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Nigel Saul, Death, art, and memory in medieval England. The Cobham family and their monuments 
1300-1500 , Oxford University Press, 2001, price £29.99. Hardback, 287pp, many 
illustrations, ISBN 0 19 820746 8
The church of St Peter and St Paul, Lingfield, is the only Perpendicular church in Surrey 
but it is better known for housing the table tombs and brasses that memorialize the 
Cobham family from nearby Sterborough Castle. Several miles across the county 
boundary, at the Kentish Cobham, the senior branch of the same family left what is 
arguably the most remarkable group of monumental brasses in England, seen by Kentish 
historians with some justification as the finest in the world. The late medieval clergy at 
both churches were organized by the Cobhams into colleges of chantry priests.

Our member, Professor Nigel Saul, takes an authoritative and detailed study of the 
Cobham monuments as the starting point for a survey not only of the complex history of 
this family, their personal relations and their rise and fall, but also of the pattern of gentry 
aspirations of the time. The survey of the monuments themselves and their affinities is wide 
ranging and provides many insights into matters of design as well as patronage and its 
influence in the fashioning of memorials. The author’s study of patronage as revealed by 
the heraldry on the tombs at Lingfield is particularly fascinating.

The title of this excellent monograph is well chosen but the volume also contains much 
about the living: the author discusses in some detail, for example, the question of why the 
family did not rise as far as it might have expected. In the 1380s, John the 3rd Lord 
Cobham (the virtual ‘founder’ of the Kentish mausoleum) was at the centre of affairs and 
had the energy, resources and prestige to build Cooling Castle. However, he was the last 
male of his line and this soon became outshone by the Sterborough branch. But the son 
and heir of the 2nd Baron Cobham of Sterborough (d. 1403) was, despite a good start in 
life and some weighty patronage, never to rise higher than being Sir Reginald. It was this 
Sir Reginald who established the college at Lingfield and is thought to have rebuilt much 
of the church around the tombs of his ancestors. His heir and second son, in turn, was Sir 
Thomas, who held office in the county but was the last male of the Sterborough line.

This volume will undoubtedly and deservedly be read by everyone interested in church 
development or gentry history in south-east England and by anyone with a general interest 
in the later Middle Ages. But it should also be read by clergy called upon to officiate at 
Lingfield and similar churches. Such clergy have been known to complain of the liturgical 
difficulties raised by large table tombs that have been obtrusively, not to say arrogantly, 
positioned. However, Professor Saul’s book shows that the survival of these monuments 
should be welcomed by clergy and historians alike for many reasons, not least as reminders 
of hubris.

DENNIS TURNER

B Lancaster, The Ci Croydon Case": dirty old town to model town. The making of the Croydon Board of . 
Health and the Croydon typhoid epidemic o f18 52 -3 , Proc Croydon Natural History & Scientific 
Society 18 (6), May 2000, ISSN 0309-8656, ISBN 0 906047 16 1
Brian Lancaster is to be congratulated on the thoroughness of his investigations into the 
making of the Croydon Board of Health and the typhoid epidemic of 1852-3, presenting 
no less than 52 closely written pages of evidence and quoting 261 references. The work is 
diligence personified and gives a great insight into the interplay of social, economic and



political factors, which can both promote and hinder the adoption of desirable public 
health developments.

I was particularly amused by the section on the burial ground and the arguments about 
the supposed dangers of decomposing ‘animal5 remains and ‘poisonous5 smells. It would 
be a pity if such details and the lessons they incorporate were lost to the less well-qualified 
and time-endowed reader by the lack of digests and summaries.

For example, it would have been helpful in the section on the typhoid epidemic to have 
spelt out -  even listed -  the main diseases of the time, such as typhus, typhoid, scarlet fever 
and small pox, giving the different ways in which they can be transmitted and the 
confusions which existed at that time. Such a display would have made it far easier to have 
followed the course of events and their significance. If each section had been given a clear 
summary, of the lessons learnt and the conclusions reached, it would have helped to ensure 
that this publication received the wider audience its contents so richly deserve.

