
early, but not a primary feature in Southwark. It cannot 
be said, therefore, that there were no post-holes for the 
bridge. Whether there were enough or whether they were 
in the right places is another question, and here Mr. 
Dawson and I are both handicapped by not having Mr. 
Beeby's plan. If they were able to support a wharf, how. 
ever, as Mr. Beeby suggested, they could presumably have 
supported a bridge. A difficulty, of course, is the date of 
the votive coin under one of the piles, judged to be late 
because of its size. If this much corroded coin really is 
late-and not, for example, the remnants of a Claudian 
imitation as of small size-i't could only be explained as a 
deposit made when a support timber was completely re- 
newed. 

Mr. Dawson admits that his "line C" "is still just 
feasible," and this, or its near equivalent makes much better 
sense from the north of the river. Mr. Dawson says that 
he would expect the main approach road from the south 
via the bridge to be a through route in the city. This 
would only be possible, however, if the bridge were in the 
downstream (Botolph Lane) position, leading straight to 
Ermine Street via Bishopsgate. The upstream position 
opposite Montague Close leads nowhere in particular, 
whereas the middle position at least goes straight to the 
central point of the city. 

The Saxon bridge is another, but equally important 
question. Mr. Dawson refers to his critical review in S.L.A.S. 
Newslefiter of Miss Honeybourne's article. This is not 
available however to all readers of The London Archaeolo- 
gist. Could it perhaps be reprinted there and Miss Honey- 
bourne given an opportunity to reply? 
Guildhall Museum RALPR MERRIFIELD 
Basinghall Street, 
E.C.2. 

A L L  H A N D S  T O  T H E  R E S C U E  ! ! 
I R E  FORMATION of "Rescue" in January proved to 
be both a stimulating and partly frustrating occasion. 
Stimulating because for the first time the case for massive 
rescue-measures was spelled out at a national meeting. 
This could be the end of the "Dark Age" of British 
archaeology, a span of 25 years during which more major 
research projects have been undertaken in Britain and 
more sites destroyed than ever before. So we must applaud 
the sound intentions to raise vast sums of money, to pre- 
cipitate protectwe legislation, to rally publ~c support, to 
create a suitable framework and all, it seems, in the name 
of rescue! Applaud, even if it may take 5, or 15 or even 
50 years to accomplish some of these long-term object~ves. 

But let us not pretend that this is the answer to even 
half of the problems of the present crisis. With more than 
300 sites being destroyed each year much more is wanted! 

Two short-term solutions spring to mind. Declared 
priorities and a simple system of reg~onal-rescue such as 
has existed in Kent for the past eight years. If only the 
promoters of "Rescue" had bravely declared their bold 
mtentions of devotmg their very considerable resources (in 
terms of money, man-power, time and energy) exclusively 
to rescue, then so many others at the meeting might readily 
have followed. Brave examples are often bravely followed, 
or at least supported In a variety of different ways. The 
immediate effect of such re-directed effort could have had 
really dramatic and positive results even in 1971 ! 

Why not straight away nominate a team of regional 
rescue-officers taken from the many active archaeologists 
already in ,the field who will (or  do)^ give rescue works their 
precious tlme. Let them co-ordinate the armies of first- 
class amateurs and then give them all the backing that 
present resources can muster. From these humble begin- 
nings the list of "rescued" sites will surely grow and grow. 
The great majority of responsible field-archaeologists will 
surely rally to the call, save a blind few who will inevitably 
continue their labours well beyond the threat. Invite them 
to leave the sanctuary of their sun-soaked h~llforts and 
to enter the front-line with us and to meet the enemy 
at close quarters! Its far from healthy, but remember there 
is a CRISIS! 
242 Langley Way, BRIAN PHILP, 
West Wickham, Rescue Officer, 
Kent. Council for Kentish Archaeology. 

GAS C O M P A N Y  RECORD'S 
IN THE B.B.C.-2 programme "Chronicle" on February 20 
some members of the Greater London Industrial Archaeo- 
logical Society expressed a particular interest in gas works. 
I wonder whether they and other readers of The London 
Archaeologist are aware that written evidence, supplement- 
ing that supplied by archaeology, is to be found in the 
records of some twenty gas companies, predecessors of the 
North Thames Gas Boards, available for research in the 
Greater London Record Office? 

Minute books with a few accounts, a number of deeds, 
plans, contracts, etc., of companies operating in the Inner 
London area north of the Thames call be seen in the 
Search Room of the London Section of the Greater London 
Record Office, County Hall, S.E.1. The earliest of these 
records are those of the (chartered) Gaslight and Coke 
Company dating form 1812. Comparablc rccords of com- 
panies in the former County of Middlesex, including those 
of the Brentford Gas Company from 1821, can be in- 
spected in the Middlesex Section of the Record Offices in 
1 Queen Anne's Gate Buildings, Dartmouth Street, S.W.1. 
Also in the Middlesex Section are deposited plans and 
books of reference for proposed gas works and deposited 
accounis of gas companies covering the areas of both Inner 
London and Middlesex. 

Enquiries about these records and about arrangements 
for working on them should be made in the first instance 
by letter or telephone to the Head Archivist, Greater 
London Record Office (L), County Hall, S.E.I., (telephone 
No. 01 633 5000, extension 6851 17808) or to the Deputy 
Head Archivist, Greater London Record Office (M), 1 
Queen Anne's Gate Buildings, Dartmouth Street, S.W.1. 
(01 893 7799, extension 4431). 
G.L.C. Record Office, MISS A. L. REEVE, 
County Hall, Senior Assistant Archivist 
S.E.I. 
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