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MEMBERS OF THE executive committee of the 
Standing Conference on London Archaeology 
(SCOLA for short) are of ten asked about SCOLA's 
present role and where it is going. One question, 
really, and a serious one. First, a little history. 

Before the affair of the Rose Theatre, representa- 
tives of the Surrey Archaeological Society and the 
London and Middlesex Archaeological Society 
used to meet two or three times a year with staff 
of the Museum of London and English Heritage 
in what was called the 'London Working Party' or 
the 'Joint Working Party'. This working party had 
an ancestry going back to before even the birth of 
the 'Rescue' movement in the 1970s. Its meetings 
were useful and sometimes constructive, but pretty 
informal. 

The threats to the archaeology of the City of 
London had been graphically highlighted by Mar- 
tin Biddle and Caroline Heighway in The Futureof 
London's Past and the challenge had been met by 
the Museum of London. However, the members 
of the working party became prime movers in 
setting up mini-units to meet similar challenges 
elsewhere in Greater London (Southwark and Lam- 
beth had set the precedent, moving forward sepa- 
rately for some years, but we need not complicate 
the story too much). Later, the Working Party 
welcomed the formation of the Department of 
Greater London Archaeology within the Museum 
of London. 

For many years, the Working Party was chaired by 
the late great (and highly diplomatic) Ralph 
Merrifield. Ralph was always very conscious of 
the need for a research agenda (long before the 
term had been invented, we might add), so that 
archaeology should not proceed in an ad hoc way. 
As a result, one of the things that the Working 
Party did was to encourage an assessment of Lon- 
don's archaeological knowledge. The assessment 
has finally been produced and published by MoLAS 
-- the launch was on trd October last1. A formal 
Research Agenda is ii its final stages of prepara- 

The Working Party tried to work in a low-key way: 
as a strictly informal body; it had little alternative. 
But the Rose Theatre row (fully documented in 
'the literature', including the London Archaeologist) 
and its fall-out showed how inadequate this could 
be. In April 1992 the responsibility for providing 
archaeological planning advice to London bor- 
oughs (the old Greater London Council had, of 
course, been abolished in 1986) was transferred 
from the Museum of London to English Heritage, 
and there were real fears that the new arrange- 
ments might fall short of those previously pro- 
vided. The Working Party moved forward to es- 
tablish a formal, pan-London forum with a solid 
constitution where issues of importance to the 
conduct of archaeology could be discussed, prob- 
lems raised, and solutions found. The result was 
SCOLAZ. 

SCOLA was sponsored by the Society of Antiquar- 
ies of London, the CBA and the two county 
archaeological societies that had been principally 
involved in the Working Party. On the launch of 
SCOLA, the Working Party dissolved itself. Since 
its creation SCOLA has continued in its role as an 
independent London-wide body able to monitor 
arrangements for archaeology and to help to en- 
sure that the public voice is both informed and 
actively taken into account. 

In an attempt to represent all archaeological inter- 
ests in London -- national, professional, museum, 
amateur, and so on -- the sponsors gave SCOLA a 
somewhat convoluted constitution and a revolv- 
ing chairmanship and deputy chairmanship. This 
initially provided strength but has now, in the 
longer term, proved a point of weakness. The 
membership arrangements were over-optimistic 
and not a little confusing. 

SCOLA was not intended to  work alone. Some 
Local Liaison Committees (covering groups of 
London boroughs) already existed, having been 
brought into being in several different ways; 
SCOLA's Executive Committee has co-operated 
with them and has tried to fill in the gaps in the 
network which, ideally, should cover all the Lon- 

I .  The Archaeology of Greater London -- A n  assessment of archaeo- 
logical evidence for human presence in the area now covered by 

Greater London Museum of  London (2000). 
2. See 'Mosaic' London Archaeol6 no. I 6  (1992) 452. 



don boroughs. On the committees a range of 
'interested parties' should meet -- representatives 
of the planning authorities (prof essional and coun- 
cillor), museums, local history libraries and socie- 
ties plus English Heritage and archaeological con- 
tractors. The idea is that local archaeological ar- 
rangements and problems can be discussed: prob- 
lems with a London-wide implication can be 
brought to SCOLA's attention. SCOLA also chairs 
the Greater London Local Societies meetings to 
which active societies from the whole of London 
are invited. 

Operating these committees has presented prob- 
lems. Planning officers are not always happy to 
attend yet another evening meeting; local society 
members may find daytime meetings impossible. 
With the growth of competitive tendering, con- 
tractors' staff cannot always speak freely in front 
of one another. English Heritage overload pre- 
vents them from being represented at every meet- 
ing. Not all of these problems have yet been 
overcome. 