TONY STEVENS

John Cloake, Cottages and common fields of Richmond and Kew, Phillimore & Co Ltd, 2001, £ 75. 
Hardback, xii + 484 pp, illus. ISBN 1 86077 195 5

Although understated in order to alliterate, the title does reflect the focus of the book, 
namely the physical transformation of Richmond from a small medieval village to the 
fashionable resort of the 18th century and the superior London suburb of the 19th century. 
Royal connections, stretching back to the early 14th century, not only aided this 
development but also provide much of the documentation by which the process can be 
examined. With good runs of manor court rolls, the author asserts that it is possible to 
trace the history of virtually every property in the town from 1603, of many back to 1485 
and of a few back to the early 15th century. Other sources -  an extent of c 1314, a terrier of 
1620, manorial surveys of 1703 and 1771, and rating lists from 1726, combined with a 
bird’s eye view, The Prospect of Richmond of 1726, and innumerable paintings -  fill out the 
picture. From this evidence the author is able to provide a gazetteer of the properties at 
various dates, together with any physical and tenurial changes that had occurred in the 
intervening time. A series of well-drafted diagrams illustrate the changing appearance of 
Richmond over the centuries and enhance the text. As an example of detailed local 
historical work this volume is in many respects remarkable and clearly does represent the 
fruit of many years of painstaking research among the documents.

At £ 75 the book is not cheap but will be welcomed by all those who are curious about 
Richmond’s past, especially those living locally. Apart from the main theme, subjects 
highlighted include topics as diverse as medieval fisheries, occupations, inns and taverns, 
entertainment and the arts, local government and education. As a precise and detailed 
case study of urbanization the book will also appeal to people outside the town. Having 
examined co-operative, piecemeal enclosure in rural Shropshire, I was particularly 
interested to see the same process at work in an urban context, as a prelude to burying land 
under bricks and mortar. The key period of growth appears to have been the late 17th 
century when building activity quickened. Development had begun before the opening of 
the wells in 1694 but this event gave it an extra boost. Patronized by gentlemen, the 
nobility and rich London merchants, Richmond became a fashionable out-of-town resort. 
The status of the visitors, who rented (and in some cases acquired) property in the town, is 
reflected in the quality of the houses that still line Richmond’s streets.

Readers should be aware, however, that this is not a comprehensive account of the 
social and economic life of Richmond’s inhabitants across the centuries, though they can 
pursue some of the themes further in other publications by the author. Moreover, the 
format is doggedly parochial in spite of numerous openings to set the work in a wider 
context. No doubt many people will not care, finding this approach a strength rather than



a weakness. None the less -  and I do have to make this point -  a book that claims on the 
dust jacket to tell ‘the story of the ordinary people in a perceptive and penetrating social 
and economic history of the manor5 has to deal with the wider significance of the events 
related in it. In any case, it is interesting to know whether or not the experience of 
Richmond was typical. An obvious comparison is with Epsom, another Surrey spa and a 
centre of fashion and recreation. The account of social, economic, cultural and 
administrative developments, as well as the discussion of specific themes such as tenurial 
and demographic change, the effect of the Reformation, and the process of enclosure and 
urbanization, would also have benefited from a broader view and, incidentally, would have 
helped inform some of the more speculative comments. In short, this is a wonderful source 
of local history material which, with its extensive tables, maps and appendices, will be read 
(and quarried) with profit by locals and outsiders alike. On the other hand, whether one 
thinks more could, and should, have been done to contextualize Richmond’s experience 
depends on one’s approach to local history and its relationship to events in the wider 
world.

PETER E DWARDS

Bruce Watson, Trevor Brigham and Tony Dyson, London Bridge: 2000years of a river crossing, 
Museum of London Archaeology Service monograph 8, 2001, price £ 22. Paperback, 
vxiii + 258 pp, 157 figures, 19 tables, ISBN 1 901992 18 7

This is basically a report on the excavations in 1983-4 at Fennings Wharf, which lies 
immediately downstream from the present London Bridge, but it has been widened into a 
study of London Bridge itself through the ages. This presents problems since some of the 
features bear no relation to the bridge -  eg an important Bronze Age feature in the form of 
a ring ditch with associated evidence for cremations -  and no evidence directly relating to 
the bridge in the Roman period was found.

