
By GRO'MATICUS 
I 

EARLY in 1975 archaeologists began negotjation 
with the Special Trustees of Guys Hospital concern- 
ing the impending 2+ acre commercial and residen- 
tial development planned for the Hsspital's grounds 
in the heart of Roman and medieval Southwark. 
From then onwards considerable efforts were made 
to convince the major parties to the scheme - the 
Hospital Trustees; their architect?, Halpern and 
Partners; the developers, Chesterfield Properties 
Ltd; and the specialist project managers, Martin 
Barnes and Partners - of the archaeological 
importance of the site. It was repeatedly pointed 
out that time would have to be made available if 
the buried historical information wa.5 no1 to be lost, 
and that, in view of the limitations of public funding 
and the size of the site, a financial contribution 
towards the cost of short-term stdif would be wel- 
come. The negotiations were never easy and the 
fear that the developers were not lakmg seriously 
the request for archaeological work be programmed 
into the development prompted So1.ithwar k Borough 
Council in 1978 to ask for guarantees from Guys 
Hospital that adequate prov~sion would be made. 

The plan for the scheme showed that much of 
the destruction on the site would be caused by the 
erection of two basemented office biock.; set close 
to Borough High Street near to the sites of the 
sites of the famous Southwark inns, The George, 
White Hart and King's Head. Comequently the 
archaeologists concentrated their eE :r;s on obtain- 
ing permission to excavate there, ratmr than further 
east where it was intended to l i u i l  nurses' re5i. 
dences - the hospital's gain from the scheme. 

In 1981 Chesterfields confirmed that they would 
make a )donation towards the cost of the excava- 
tions if arrangements were made which were 
acceptable to them. Nevertheless the terms that the 
developers were prepared to offer, produced in the 
form of a contract in June 1982, were extremely 
unsatisfactory. They provided a vcry limited period 
for excavation to take place aftzr demolition - 
which had by then begun - in thz area of the first 
office block, and allowed only for digging within 
the shell of the still standing buildings in the second. 

With the help of Southwark Comcll, a less 
adverse contract was eventually negotiated and 
signed on 10th September 1982. This guaranteed 
a period of some 10 weeks' exczvation, with the 
possibility of an extension, in the first site, and 
allowed for the second site to be subject to a 
subsequent agreement between developer:; and 

archaeologists. 
Work on the first site had to take place a t  con- 

siderable speed. The developers agreed to pro- 
vide &6,000 - far less than the amoun, they had 
been asked for - half of which was to be paid only 
when the archaeologists left. Excavations continued 
until early January, as the !area was not required 
for construction purposes until then. Many buildings 
of various dates were recorded, including part of a 
substantial deep cellared Roman house, a type rare 
in Romano-British towns, and the first to be found 
in London. At this time a small trial dig was com- 
pleted near to where the second officc block was 
to stand. This also revealed the presence of Roman 
buildings but it additionally showed that in the 4th 
century the land was being used for burials. Yet 
the opportunity for a proper excavatiivl was denied. 
Claiming that they were delayed i , ~  demolishing the 
standing buildings, the developers failed to honour 
their promise to negotiate an a g r e m e ~ t  and, in late 
February, once the buildings were down, began to 
destroy the archaeological deposits. 

The matter will not end there. The Southwark 
archaeological team has requested that the DOE 
'spot-schedule' the site and is taking legal advice to 
see whether an injunction can be taken out to stop 
the developers. They have also taken steps to ensure 
that maximum publicity is given to the unfortunate 
affair for it demonstrates how inadequate the pro- 
tection is for a site when a property company 
chooses to behave in this manner. Southwark 
Borough Council has publicly accusecl the develop- 
ers of tearinn-ur, a 'Gentlemen's Agreement.' made 
with them G part of the plannini appro;al (4th 
March 19:89). 

At the time of writing it is imp;rssible to say how 
this sorry situation will be resolved, but one positive 
outcome can be reported. Southwark Council, in- 
furiated by the attitude of the clevelcpers, has 
announced its intention to 'insert mandatory clauses 
concerning archaeological rights withir, in~px-tant 
devdopments.' This welcome step will at least 
safeguard the situation in Soutciwark. It would 
probably not be necessary here or elsewhere if the 
government had not taken such a mean-minded 
attitude towards the implementati.,n of the 1979 
Archaeological Areas Act; they are still at  the 
planning stage of introducing a limited number of 
designations to serve as a long term p i l ~ t  scheme! 
No wonder recalcitrant developers still imagine that 
they can destroy sites with impunity. 