Happily, English Heritage and the Museum of 
London have co-operated with SCOLA, even 
where opinions have differed. SCOLA commis- 
sioned a review of the working of P P G I ~  in 
Greater London and the document contained 
sixteen recommendations for future actions. This 
review has been influential (in part, at any rate) 
with both English Heritage and the Museum of 

3. S. McCracken and C. Phillpotts Archaeologyand Planning in 
London -- Assessing the effectiveness of PPGr6 SCOLA (1995). 

4.See H.OYSullivan '82-90 Park Lane, Croydon:aPlanningcase- 
study' London Archaeol7 no. 16 (1996) 424-431. 

London. The London Archaeological Archive and 
Research Centre, moreover, is something which 
SCOLA urged and to which it provided some 
funds. 

One area where there has been disagreement be- 
tween SCOLA and English Heritage has been that 
of mitigation strategies. This came to a head in 
respect of the threat from development to the 
Anglo-Saxon cemetery at Croydon. English Herit- 
age maintained that sealing the graves beneath a 
protective layer and the tarmac of a car park would 
be sufficient but SCOLA saw this as a high risk 
strategy. SCOLA argued that the uncertainties sur- 
rounding some mitigation strategies were greater 
than English Heritage was prepared to acknowl- 
edge4. Several subsequent papers, including the 
recent study by Kenward and Halls, seem to rein- 
force SCOLA's fears. 

With the changes in London Government, SCOLA 
has been involved in a lengthy, behind the scenes, 
lobbying campaign. At first this was with civil 
servants but later, as the mayoral candidates became 
known, SCOLA wrote directly to the five main 
candidates, seeking their views on 'heritage' mat- 
ters. Only the Liberal Democrat and Green Party 
candidates made considered replies. 

The Greater London Authority Act provides for 
there to be a Cultural Strategy Group for London 
with the duty to formulate and submit to the 

S. H. Kenward and A. Hall 'Decay of delicate organic remains in 
shallow urban deposits: are we at the watershed?' Antiquity 
7 4  (2000) 519-525. 

Letter 
Reigate Stone at Battersea 
FASCINATING AS I f  ound Tim Tatton-Brown's articleCRei- 
gate Stone at Battersea' (London Archaeol 9 ,  no. 6, 160), it 
contained some comments on the 1996 and 1998 archaeological 
evaluations at Prices Candle Factory, York Road, Battersea 
(Duncan Hawkins 'The Archbishop of York's Battersea Man- 
sion', London Archaeol9, no.~,129-136) which require an answer. 

First I am pleased to assure Tim Tatton-Brown that not a single 
piece of Reigate Stone was recovered during the 1996 and 1998 
archaeological evaluations. The professional team of archae- 
ologists from Pre-Construct Archaeology who undertook the 
evaluation were perfectly capable of distinguishing chalk 
from Reigate Stone and would have spotted it had it been 
present. All the chalk from the site was recovered from post- 
medieval contexts. 

Unfortunately, Mr Tatton-Brown appears to  have misunder- 
stood the purpose of the 1996 evaluation. This work, under- 
taken within the standing and fully operational buildings of 
Prices Candle Factory, was specifically designed to identif y the 

extent of York House and its ancillary buildings, so that they 
could be avoided by any new development. Building remains 
encountered in the 1996 trial trenching were recorded and left in 
situ. 

Only theareaof the1998evaluation trenches7,8and 9, which had 
been heavily disturbed by post-depositional impacts, and a block 
of land to the north and west that had been occupied by a deep 
1930s basement cut into natural subsoil, has been impacted by 
redevelopment. 

The remains of York House and its ancillary buildings survive 
in situ beneath the still operational late 19th- and early zoth- 
century Candle Factory buildings, and an extensive area of 
surface parking to the north. If Tim Tatton-Brown is right, and 
the plot of land at 'Bruges' granted to the Canons of Waltham 
Abbey in 1218 falls within the Prices Candle Factory site, then its 
recorded dimensions would suggest that it too has been unaf- 
fected by the recent development. 

Duncan Hawkins 
CgMs Consulting 

7th Floor, Newspaper House, 
8-16 Great New Street, 

London, EC+A 3BN 



.\Iavor a draft strategy containing proposed poli- 
:I& with respect to culture, media and sport in 
Greater London. SCOLA made contact with the 
- ihado\~ '  Group but was initially greatly disap- 
3)inted when the appointments to the real Group 
Included no-one with an identifiable interest in 
~rihaeology. However, there was still a vacancy, 
.:. nd this was in thegift of the Green Party. SCOLA 
: c  ifclighted that this slot has been filled by Mike 
:\-cblxr of the Thames Foreshore project. 