There were few Roman features for such an important area but this is probably because 
of later destruction; much more was found at Toppings Wharf ( Trans London Middlesex 
Archaeol Soc, 75 (1974), 1-116), just to the east, where the ‘natural’ seems to have been a 
little deeper. The important point is that all the Roman features relate to occupation and 
not to the bridge or its approach. The descriptions are in some respects confusing or 
lacking in important details. Feature F8.1 (fig 10) might be the corner of a structure whose 
alignment differs from the others along the riverside, but this is not mentioned.

A problem with these riverine sites is the level of the river. In this, Southwark and the 
City seem to be totally different, for the river levels calculated from the wharves on the 
north side of the river would mean that much of the riverside in Southwark would be 
under water at high tide. Brigham recognizes this problem but argues that the solution lies 
in a gravel bank along the river’s edge found at Toppings. It is suggested that this bank was 
originally c 2m high, on the assumption that it was constructed from the upcast of the ditch 
found behind it. A gravel bank is not a good method keeping water out, though Brigham 
claims that in two places evidence was found of a possible clay capping to ‘waterproof’ it. 
One would expect clay to be dug out first and then gravel, so why not build it completely 
of clay since there was plenty available? The maps (figs 9-11) show the bank running 
through the Fennings site, though the text does not mention the ditch which might be a 
feature local to the western part of the Toppings site. To protect land below high tide level 
would surely need something more substantial than this. Perhaps the river levels in the 1st 
century were lower than suggested though that does raise problems with access to wharves 
on the north bank. It is also argued that the Roman river bed was at the same level as now 
but, with the rising high tide level, the river should actually be burying its channel.

The position of the Roman bridge now seems to be fairly firmly fixed, running from the 
bottom of Fish Street Hill to the southern abutment of the present bridge. The Fennings



excavation showed that it did not lie downstream of the present bridge, and recent 
excavations at Regis House on the north bank have produced evidence for it lying 
immediately east of that site at its north end. Brigham’s suggestion that the Montague 
Close road may have turned east and run along the river for a short distance is puzzling, 
especially as he attributes the idea to me (p 33). I originally suggested {SyAS Res Vol, 3 
(1976), 42), that the Montague Close road which approached the river running north-
east, rotated to a more northerly direction to cross the river at a more sensible angle, and 
that the alignment of Roman features in a strip along the river bank supported this idea 
(Brigham adduces this latter fact himself to suggest that the Borough High Street did the 
same thing); certainly figure 15 shows no such eastward arm and it would push the 
Montague Close road past the suggested position of the southern abutment.

Brigham argues that the Borough High Street road was earlier because it was part of 
Watling Street but it would be more accurate to say that it was part of Stane Street. The 
Montague Close road was placed immediately on the pre-Roman fluvial clays and there 
was no occupation before its construction. On either side of it were extensive quarry pits 
for extracting gravel for its construction, and these were left open for some time, showing 
that there was no settlement in the area at that time. There has been no evidence that 
similar quarry pits occurred alongside the Borough High Street road and these would have 
been found at Fennings Wharf had they existed. I have argued elsewhere {SyAC, 70 (1977), 
43-55) that the Montague Close road fits into a group of three roads aligned on the 
Lambeth crossing. Stane Street, however, is aligned on the City and must be secondary. It 
has been suggested that the Montague Close road is a ‘local’ road serving the western part 
of Southwark but this does not fit with the quarry pits or with the fact that the road leads 
directly on to the bridge; a local road would probably have run at right angles to the 
Borough High Street road (examples of such were found in the Jubilee Line extension 
excavations).

This position for the bridge invalidates the ingenious theory that we could find no 
evidence for the Roman bridge because it was overlain by the medieval bridge with its 
remains buried within it, though there does seem to be a survival of this theory in 
Brigham’s suggestion that a hoard of Roman coins said to have been found in one of its 
starlings (a structure at water level around a pier to prevent erosion of the foundation) 
might imply that this starling corresponded to a Roman starling; this is not possible since 
the lines of the two bridges would never correspond as the Roman bridge was aligned on a 
point on the north bank well inland from the northern end of the medieval bridge. The 
hypothesis for the gravel bank would also rule out the idea that a large section of the 
Roman riverside was washed away in the 13th century flood, though this would have made 
the problem with river levels mentioned above much worse.

Brigham suggests that there were three bridges: an early wooden one, a temporary 
wooden one c AD90, used while the earlier wooden one was being replaced by a stone or 
brick one with a wooden superstructure. This suggestion is based almost entirely on the 
discovery of a wooden box structure at Pudding Lane (G Milne, The port of Roman London 
(1985), 46) that Milne claimed to be the northern pier of the Roman bridge which, for 
various reasons, can only have been part of a temporary bridge. Though the suggestion is 
fairly convincing it does depend on the identification of this structure as a bridge pier, 
whereas it could, for example, be a landing stage. Landing stages today would be placed in 
front of the river wall (in the Middle Ages they extended into the river and were called 
bridges), especially as the ‘quays’ were unlikely to be used for mooring boats since the tie- 
backs extended in front of their riverside faces. Another problem with this theory is the 
lack of any trace of such a pier on the south bank and, since figures 9-11 show the putative 
river bank running across the site, traces of the pier should have survived. Brigham refers 
on a number of occasions to a line of piles that Cuming reported across the river just 
downstream of the medieval bridge and seems to suggest that they could somehow relate



to the Roman bridge and have been moved downstream by river action; this seems highly 
unlikely as such movement would surely have destroyed or distorted it.

There is also a suggested reconstruction of the third bridge, but this is very speculative 
since no remains have been found and it is entirely based on other examples adapted to 
the conditions of the site.

Four phases of the Saxo-Norman bridge were identified, two being represented by single 
timbers and two by remains of caissons (square timber boxes), though the two earlier 
phases presumably belonged to similar structures. Unfortunately none of these can be 
closely dated; the latter two are late 12th century and the first phase is probably late 11th 
century. Watson argues for a date of c 1000 for the first post-Roman bridge and suggests a 
context of the revived Danish attacks at that time for its construction. This is based largely 
on Dyson’s suggestion that the burgh at Southwark was not built until then, since it is 
assumed that the existence of the burgh implies the existence of the bridge, and that its 
occurrence in the Burghal Hidage of the early 10th century was a statement of intent and 
that it did not actually exist at that time. Dyson [London J ,  15.2 (1990), 99-110) argues that 
its name, the Tort of the men of Surrey’, is strange and distinct from all the other forms of 
‘Southwark’ the ‘southern fort’ (ie at the end of the bridge). But this could relate to the 
changed circumstances between r900 and the time a century later when the burgh’s 
relation to London and the bridge could have become more important than its relation to 
Surrey (for a similar name change for Southwark Priory in the 14th century see London 
Archaeol, 9.5 (2000), 144); the change only involves dropping the middle element ‘rigana’. 
It would be strange if all the other burghs in the Hidage existed but Southwark did not and 
all the other examples of double burghs with a bridge between belong to the early 10th 
century, not to its end, and, in the case of the Frankish examples, to the 9th century. 
Bridges certainly existed before the earliest phase the authors found, since two ex-situ 
timbers from one were found which date from c 987-1032 and there is no reason why 
other earlier bridges should not have been totally destroyed in the very active erosion of 
the period.

It is also argued that the Roman roads leading to the bridge survived into the Saxon 
period because the Borough High Street follows, more or less, the line of the Roman road. 
This is true, but it is difficult to see where else it could go to get to the bridge position; it lies 
east of the Roman road from just north of St George’s church, just as the Saxon bridge lay 
east of the Roman one; I have suggested that the Roman roads to the bridge did not 
survive into the Saxon period {Southwark Lambeth Archaeol Soc News, 83 (Sept 2000), 4—5). On 
the north bank, Fish Street Hill may overlie the Roman bridge approach but Gracechurch 
Street, to the north, was a new street cutting through the Roman basilica.

The sequence of revetments on the upstream side of the bridge is very complex and I 
therefore hesitate to suggest a different interpretation, but wonder whether features F15.8 
and F20.5 (fig 34) are not revetments on either side of an inlet next to the bridge, similar to 
that found later next to the stone bridge to the west, especially as they are only five years 
apart (1128 and 1133). It is strange that there is so much erosion on the south bank 
compared with the north bank since the latter should, being on the outside of the bend, be 
where erosion takes place. Watson suggests that the revetments and quay constructions 
along the north bank deflected the current across the river to erode the south bank; this is 
not totally convincing especially as erosion does take place in the eastern part of the City 
where similar quays occur.