.-i ctrong body that can speak for London's ar- 
; haeological needs will continue to be necessary 
f o r  three basic reasons. First, there is a continuing 
need to ensure that archaeology in its broadest 
wnse is given due weight by those who govern 
London in the decisions they take on planning, 
culture and much else. The present arrangements 
wem to envisage that the principal responsibility 
for advice will fall on English Heritage. But will 
English Heritage have sufficient and sufficiently 
stable staff to do the job? Will English Heritage be 
able to keep in touch with the grass roots among 
local societies, for example? The need for a body 
identified with London to watch and lobby seems 
irrefutable. 

Second, from time to time it will undoubtably be 
necessary to question or support the actions and 
policies of English Heritage, archaeological con- 
tractors or the museums. To do this in an informed 
way requires a standing body that keeps in touch. 

Third, there is a need to encourage professional 
archaeologists to remember their public. For exam- 

ple, again and again it requires a deliberate effort 
to discover what the Borsetshire Archaeological 
Trust found when they excavated on that site in 
Hounsney last month. It  shouldn't do: they should 
tell us without being chased. 

Down the years the Working Party had frequently 
been approached by the CBA with a request that it 
should transform itself into a Regional Group of 
the CBA but, in the absence of volunteers to fill 
the necessary officer posts, the suggestion never 
appealed, though for some time the Working 
Patty had a seat on the executive of the CBA. Once 
upon a time there had been a London group 
(Group 10) but this had collapsed when Francis 
Celoria -- who had done all the work to keep it 
going -- left London. In the late 198os, CBA made 
a direct attempt to re-establish a London Group 
but this did not succeed and London was divided 
between CBA Mid-Anglia and CBA South-East, 
the boundary lying along the Thames. 

CBA has recently approached SCOLA, renewing 
its proposal for a London Group. Discussions are 
continuing, and wide consultation is planned; it is 
too soon to guess what the outcome will be. It  is 
probably fair to say that the question is not at the 
top of either organisation's agenda, so don't hold 
your breath. CBA Regional Groups are probably 
better at the 'social side' than SCOLA (SCOLA has 
run several successful conferences, recently in as- 
sociation with CBA Groups, which have increased 
its individual membership, but sees them as inci- 
dental to its prime purpose), but are they so dedi- 
cated to monitoring and lobbying? 

Excavations and post-excavation work 
City of London. Museum of London Archaeology Service, 
Walker House,87 Queen VictoriaStreet,London E C ~ V  ~ A B ( O Z O  
-410 2200). 

Croydon & District, processing and cataloguing of excavated 
and museum collections every Tuesday throughout the year. 
Archaeological reference collection of fabric types, domestic 
animal bones,clay tobacco pipes andglass ware also available f or 
comparative work. Enquiries to  Jim Davison, 28 Blenheim Park 
Road, South Croydon, CRZ 6BB. 

Greater London, by Museum of London Archaeology Service. 
Excavations and processing in all areas. General enquiries to 
MOLAS, Walker House, 87 Queen Victoria Street, London E C ~ V  
4AB (020 7410 2200). 

Borough of Greenwich. Cataloguing of excavated and other 
archaeological material, the majority f rom sites in the borough. 
For further information contact Greenwich Borough Mu- 
seum, 232 Plumstead High Street, SE18 IJT (020 88553240). 

Hammersmith & Fulham, by Fulham Archaeological Rescue 

Group. Processing of material from the Borough. Tuesdays, 
8.00 pm.-10 pm. at Fulham Palace, Bishop's Avenue, Fulham 
PalaceRoad,sw6.Contact Keith Whitehouse,85 Rannoch Road, 
W6 9Sx (020 73% 3723). 
Kingston, by Kingston upon Thames Archaeological Society 
(KUTAS). Processing and cataloguing of excavated and museum 
collections every Thursday (10 am.) at the North Kingston 
Centre, Richmond Road, Kingston upon Thames KTZ ~ P E .  En- 
quiries 020 8546 5386. 

Surrey, by Surrey County Archaeological Unit. Enquiries to 
Rob Poulton, Archaeological Unit Manager,Old Library Head- 
quarters, 25 West Street, Dorking,  RH^ IDE (01306 886 466). 

Individual membership of the Council for British Archaeolqy 
includes 10 issues a year of British Archaeology, as well as the 
supplement CBA Briefing, whichgivesdetailsof conferences, extra- 
mural courses, summerschools, training excavationsand sites where 
volunteers are needed. The individual subscription rate of Ez0p.a. 
includes postage; payment should be sent to C.B.A., Bowes Morrell 
House, 111 Wahga te ,  York, YOI ZUA (01904 671417). 