The report includes a reassessment of the saga references to London Bridge but one 
would need to be an expert in early Norwegian history to be able to evaluate these 
properly. The great saga of St Olaf of the 13th century contains an interesting description 
of Southwark, which seems to claim that it was founded by the Danes. It also refers to a 
road on the side of the defences which could be taken as an allusion to an intra-mural road 
which is characteristic of late Saxon burghs, but unfortunately later evidence show that 
Southwark did not have such a road.



It is intriguing that a bridge could be built over a 33-year period on the site of a pre-
existing one without creating havoc. The excavation showed that the southern abutment 
was built in 1189 which, if the documentary evidence is correct, was in the middle of the 
building campaign. Was a section of the wooden bridge demolished each year and a stone 
arch erected in its place and reconnected to the remains of the wooden bridge to allow 
continued use? But there are only nineteen arches not 33.

Lloyd states that the residents on the bridge were parishioners of St Botolph’s (p 114); 
this is true except that the south end of the bridge, to the south of the stonegate, was in the 
parish of St Olave’s, Southwark, though administratively in the City.

Between 1266 and c 1281 London lost control of its bridge (p 128) and the king’s works 
‘in Southwark’ at that time are almost certainly at the south end of the bridge; the brattice 
then erected is a wooden tower and may be a timber ‘extension’ to the stonegate (H M 
Colvin, The history of the king's works (1982), vol 1, 1198: it is not clear why Colvin dates this 
to 1263 since the account for it is in the pipe roll for 1266/7). It is ironic that this is the 
time when we first have complaints about the City extending its jurisdiction into the 
southern bridgehead (PRO: Just 1/873 f9d).

The comments on the early medieval buildings around the south end of the bridge (pp 
94-5) should be compared with my article in the SyAS Bulletin no 330 (June 1999, 1-3). 
There is an interesting discussion on when houses were first built on the bridge (pp 97-8) 
but, unfortunately, the earliest direct evidence cited does not relate to this. The deed, 
which is quoted from a secondary source is Bridge House Deed A3 (City of London 
Record Office) and relates to a property in Tooley Street some way from the bridge; the 
houses it mentions are ‘of the bridge’ not on it and were on property which became part of 
Bridge House as did the property conveyed by the deed.

The layout on the west side of the bridgehead is more complex than described in the 
report. The authors cite a deed of 1513 for the Dolphin which described it as abutting on 
the property ofjohn Cook, which must be the Bear. However, at its west end the Dolphin 
projected northwards to the river so it must lie north of the northern arm of Pepper Alley 
and not south of it. The Dolphin abuts south on a property of St Thomas’s Hospital but 
there does not seem to be enough room north of Pepper Alley for this property as well. It 
therefore seems most likely that it lay south of Pepper Alley and that the cellar found in the 
excavations (F30.14—17) belongs to the Dolphin; the fact that this intrudes into Pepper 
Alley may imply that the alley was within the Dolphin itself, just as Bear Alley seems to 
have been within the Bear (see p 146). Features F30.11 and F30.13 would then belong to 
the property owned by St Thomas’s Hospital, which was not, as stated here, granted to St 
Bartholomew’s by the Exchange; the property to the south, with its cellar (F29.1), would 
then be a property of Southwark Priory.

North-east of the Bear were probably two properties (the documentary evidence is 
conflicting on this area). The property belonging to St Thomas’s, which was later granted 
to St Bartholomew’s, lay here (Guild Lib MS 4390), but there was probably another 
property which belonged to St Helens Priory, Bishopsgate, from before 1258. In the 16th 
century this was called the Salutation or Sonne which it is tempting to see represented by 
features F 13.2-3 that were situated right on top of the bridge abutment yet were held 
freehold by the priory. None of the documents make any reference to the inlet that was 
found just to the west of this (see fig 107). This inlet is very strange; it is too narrow to be a 
dock (the Bridge House boats when above the bridge lay against the wall of Southwark 
Priory a little to the west) yet it seems to have been deliberately maintained at least until 
the 18th century.

No suggestions are made as to the identity of the features found on the east side of the 
bridge approach but F29.3, if indeed it was as reconstructed (fig 106), could well be the 
eastern staple which lay on the corner of Tooley Street and not further north as on figure 
105. The tenement on the south corner of Tooley Street (F29.8, F30.3 et at) belonged in the



14th century to the Mokkyngs, and was for a time a stew, and later to Alderman George 
Monnux.

I am not convinced by the suggestion that the dock on the Toppings site derives from an 
‘inlet5 formed by the 13th century erosion. The alternative suggestion, that the north-west 
to south-east line of this erosion is formed by the bridge protecting that area, is much more 
likely, especially since the erosion west of the bridge cut equally deeply into the river bank 
(at Montague Close). That the pottery from the erosion deposits has been redated 
c 1230-70 rather than after 1300 would not rule out a 1294 date for the erosion since this 
is material which has been eroded and redeposited by the river and should pre-date the 
erosion. However, the evidence from Winchester Palace shows that this must pre-date 
1220, so an identification of it with the 1208 flood recorded in the Bermondsey Annals 
seems highly likely (this date is supported by other documentary evidence). Is it completely 
coincidental that this is one year before the new stone bridge was completed? The bridge 
certainly altered the flow of the river as the report discusses, but it has to be remembered 
that the starlings were much smaller to begin with and would therefore have less effect and 
the (impossibly?) rapid rise in high tide level in the 12th century at Bull Wharf (p 162) is 
unlikely to have been caused by the bridge. It may also be significant that salinity rose 
rapidly just above the bridge immediately after the erosion (SyTS* Res Vol, 5 (1977), 50) 
which implies that the new bridge, at that time, was no great impediment to the incoming 
tide.

There are inevitably a number of minor errors. The reference to figure 24 on p 81 
should be to figure 22; figure 60 is said in the text to be the eastern of two baseplates but 
must be the western; Winchester Palace lies west not north-east of Fennings Wharf (p 25); 
and are Venice and Florence really in northern Europe (p 97)? There seems to be 
something awry with the citations of the Bridge House rentals on p 106. There are six 
references: one to BHR 3 fl99v which is correct, while the others are to BHR 5, but all 
should also be to BHR 3. Further, I believe the folio numbers should be f 12 not f 107; f210 
not f255 andf230vnotf257.1 am baffled by the reference onp 122 to BHR 3 c 1550-1650; 
the volumes that cover 1550 to 1650 are nos 7-19. On p 100 Jackson refers to a document 
of 1558 as the basis for his reconstruction of Nonsuch House and quotes Chronicles of 
London Bridge p 254; in fact that should be p 347 and the date is 1585, which makes much 
more sense.

The description of the dock first found at Toppings Wharf in 1970-2 is confusing (pp 
150-1); the eastern external face of the eastern wall was said to be faced but this should 
presumably be the western face; in the text this is said to be T10.3, but on figure 106 this 
number is attached to a feature found in 1970-2; the western wall is called T10.7 in the 
text but T10.4 on figure 106; the text appears to describe T10.2 twice as two separate 
features although there seems to be some confusion with T10.1 (I think!). No mention is 
made of T9.3 which is a new feature and a revetment that is shown on figure 113 (a 
section); it is not shown on any map which is unfortunate since its relation to the dock, to 
which it is clearly close, would be interesting.

I enjoyed reading this report. It was a very difficult excavation and the excavators and 
report writers are to be congratulated on the amount of evidence they extracted from the 
site. This is a very significant contribution to the study of London Bridge, which is the 
raison d’etre of London and Southwark. But is it also an end? Brigham suggests that 
remains of the Roman bridge may lie buried under Thames Street and it is possible 
that traces remain under the arches of the modern bridge approach in Southwark. It is also 
just possible that some of the medieval bridge survives under Adelaide House and there 
may be relics of both bridges in the river (traces of the medieval bridge were found during 
dredging in 1967, though Brigham argues that any remains of the Roman bridge could 
have been destroyed by the demolition of the medieval bridge); but none of these are likely



to be excavated in the foreseeable future. There is still much to be extracted from the 
documentary sources, especially from the Bridge House records which are voluminous.

GRAHAM DAWSON




